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 Barge Loading Site 4.13
(Report prepared by Jon Cunliffe) R800-001-W04 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to request additional budgetary provision for the establishment of a 

barge loading site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound. This facility would be used principally 
for the transportation of harvested forestry logs by sea to Havelock as an alternative to using 
Kenepuru Road 

Background 
2. A proposal to establish a barge loading site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound was confirmed 

by Council via the 2016-17 Annual Plan round. 

3. A detailed paper in support was presented to Council on the 25th February 2016 and is appended 
to this report as background and context. 

4. The rationale was based on thorough study of forest yields and a further study into the investment 
in roading improvements required to bring and keep the road up to a standard capable of 
sustaining the increased loads. 

5. The investment required in roading improvements is detailed in a report entitled “The impact of log 
transport on roads in the Kenepuru Sound area over the next 52 years (2016-2066). This was 
prepared for Council by David Robertson, BE (Civil), MIPENZ (Retired). David’s work was peer 
reviewed by Engineers from MWH Consultants. 

6. These improvements were estimated to cost in excess $6.0M. 

7. This report also provided the original estimate of the investment required for a barging site. An 
investment of $430,000 was sought and approved, subject to conditions. 

8. This estimate was based on a ramp length for the barging site of 80 metres.  

9. It is important to note that while estimated costs are a tangible metric they are not the only factors 
to feature in the decision.  Health and Safety concerns rated highly. Concerns for both road users 
and roadside residents have been voiced loudly by community groups in the general area 

Concept for Consultation Study: August – December 2016 
10. In August 2016 MWH Consultants were commissioned to prepare a “concept for consultation”.  

11. Their completed study was received in December 2016. A hard copy is available. 

12. Two barge size options at two sites were assessed. 

13. The MWH estimate for the preferred option for the barge site is $720,000. Some other options were 
more costly. 

14. This is $300,000 in excess of the $430,000 approved in 2016. 

15. A critical element in costing the barging site is the length of causeway required. 

16. After a more detailed consideration of bathymetric information than was carried out in February 
2016, MWH have concluded that a causeway length of 130 metres is required. 

17. This is a significant increase over the 80 metres estimated by David Robertson. 
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18. Hence the increased cost for the option and the adjustment being sought via the recommendation.  

19. While the possibility of funding the difference is being investigated through the Regional Land 
Transport Plan it is considered prudent to seek an additional $300,000 in funding through the 2017-
18 Annual Plan as a precautionary measure. 

20. The conditions pertaining to the 2016 approval would remain. 

Timeframes 
21. The current project plan estimates completion in September 2018.   

22. This may slip on account of any or all of the following three factors,  

a) The completion of further pre-design investigation work as recommended by MWH. 
b) Uncertainty around timeframes in consenting processes. Timeframes could be prolonged 

depending views held for and against within the community. 
c) The response from foresters that they sign up a MOU requiring they use the barge site for 

the transport of their logs.  (This is one of the conditions Council set in approving the 
funding in 2016-17). 

23. Should any or all of these factors emerge and seriously affect project timing then the bulk of the 
funding may in fact be required in the 2018-19 year. 

24. The proposed capital budget increase would have a rating impact of $26,000 per annum. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve an additional $300,000 for inclusion in the 2017-18 financial year’s Roading 
Budget to top up the $430,000 provided in 2016-17 to enable the establishment of a barge loading 
site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound, subject to a fully subscribed Memorandum of Use 
(MOU) requiring all foresters in the designated catchment to use the barge site only and not the 
Kenepuru Road being a precondition of the investment. 
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Appendix:  Establishing A Barging Loading Site on the Northern Side 
of Kenepuru Sound 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to request budgetary provision for the establishment of a barge 

loading site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound. This facility would be used principally for the 
transportation of harvested forestry logs by sea to Havelock as an alternative to using Kenepuru 
Road 

Background 
2. Commercial forestry has been established throughout the Marlborough Sounds with significant 

areas being planted during the early to mid 1990’s. 

3. Plantings and replanting have occurred on a regular basis since. 

4. A key aspect of the overall production cycle, especially within the Marlborough Sounds, is the 
transportation of harvested logs to export or processing facilities. 

5. While the Port Underwood and Queen Charlotte Sounds forests have been in harvest mode for 
some years now many of the forests in the Kenepuru and Pelorus Sounds areas are now 
approaching maturity.  

Kenepuru/Pelorus Forests – Yields and Transport Options 
6. A study of the location, age and yield profiles of established commercial forests in the 

Kenepuru/Pelorus Sound area has enabled projections of harvest tonnages over the next two 
growing cycles (50+ years) to be made. 

7. These tonnages require transporting from the forest to export and/or processing facilities.  

8. For parts of the Kenepuru/Pelorus there are no transport options. It is either by sea (barge) as in 
the Pelorus area or by road in the Mahau area.  

9. However along the northern and north-eastern margins of Kenepuru Sound there is both a sea and 
a road option for transporting harvested logs. 

10. For forests in this area the road in question would be the Kenepuru Road from the vicinity of 
Waitaria Bay on the north side around to Broughton bay on the south side.  

11. If the existing road were to be used it would have to be upgraded significantly to carry the 
additional loads.  A capital cost. Coupled with this would be a much heavier annual maintenance 
requirement on account of both the heavier loading and the higher frequency of those loadings. 

12. There is currently no viable “sea” option (barging site) in operation this area.   

13. It is proposed that a barge loading site be established on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound as 
an alternative to using the road. 

14. The cost of establishing such a facility is estimated at $430,000. It is for this purpose that budget is 
being sought. 

Kenepuru/Pelorus Forests – Study Area; Planting and Harvest Profiles 
15. Figure 1 (below) indicates the extent and location of existing commercial forests in the 

Kenepuru/Pelorus Sound.  It shows the catchment as a number of sub areas; Hopai, Titirangi, 
Mahau, Pelorus and Crail. These are labelled on Figure 1 and are referenced in succeeding 
Figures and Tables.  Within the Hopai and Crail areas a dotted yellow line (labelled “Divide”) 
approximates a ridge line. Arrows indicate the direction harvested logs may be transported in if a 
barging site were in place at the site indicated. 
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 Figure 1: Commercial Forestry in the Kenepuru/Pelorus Sound Study Area 
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16. Figure 2 (below) shows the planting profile for the study area. 

17. Of note is the upsurge in planting from the early 1990’s.  Steady planting has been sustained over 
the years since, albeit not at the same levels as in 1992.  

18. There is currently some 4,310 hectares planted in commercial forest within the study area. 

Figure 2: Planting Profile: Kenepuru/Pelorus Sound Study Area 

 
 
19. Table 1 (below) summarises the projected yields (in tonnes) from commercial forests within the 

study are over two harvest cycles. The table groups forests by area AND by transport option 
available. 

20. Of note is that the total yield from the area over each harvest cycle is between 2.2 and 2.3 million 
tonnes. This represents a significant “production” resource. 
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Table 1: Yields from Forestry – Kenepuru/Pelorus – by Harvest Cycle and Transport mode 
 

 

21. Of relevance to this item is the tonnage projected from the areas where there is both a road or a 
sea option for transport (ie if an additional barge site were in place as indicated and was 
operational.) 

22. Over the first harvest cycle such a facility would handle an estimated 497,416 tonnes with a similar 
amount projected in the second harvest cycle. Assuming an average load of 28 tonnes per load, 
this equates to approximately 35,000 truck movements per harvest cycle. 

23. The harvest profile for those areas where a Road or Sea option exists is shown in Figure 3 (below). 

24. This highlights the fact that there are both highs and lows within the harvest cycles and from a 
roading design point of view it would be misleading to use average annual figures. 

25. A feature in Figure 3 is the very high harvest projected for the first year – approaching 140,000 
tonnes. It is important to appreciate that although the first year may have come and gone and the 
trees have not been harvested that is not the end of the matter.  The trees are still there and will be 
harvested at some point.  This merely adds to the harvest volumes and the loading on 
infrastructure in succeeding years.  
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Figure 3: Harvest Profile for Forests with a Road or Sea option for Transport 
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The Case for a Barge Site 
26. The marginal costs of upgrading Kenepuru Road to enable it to take the increased loadings that 

would result from transporting harvested logs where road or sea has been identified as a transport 
option for the Hopai, Crail and Titirangi areas.  

27. This would require a capital cost to upgrade the structure and the form of the Kenepuru Road from 
Waitaria Bay through Broughton Bay. There would also be an ongoing and increased annual 
maintenance costs to keep to road open. 

28. The additional capital and maintenance cost has been estimated in present day terms at $3.33m or 
$6.63/tonne of harvested logs.  This option also generates benefits to private motor vehicles 
through improved alignments as one example. 

29. In comparison the cost of establishing and operating barging site has been estimated at $430,000 
or $0.86/tonne of harvested logs for the first harvest cycle. 

30. These comparisons represent a comparative cost of infrastructure only.  It is assumed that ALL 
timber harvested from the “barge site catchment” would be transported through the barge site. 

31. Should there be an investment of public money into a barge site then it is will be recommended that 
a precondition of the investment be that forest owners formally commit to exclusive use of it by 
individually signing a Memorandum of Use. 

32. Furthermore that M.O.U. will spell out terms and conditions for management and maintenance of 
the barging facility.  It is anticipated that this would fall to the users to be responsible for. 

33. In addition to the cost of infrastructure considerations there are other significant factors to take into 
account. 

34. While the use of a barge site may incur additional handling costs for foresters, there will be savings 
in road transport costs to offset this. 

35. Safety for road users (trucks and other vehicles alike) and residents along the road has been 
raised as a major concern amongst residents in the Kenepuru and Central Sounds Area.  

36. Noise and nuisance are also factors that need to be taken into account.   

37. Establishing a barge site will not be without challenge on an environmental front. 

38. Neither would getting public support for using the current road network for the increased traffic 
loadings and the expenditures required to support upgrade works. 

39. Overall a new barging site would be an investment in the community wellbeing, delivering both 
tangible and in-tangible benefits.  

Summary 
40. Significant tonnages of harvested logs from areas where there are transport options available (sea 

as well as road) will come on stream throughout the next 50 plus years. 

41. There is a strong case emerging to establish a barge loading site within the Kenepuru Sound – 
northern side - to take the pressure off the Kenepuru Road as well as contributing to a greater 
sense of community harmony and road user safety than if the road was the sole means of 
transport. 

42. The cost of establishing a new barge site has been put at $430,000 or $0.86 per tonne of logs 
harvested. 
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43. The cost of upgrading existing roading infrastructure (capital plus maintenance) has been 
estimated at $3.33m or $6.63/tonne. 

44. This facility which would operate for the public, community and private good. 

45. $430,000 has been determined as the level of investment sought for this project. 

46. A Memorandum of Use (MOU) requiring all foresters in the designated catchment to use the barge 
site only and not the Kenepuru Road is a precondition of investment.   

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the information be received and adopted as supporting information. 

2. That $430,000 be included in the Roading Budget for the establishment of a barge loading 
site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound to provide a sea based option for the transport 
of harvested logs from that area to Havelock. 

3. That a fully subscribed Memorandum of Use (MOU) requiring all foresters in the designated 
catchment to use the barge site only and not the Kenepuru Road be a precondition of the 
investment. 
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C.15/16.284 Establishing A Barging Loading Site on the 
Northern Side of Kenepuru Sound R800-001-W04 

It was reported that the purpose of the report was to request budgetary provision for the establishment of a 
barge loading site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound. This facility would be used principally for the 
transportation of harvested forestry logs by sea to Havelock as an alternative to using Kenepuru Road. 

Mr Cunliffe advised that significant tonnages of harvested logs from areas where there are transport options 
available (sea as well as road) will come on stream throughout the next 50 plus years.  There was a strong 
case emerging to establish a barge loading site within the Kenepuru Sound, on the northern side, to take the 
pressure off the Kenepuru Road as well as contributing to a greater sense of community harmony and road 
user safety than if the road was the sole means of transport.  The cost of establishing a new barge site has 
been put at $430,000 or $0.86 per tonne of logs harvested.  The cost of upgrading existing roading 
infrastructure (capital plus maintenance) has been estimated at $3.33m or $6.63/tonne.  This facility would 
operate for the public, community and private good.  A Memorandum of Use (MOU) requiring all foresters in 
the designated catchment to use the barge site only and not the Kenepuru Road is a precondition of 
investment. 

Clr Jerram proposed an amendment to the motion including a nominal charge of $1 per log on users to 
mitigate the effects on the Sounds of log harvesting.  This amendment lapsed for want of a seconder. 

Clrs Barsanti/Brooks: 
1. That the report be received and adopted as supporting information. 
2. That one-off funding of $430,000 be included in the 2016-17 financial year Roading Budget for 

the establishment of a barge loading site on the northern side of Kenepuru Sound to provide a 
sea based option for the transport of harvested logs from that area to Havelock. 

3. That a fully subscribed Memorandum of Use (MOU) requiring all foresters in the designated 
catchment to use the barge site only and not the Kenepuru Road be a precondition of the 
investment. 

Carried 
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 Bluegums Landfill and Pyrolysis Plant 4.14
(Report prepared by A McNeil) W300-006-021-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the waste budget impact with the 

establishment of a pyrolysis plant for the processing of mixed timber. 

Background 
2. The pyrolysis plant was discussed at the November 2016 Assets & Services Committee meeting. 

The appropriate due diligence work has now been completed with no outstanding issues.  

3. Operational discussions on the site requirements have led to an increase in site area and the 
consideration of a handling area adjacent to the waste sorting centre.  

4. A Heads of Agreement (HOA) has now been signed between Council and Waste Transformation 
Limited.  

5. The establishment of this plant affects three waste budgets, Waste Landfills: Regional, Waste 
Transfer Stations: Waste Sorting Centre and Waste Projects: Recycling. 

6. This paper sets out these impacts for the benefit of the community.   

Staff comments - Opex 

Waste Landfills: Regional  
7. The initial gate fee for the pyrolysis plant will be set at $150 per tonne excluding GST. Based on a 

3,000 tonne annual input this equates to $450,000 annual cost to Council. This payment is on a put 
or pay basis.  

8. To part recover these costs the regional landfill will collect the gate fees for timber loads destined 
for the pyrolysis plant via the existing site weighbridge. This fee will be set at the current landfill 
gate fee of $100.45 per tonne excluding GST. This generates an annual income of $301,350 
excluding GST per annum. The balance will be covered through a combination of revenues from 
the charcoal sales, operating cost savings due to reduced tonnage being landfilled and general 
waste reserves. These items are described below and summarised in the table at para 14. 

9. The pyrolysis process reduces the input mixed timber by 70% so for an annual input of 3,000 
tonnes of mixed timber materials this would equate to 900 tonnes of product for resale. Initial 
charcoal sales are projected to provide an annual income to Council in the region of $90,000 
excluding GST based on a return of $100 excluding GST per tonne.  

10. The contract fees will be increased by $450,000 excluding GST per annum which is offset by the 
revenue income described above and a contract cost reduction of $42,000 per annum due to a 
reduction in landfill tonnage, leaving a balance of $408,000 excluding GST per annum. 

11. The emission trading scheme (ETS) liability will be reduced by $10,950 excluding GST per annum 
due to a reduction in landfill tonnage. 

12. The waste disposal levy will be reduced by $30,000 excluding GST per annum due to a reduction 
in landfill tonnage.  

13. Depreciation will increase by $39,000 excluding GST per annum based on site capex of $450,000 
excluding GST. This spend will be subject to normal procurement processes. 
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14. These changes result in an increase to the landfill budget of $14,700 excluding GST per annum 
which can be covered from general waste reserves. The following table summarises the position. 

Item Impact excluding GST per annum 
Gate fee income  $301,350 
Initial product sales income $90,000 
Contract cost -$408,000 
ETS $10,950 
Waste disposal levy $30,000 
Depreciation -$39,000 
Surplus (deficit) -$14,700 

Waste Transfer Stations: Waste sorting Centre  
15. The waste sorting centre currently disposes of mixed timber at the regional landfill for a gate fee of 

$100.45 excluding GST per tonne. This fee will remain unaltered when the material diverts to the 
pyrolysis plant.  

Waste Projects: Recycling  
16. The waste disposal levy collected at the regional landfill is transferred to central government on a 

monthly basis. This amount is set at $10 per tonne excluding GST for all material received into the 
landfill for disposal. The levy is then divided into three components, half is set aside for the central 
government controlled waste minimisation fund, up to 10% is set aside to administer the scheme 
and up to 40% is returned to Council to be used for waste diversion.  

17. The Council resource recovery centre currently receives the entire waste disposal levy returned 
from central government. The reduction in waste received at the landfill due to the diversion of 
timber to the pyrolysis plant will result in a $12,000 excluding GST per annum increase to the 
Waste Projects: Recycling budget based on an estimate of 40% of $30,000 excluding GST. This 
can be offset against a growth in sales revenue at the salvage yard and reuse shop as a result of 
more material diversion from the waste sorting centre. 

Staff comments - capex 
18. The site requirements have been revisited during the due diligence phase. A revised capex 

estimate in the region of $450,000 is now envisaged. This takes into account a larger site area 
being developed to provide future capacity for expansion as the volumes of timber increase and 
also provides a pre-sort and bulking point adjacent to the waste sorting centre in Blenheim. This 
amount can be covered from the Waste Landfills: Regional capex budget for the construction of 
stage 7. This capex will be subject to normal procurement processes i.e. market testing through 
tender.  

19. Depreciation will increase by $39,000 excluding GST per annum based on site capex of $450,000 
excluding GST. 

Summary 
20. The establishment of the pyrolysis plant for the processing of timber into charcoal affects a number 

of waste budgets. These impacts are offset by income streams in the form of user pays gates fees 
and/or sales revenues as well as operating cost reductions.  

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve the inclusion of the pyrolysis plant in the 2017-18 Annual Plan and that the 
budgets related to Waste Landfills: Regional, Waste Transfer Stations: Waste Sorting Centre, and 
Waste Projects: Recycling be amended to reflect this.  
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 Waste Facilities – Extension of Operating Hours 4.15
(Report prepared by A McNeil) W300-006-011-05 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek approval for an increase in budget from 2017-18 forward to 

cover extended opening hours at the greenwaste, resource recovery and reuse sites. 

Background 
2. Extended opening hours (for the 2016-17 period) at the greenwaste acceptance facility, resource 

recovery centre and reuse centre were approved by the Assets & Services Committee at the 
November 2016 meeting. This was to provide alignment with the waste sorting centre opening 
hours. The impact of this change is highlighted in the following table.  

Day(s) Current Hours of 
Operation 

Proposed Hours of 
Operation 

Extra 
Hours 

Staff (inc 
Manager) 

Total 
Hours 

$ Cost 
Exc GST 

Monday 
to Friday 

08.00 am to 4.30 pm 07.30 am to 5.00 pm 5 8 40 

74,000 Saturday 10.00 am to 4.00 pm 07.30 am to 4.00 pm 2.5 7 17.5 

Sunday 10.00 am to 4.00 pm 10.00 am to 4.00 pm 0 0 0 

3. This change of hours has ensured that the community can continue to drop greenwaste, household 
recycling and reuse items at the same time they drop their rubbish at the waste sorting centre. 

Staff Comments 
4. This is effectively an increase in service level for these facilities, with an annual cost increase of 

$74,000.  

5. For the 2016-17 period this has been funded from existing budgets.  

6. Due to increases in revenue, incomes at the Resource and Re-use centres, only an increase of 
$34,000 in budgets would be required to fund the service level increase from these extended 
hours.  This equates to an increase of $1.47 (GST inclusive) per ratepayer on a current rate count 
of 26,600. 

Summary 
7. An alignment of the greenwaste, resource recovery centre, reuse centre, and waste sorting centre 

hours of operation is required to mitigate any disruption to the community. This increase in level of 
service will cost $1.47 (including GST) per ratepayer from 2017-18 forward. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approves an increase in Level of Service and budget of $34,000 from 2017-18 
onwards as follows: 
• Waste Projects: Recycling budget be increased by $10,000; and  
• Transfer Station: Greenwaste budget be increased by $24,000. 
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 Reserves and Amenities Resourcing 4.16
(Report prepared by J Lyall) R510-009-000-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to request funding for an additional resource for the Reserves and 

Amenities Section. 

Background  
2. The Reserves and Amenities Section is managed by four reserves officers who manage seven 

contracts which cover parks, sport parks, tracks, memorials, cemeteries, street tree and plots and 
public convenience maintenance. Five smaller contracts are run by community organisations and 
various small contractors for one off services to the community such as toilet cleaning and mowing 
in rural locations. Within these contract areas reserves officers are also responsible for capital 
projects being undertaken and issues that arise within those reserves. One reserves planner who 
manages the resource consent process for reserves projects and comments on behalf of reserves 
for resources consent and development contributions. The planner also manages projects in their 
planning phases with particular emphasis on the outdoor sports facility plan.  There are also two 
reserve rangers, a road safety coordinator, part time reserves technician and facility manager 
based at Endeavour Park pavilion along with the head gardener with seven staff. 

3. $3,353,478 is spent per annum on the contracts with an additional $1,114,722 per annum spent on 
additional works in the form of repairs and maintenance. A further $267,576 is spent on 
contributions to community groups to provide services to its local community. 

4. $11,041,656 represents the capital works budget for 2016-17 for the Reserves and Amenities 
Section this represents 71 individual projects. 

5. The level of service expectation from the community is continually increasing and pressure from 
increasing levels of tourism. This is most prevalent on the Picton foreshore with cruise ships 
passengers increasing the local’s perception of level of services towards public asset maintenance 
and timing of works. In the 2016-17 two additional public conveniences facilities have been 
installed on the foreshore as a result of this pressure. The increase in tourist numbers is also felt 
through the numbers of “Freedom Campers” using reserve space. 

6. The expectation is that capital projects that fall into the Reserves and Amenities Section will 
continue. The Small Township programme which has $500,000 per annum to deliver projects to the 
smaller communities of Marlborough are predominantly considered to be either roading or reserves 
projects which will also increase the workloads of the Reserves and Amenities Section. 

7. The Marlborough outdoor sports facility plan continues to progress with sport codes pursuing with 
development on the various parks. The implementation of the Lansdowne Sports hub will be a 
major undertaking for the Reserves section with planning and design being undertaken in the 2016-
17 year. 

Comments 
8. It is consider a prudent decision to employ someone with project management skills to assist the 

team in the implementation of future projects. While consultants will continue to be engaged where 
required this requirement will be greatly reduced if there is an in house resource to assist in the 
consultation, planning and implementation stages of projects. 

Summary 
9. Request for an additional resource to assist the Reserves and Amenities Section with specific 

project management focus.  

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve an additional resource of $100,000 for the employment of a project 
coordinator in the Reserves and Amenities Section. 
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 Freedom Camping Patrols 4.17
(Report prepared by R Bartlett) R510-005-09 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to consider resourcing ongoing freedom camping patrols and to 

provide an update on national initiates responding to the associated issues with freedom camping.   

Background 
2. Throughout the various submission processes for the adoption of the amended bylaw, several 

submitters requested additional resourcing for patrolling of non-compliant freedom camping  

3. In December 2016 amendments to the Freedom Camping Bylaw were adopted by Council. At the 
same time Council allocated $30,000 for specific freedom camping patrols. 

4. Since commencing the dedicated patrol the Contractor has “moved on 685 vehicles where vehicle 
numbers have exceeded the allocated number under the Bylaw or were parked in prohibited areas. 

5. The numbers of freedom camping vehicles have continued to increase with predictions from the 
Tourism Industry Association that this choice of tourism will continue to grow.   

6. Perception of the negative effects of Freedom Camping attracts much media attention this in turn is 
reflected through community perceptions. 

A Department of Internal Affairs lead working group put out a report in December 2016 into local 
harms from freedom camping and the implementation of the Freedom Camping Act 2011 by 
councils. The report can be read in full on line 
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Freedom-Camping/$file/Freedom-Camping-
Situational-Analysis.pdf.  This report backs up the statement concerning perception of Freedom 
Camping within the executive summary:  

“There is an emerging trend for councils to increase the restrictions on freedom campers with fewer 
areas available. As the supply of available areas decreases, the concentration of campers in the 
remaining places increases and the harms experienced in those places, like litter, may reach 
unacceptable levels. 
There is an increasingly pervasive perception that freedom campers are responsible for litter, 
human waste and anti-social behaviour. This is demonstrated in media reporting on freedom 
camping and submissions to council bylaw making processes. There is little evidence to support 
this proposition. These expressions of public concern are driving greater local restrictions on 
freedom camping.” 

In response to the report the Minister of Local Government approved a work programme to address 
the issues identified (see attached) 

These statements are reflected up by the Marlborough freedom camping experience in that there 
are greater restrictions on the number of vehicles in certain dedicated sites. The result of this has 
been a greater concentration of campers but very low levels of litter, human waste and anti-social 
behaviour has been observed.   

7. The chart below shows the number of campers being moved on from sites and highlights 
Koromiko Reserves which now has a limit of 12 vehicles and continues to suffer from overcrowding 
as the demand for the Picton area which is predominately generated from Ferry Traffic. 

https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Freedom-Camping/$file/Freedom-Camping-Situational-Analysis.pdf
https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Freedom-Camping/$file/Freedom-Camping-Situational-Analysis.pdf
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Comments 
8. Since the position has been operation (29 December 2016) positive feedback has been received 

from Community Groups in the Sounds. General feedback from the complying freedom campers 
has also been positive.  

Summary 
9. With Tourism Industry Association predicting numbers of tourist and New Zealanders (see 

Managing Freedom Camping in Public Places national situational analysis document) to continue 
to increase and the implementation of greater restrictions on the number of vehicles that are 
permitted to stay at Council designated sites the issue of non-compliance with the Bylaw could 
reasonably be expected to increase. 

10. Without additional provision of designated sites the perception of the harms associated with 
Freedom Camping can be expected to heighten with in the community. A dedicated Freedom 
Camping Ranger will be able to have influence on the levels of compliance and therefore the 
community’s perception regarding Councils active management of these issues. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve $30,000 per annum to fund the position of a dedicated Freedom Camping 
Ranger.  
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 Pollard Park Event Area Development 4.18
(Report prepared by B Molony) R510-009-P06-06 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to request additional funding for the development of Churchill Glade 

into a dedicated events area. 

Background 
2. Pollard Park has had a history of being utilised as an events area for some time. The area used is 

Baden Powell, the area adjacent to the playground. 

 

3. Council receives several requests for playground upgrades each year. Included in this is specific 
accessible equipment. Pollard Park play area is Marlborough premier playground and is considered 
a designation playground. It receives high patronage and is regularly used for birthday parties and 
other events like work functions.  

4. The current layout required for event set ups uses all the available bare land surrounding the 
playground thus limiting any further development of the area or additional pieces such as 
accessible units. 

5. During Pollard Management Plan consultation process several submitters requested additional 
playground area and equipment. Event organisers also commented that the area is limiting the 
growth of their events. Therefore one of the objectives of the management plan was to develop 
Churchill Glade into the dedicated events area. Pollard Park Management Plan “ 2.7 Events. 

6. Events and festivals play an important role in promoting Marlborough and provide both economic 
and social benefits to the region. Pollard Park’s central location, large area and park setting makes 
it a popular location for events. The Management plan states “Currently the majority of events are 
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held at Baden Powell although the extension of the play area will result in this area reducing in 
size. Churchill Glade and Baden Powell are both available for events, catering to different size 
groups. The plan identifies the installation of infrastructure into Churchill Glade which will provide 
more facilities for events in this area. 

2.7.1 Objective 

To provide an attractive location for events. 

2.7.2 Policies 

Provide infrastructure such as toilets and power at Churchill Glade to support events. 

Comments 
7. To develop Churchill Glade into a dedicated events area power and water are required. The cost to 

install these services is estimated at $83,000 this consists of cabling and switch board $18,000, 
Jackson boxes and wiring for the reserves $60,000, and $5,000 for water supply and trenching.  

8. Council’s Regional Events Advisor has met with the event organisers who currently run events out 
of Baden Powell to discuss the layout of the area to determine the ideal placement of the services. 

9. Baden Powell could still be available for smaller events but the development of the play area could 
progress without displacing current users. 

Summary 
10. The relocation of events from Baden Powell to Churchill Glade at Pollard Park requires additional 

infrastructure in the form of power and water. This cost has not been budgeted and budget is 
requested. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve an additional budget of $83,000 for infrastructure requirements to allow the 
Churchill Glade area of Pollard Park to be utilised for events, with funding from Reserves.     
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 Extension of Saturday Library Hours 4.19
 (Report prepared by G Webster) L300-018-001-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek additional funding to extend Saturday opening hours by a 

further three hours at the Marlborough District Library and Picton Library and Service Centre. 

Background 
2. The Marlborough District Library commenced opening on Saturday mornings (9.30 am – 12 noon) 

in conjunction with moving to the new District Library in May 1989.  

3. Picton Library commenced opening on Saturday mornings (10.00 am - 12.00 noon) in August 
1990. 

4. Saturday opening hours were reviewed at the District Library in late 1993, following an analysis of 
usage. Hours were changed to 10.00 am - 1.00 pm in 1994. 

5. Picton’s Saturday hours were aligned with the District Library’s in July 1998 when Picton became a 
combined Library and Service Centre. 

6. Weekend hours were extended to include Sundays at the District Library on a six month trial period 
in April 2007, with the Library opening 1.30 pm - 4.30 pm. The hours became permanent the 
following year with staff working 1.15 pm - 4.30 pm. Picton Library commenced Sunday opening on 
a trial basis the following year, becoming permanent the next year. 

7. Following negotiations with the Union and library staff overtime was paid for working Saturdays                         
(District Library x 4 staff and Picton Library x 2 staff per Saturday).   

8. Sunday hours were compensated with staff taking Monday off in-lieu – equivalent to double time. 

Current Situation 
9. It has been evident for some time that closing at 1.00 pm on Saturdays is not meeting the 

expectation of the public. Saturday activities often include sport and along with other commitments, 
families in particular struggle to include a visit to the library within the current opening hours. Staff 
often have to ask people to leave at 1.00 pm on Saturdays, many of whom are surprised the library 
is closing. 

10. The demand for computer and Wi-Fi access on Saturdays by residents and visitors to the facilities 
is also high.  

11. In the three hours the District Library is open on Saturdays and Sundays, the average number of 
visitors is 377 and 311 respectively. This is a high percentage when the average number of visitors 
each week day averages between 1,000 - 1,200, when the library is open for nine hours (9.00 am - 
6.00 pm)  

12. The average number of visitors to the District Library per hour on Saturdays = 125, Sundays = 103, 
compared with 97 during the week  

13. Picton Library and Service Centre records on average 109 visitors on Saturdays and 78 visitors on 
Sundays. Week days average 249 visitors. This will inevitably increase with a new facility. 

14. The average number of visitors to Picton Library per hour on Saturdays = 36, Sunday =  26, 
compared with 27 per hour during the week. 
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Future Needs 
15. The new Picton Library and Service Centre is expected to open in November 2017. It is well 

documented that most new library facilities record a 10 - 30% increase in visitors and circulation. 
This coupled with demand in Blenheim for longer opening hours on Saturdays requires a review of 
Saturday opening hours across the District. 

16. An additional 2.5 hours per staff member is needed to increase Saturday opening hours from 10.00 
am - 4.00 pm. This would involve staff working 5.75 hours (9.45 am - 4.00 pm with ½ hour lunch 
break). 

17. The additional District Library salary budget needed is $20,750 per annum (four staff). 

18. The additional Picton Library and Service Centre salary budget is $13,662 per annum (three staff). 

19. Standardised weekend opening hours are important to ensure consistency of service delivery in 
both facilities. 

Summary 
20. Current Saturday opening hours are not adequately meeting the needs of the community. 

21. Additional funding would allow the libraries to open longer on Saturdays. 

22. If approval is granted to increase Saturday hours from 10.00 am - 4.00 pm, extended hours would 
commence from 30 September 2017 at the District Library.  

23. Picton Library hours would be extended on the opening of the new facility.  

24. An adjustment to Sunday hours from 1.00 pm - 4.00 pm, so that closing times at the weekend are 
the same, is also recommended. Current opening hours are 1.30 pm - 4.30 pm. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve an extension of opening hours for the Libraries at a cost of $34,412 per 
annum. 
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 Marlborough Environment Plan – Funding for Independent 4.20
Commissioners 

(Report prepared by P Hawes) M100-06-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek funding to engage three independent commissioners to assist 

appointed Councillors hear submissions to, and make decisions on, the Proposed Marlborough 
Environment Plan (MEP). 

Background 
2. The MEP was publicly notified on 9 June 2016. 1249 submissions were received, submitting in 

support or in opposition to the notified provisions of the MEP. 

3. All submitters and further submitters have an opportunity to be heard at a hearing. 

4. At its meeting on 1 December 2016, the Planning, Finance and Community Committee confirmed 
the make-up the Hearings Panel. The Panel is to comprise four Councillors, Councillors Hook, 
Oddie, Shenfield and Arbuckle, and three independent commissioners. One of the independent 
commissioners is to hold experience in Mātauranga Māori. The appointment of independent 
commissioners will be paid appointments. 

5. No budget provision has been made in the 2017-18 financial year for the use of independent 
commissioners. 

Comments 
6. The current Environmental Policy budget for the 2017-18 financial year is committed to securing 

appropriate planning, technical and legal expertise to assist staff analyse the decisions requested 
in submissions and to provide recommendations to the Hearings Panel (via Section 42A reports). 

7. This existing budget could be used to remunerate the three independent commissioners.  

8. Staff are currently in the process of summarising decisions requested by submitters. As such, the 
extent of external assistance cannot be confirmed at this point in the process. Redirecting existing 
Environmental Policy budget to remunerate the three independent commissioners has the potential 
to impair the ability to provide advice to the Hearings Panel. 

9. For this reason, this report seeks additional funding to give effect to the Planning, Finance and 
Community Committee’s decision to utilise three independent commissioners on the Hearings 
Panel.  

10. The quantum of funding required can only be estimated at this point in the First Schedule process. 
This is because: 

• The three independent commissioners are yet to be appointed and their hourly rate of 
payment is therefore not known; and 

• The duration of the hearing is unknown until they come to be scheduled later in 2017. 

11. An estimate can be made on the basis of the Council’s commissioner rate and an approximate 
calculation of hearing duration. 

12. The Commissioner’s hourly rate is $80 per hour. Note that it is likely that independent 
commissioners will seek a higher rate of remuneration. For example, the hourly rates of the 
commissioners on the Council’s hearing commissioner list start at $150 per hour. 
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13. Allowing for a week to hear submissions on each of the 17 issue based chapters of Volume 1 
results in a four month hearing. Using a 15 minute hearing allocation per submitter (and some 
submitters may seek more), this would allow 32 submitters to be heard in an eight hour day, or 150 
submitters per week. 

14. Of course, there are also the provisions of Volumes 2, 3 and 4 to be heard.  

15. It is likely that there will be efficiencies possible in hearing submissions on the rules in Volume 2 as 
some rules apply across multiple zones.  

16. Submissions on the content of Volume 4 are discrete/confined as they relate to the zoning or 
overlays that apply to a particular property or properties. 

17. Conservatively, it is considered that the hearing will be a minimum of 17 weeks. Utilising the above 
Commissioner rate, the cost per Commissioner for a hearing of this duration would be $59,840, or 
a total of $179,520. 

18. It is considered appropriate to include a contingency with this budget provision due to the inherent 
uncertainties involved with the above estimate. A contingency of 30 percent is considered 
appropriate in the circumstances given the extent to which rates of remuneration and hearing 
duration could influence the costs of running the hearing. A budget provision of $234,000 would 
therefore be required. 

19. An allowance also needs to be made for deliberations outside of the hearing schedule (noting that 
some decision making may be able to occur as the hearing proceeds). A further 5 weeks of 
deliberations would incur costs of $62,400 using the same assumptions as above. 

20. If out-of-town commissioners are appointed, an allowance will also need to be made for transport 
and accommodation. If two of the three commissioners do not reside in Marlborough, a realistic 
daily cost per person is $200 ($150 for accommodation and $50 for food). For a 17 week hearing 
and a further five weeks of deliberations, the disbursements would be approximately $35,200. 
Airfares or other travel costs would be on top of this and the cost would depend on where the 
commissioners were travelling from and how they were travelling. It is recommended that an 
allowance of $50,000 therefore be made for disbursements. 

21. At its meeting on 1 December 2016, the Planning, Finance and Community Committee decided to 
commence hearing submissions in August 2017. Decisions on the MEP must be publicly notified by 
9 June 2018. The additional funding sought for the Environmental Policy budget is therefore a one-
off for the 2017-18 financial year. 

Summary 
22. The Planning, Finance and Community Committee made a decision on 1 December 2016 to utilise 

three independent commissioners to complement the four elected Councillors on the Hearings 
Panel to hear submissions to, and make decisions on, the MEP. No provision was made for the 
use of independent commissioners in the Environmental Policy budget for the 2017-18 year. It is 
estimated that the costs of utilising independent commissioners could be $350,000. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council agree to a one-off increase in funding of $350,000 for the 2017-18 financial year for 
the remuneration of three independent commissioners as part of the Hearings Panel for the 
Marlborough Environment Plan, with funding from an appropriate Reserve. 
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 Fencing of Swimming Pool Inspections 4.21
(Report prepared by B East) R450-002-B01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to propose a new means of Funding to cover the cost of undertaking 

annual inspections as required under the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987 (FoSP) from 1 July 
2017. 

Background 
2. Since the introduction of the FoSP, the Territorial Authority (TA) (under its Levels of Service (LoS) 

agreement) has under taken site inspections throughout the Marlborough District each year. 

3. The Level of Service agreement required the Building Control Group (BCG) to carry out 15% of all 
pools each year. This meant that over seven years, all pools in the Marlborough District receive at 
least one inspection to ensure compliance with the FoSP. 

4. In the writer’s memory there has never been a charge to the property to undertake these 
inspections. 

5. Over the years the BCG has not always met this LoS because of work load and resourcing. 

6. During years 2013 & 2014 the BCG used a contractor to undertake the FoSP inspections; however, 
the role was brought back into the BCG to reduce costs in 2015. 

Building (Pools) Amendment Bill 
7. A change to the FoSP, which is to take effect on the 1st of January 2017, will double the number of 

pool audits undertaken by the TA function from 15% to 33.3% of all pools per year.  The benefit of 
this work is considered to be primarily to the individual pool owners. 

8. The Marlborough area has approximately 1,450 pools registered. This number remains relatively 
constant as new pools are built and others are removed. Pool locations cover the full Marlborough 
District and some require boat access to inspect. 

9. The change from 15% to 33.3% means that the number of inspections carried out each year will 
increase from 218 to 484. 

10. The yearly cost of carrying out the pool audits under the three year requirement of is set at 
$96,000+GST. This translates to 1.5 hours per inspection including travel.  

11. A recent paper to Council recommended that Council agree to investigate the possibility of a 
targeted rate to recover the costs of undertaking the FoSP annual site audits as part of the 2018-
2028 Long Term Plan development and consultation process. Council requested that options be 
provided earlier, for possible application from 1 July 2018. 

Options Considered 
12. In examining the appropriateness of different funding options, Council must consider the provisions 

of s101(3) of the Local Government Act 2002.  The Act states: 

“(3)  The funding needs of the local authority must be met from those sources that the local 
authority determines to be appropriate, following consideration of,— 

(a)  in relation to each activity to be funded,— 
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(i)  the community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes; and 

(ii)  the distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, any identifiable 
part of the community, and individuals; and 

(iii)  the period in or over which those benefits are expected to occur; and 

(iv)  the extent to which the actions or inaction of particular individuals or a group 
contribute to the need to undertake the activity; and 

(v)  the costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and 
accountability, of funding the activity distinctly from other activities; and 

(b)  the overall impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the community.” 

13. S101(3)(iv) is considered the most relevant, as the requirement for inspections only applies to 
those properties that have pools, with the result that a “targeted” option appears the most 
appropriate, effectively excluding General Rates, (where all ratepayers pay), as an option. 

14. As a result three other charging options have been investigated: 

• Hourly rate 
• Fixed fee 
• Targeted rates 

15. Hourly rate: This option would cover the full actual cost of each site audit. However, it would 
require a disproportionate amount of administration setup and work (i.e. invoicing and tracing 
debtors) for a relatively small number of inspections per year. It would also create a huge cost to 
those pool owners who are in the outer areas. Especially Marlborough Sounds (boat access) and 
rural residence. This cost could potentially deter property owners from registering their pools.  

16. Fixed fee: As above the administration costs are a deterrent. Pools owners may negatively react to 
being advised that they are to receive a site audit and that they will receive a charge of 
approximately $230+GST for the process.  

17. Targeted rates: This is the preferred option because: 
• A targeted rate will allow the cost to council of carrying out the annual inspections to be 

recovered. 
• The targeted rate will allow the cost of each site audit to be spread over three years at a 

targeted annual rate charge of $66.09+GST per year for each pool owner. Over three years 
the rate payer will pay a total $198.27 plus GST. The targeted annual rate charge shall be 
revised at each rate round to ensure the FoSP site audit costs continue to be covered by the 
rating and correctly reflect the number of pools registered by Council.  

• The targeted rate will avoid the need for additional administration costs as once the property 
pool rate has been set up it will be part of the total rate collection process. 

• In addition to the targeted rate charge, on the few occasions when pools are found to be 
non-compliant, a separate inspection fee of $152+GST plus travel (as per standard fee and 
charges) is proposed for their re-inspection. 

Community Views 
18. Implementing a new Targeted Rate, will require a Long Term Plan variation, which in turn requires 

an audit and the use of special consultation procedures.  
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Summary 
19. A change to the FoSP, which is to take effect on the 1st of January 2017, will double the number of 

pool audits undertaken by the TA function from 15% to 33.3% of all pools per year.   

20. The benefit of this work is considered to be primarily to the individual pool owners. 

21. At present all rate payers are paying for pool site audits whether owning a pool or not. 

22. Three options were presented to recover the cost of undertaking the new raised level of 33.3% 
Pool site audits required each year.  

• Hourly rate 
• Fixed fee 
• Targeted rates 

23. The targeted rate method is the preferred option as it is the most efficient charging mechanism for 
pool audits, allowing poll owners to pay over the period of three years rather than being invoiced 
upfront. This option also offers the lowest set up and ongoing administration costs to Council.  

24. The targeted annual rate charge has been recommended at $66.09+GST for the 2017-18 year and 
shall be revised annually to ensure the FoSP site audit costs continue to be recovered by rates and 
correctly reflect the number of pools registered by Council. 

25. In addition to the targeted rate, a separate inspection fee of $152+GST plus travel is proposed for 
the re-inspection of non-complying pools. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council agree a targeted rate of $66.09+GST to recover the costs associated with 

carrying out the annual pool site inspections in Marlborough be consulted upon.  
2. That Council agree that a separate inspection fee of $152+GST plus travel for the re-

inspection of non-complying pools be consulted upon. 
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 Marine Biosecurity Resources 4.22
(Report prepared by J Underwood) E315-013-001 

Purpose 
1. To outline capacity issues in the Biosecurity function with respect to addressing marine biosecurity 

threats and seek additional resources to implement a more structured and better resourced 
programme. 

Background 
2. The Council has a statutory obligation to give effect to the legislative requirements of the 

Biosecurity Act 1993 (‘the Act’). Specifically, section 12B states “a regional council (or by definition 
a unitary) provides leadership in activities that prevent, reduce, or eliminate adverse effects from 
harmful organisms that are present in New Zealand (pest management) in its regions”. 

3. Council can deliver leadership within the region in a number of different ways. Historically, that has, 
and continues to be done so, through the development and implementation of a Regional Pest 
Management Plan (RPMP).  

4. Managing pests ‘on the land’ is something the Council has become well versed in and the Regional 
Pest Management Plan past and present somewhat reflects that. Marine pests on the other hand 
require quite a different approach given the complexity and connectedness of the marine 
environment.  

5. Beginning in the mid-2000s, marine pests have grown as a threat to both the aquaculture industry 
and the natural environment. Recent history has shown a pattern where harmful organisms 
become established in New Zealand, usually at a major port, then make their way around the 
country. Only when an early detection and intervention is made, is there a chance to prevent 
establishment of marine pests. In many cases this has not happened hence the establishment of 
both Didendum vexillum, and Styela clava in Marlborough.  

6. The very real threat is currently the establishment and proliferation of Mediterranean fanworm 
(“Sabella”) in Marlborough. This animal has higher impact potential particularly on the likes of 
mussel lines. It not only competes for space (like other fouling species) but can form dense 
canopies and filter plankton before it can reach the mussels.     

7. There have been three vessels harbouring Sabella on their hulls found and addressed in the last 
three years. In addition, dive surveys in Picton Marina detected a small number of Sabella over the 
course of the last two years. 

Level of Service 
8. The work being conducted by the Biosecurity function to-date in addressing the threat of marine 

pests has been a case of delivering services within existing budgets and staff resources. There is a 
pattern emerging of delivering services through the erosion of resources tagged for the delivery of 
other services.   

Current resourcing pattern  
Component Existing 

Budget 
Recent Actuals 
2014-15 

Recent Actuals 
2015-16 

Forecast Actuals 
2016-17 

Internal 
Resourcing 

Top of the South 
Marine Biosecurity 
Partnership – 
jointly funding a 
coordinator 

$20,000  $20,000 $20,000 $22,400 Within existing 
staff resource 

Response and 
surveillance - 
Sabella 

$18,000 $34,395 $23,240 $34,570 

Total $38,000 $54,395 $43,240 $57,970  
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9. With Sabella incursions also detected in Nelson Haven and Port Tarakohe in recent years, a Small-
Scale Management Plan (SSMP) under the Act is being prepared in conjunction with Tasman 
District Council and Nelson City Council for each of the three Councils. This Plan is a discrete tool 
with a term of three years in attempt to control a harmful organism by allowing the management 
agencies to act with the support of the administrative powers of the Act. With the Top of the South 
Marine Biosecurity Partnership in place, it is intended to move forward in a cohesive manner with 
the other Councils and operate under a joint Operational Plan to implement the SSMP.    

10. In the background, the RPMP review is progressing in 2017 and it is anticipated to propose an 
ongoing programme for the management of Sabella and the related incoming threats. The SSMP 
can be seen as an interim and more urgent measure which can lead into an ongoing programme 
under the RPMP, if adopted. 

11. Within the draft Operational Plan for the SSMP over the next three years, additional resourcing 
requirements have been estimated in order for key services to be delivered and achieve the 
objectives of the SSMP. The additional resources identified are outlined below: 

Component Existing Budget per 
annum 

Additional resources 
requested per annum 

New Budget per annum 

Top of the South Marine 
Biosecurity Partnership 
– jointly funding a 
coordinator 

$20,000  $12,800 $32,800 

Response and 
surveillance - Sabella 

$18,000 $73,000 $91,000 

Total $38,000 $82,800 $123,800 

12. The additional resources will result in a number of increases in services relating to marine 
biosecurity. These being the implementation of the SSMP and ultimately (subject to RPMP review 
processes) a more enduring level of service under the new RPMP. Some of the requested 
additional resources are to be utilised for delivering work components through the TOS Partnership 
contract with the remainder to be used in contracting services directly to carry out a substantially 
increased level of active ‘deterrence’, surveillance and investigation.   

Discussion  
13. The management of marine pest threats is quite complex compared to that on the land. 

Management approaches are becoming better understood with time.  

14. The key threat to the introduction of a marine pest such as Sabella is to New Zealand’s largest 
aquaculture industry of the Marlborough Sounds. Almost as equally important on the balance of 
values is the impact a pest like Sabella will have on natural ecosystems. Unlike previous marine 
pests arrivals such as Stylea clava and Didendum vexillum who are a primarily a water column 
fouling species, the tubeworm of Sabella can take hold in sediments, structures, natural rocky reefs 
and almost all underwater surfaces. This can create quite substantial changes both to the structure 
and function of natural marine ecosystems.  

15. This threat to natural ecosystems has direct linkages to the work being carried out by Council’s 
Coastal Scientist in fulfilling roles under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) with respect to 
maintaining marine biodiversity and healthy, functioning habitats in the marine environment.  

16. The level of additional resources requested is anticipated to be sourced through rates at this 
current time. Any costs imposed by persons subject to regulatory measures as a result of the 
SSMP or future RPMP programme are to be borne by the exacerbator in the first instance (e.g. the 
vessel owner).  

17. If the mechanism of coastal occupancy charges come to fruition, this component of work had 
already been signalled as a key area where revenue gained through those charges could support a 
more structured and effective marine biosecurity programme.  
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Summary 
18. The Council has statutory responsibility and obligation to give effect to the legislative requirements 

of the Biosecurity Act 1993 with respect to providing leadership for biosecurity [pest management] 
within our region.  

19. Addressing the threats from marine pests has historically been using existing budgets and staff 
resources but as increased intervention becomes warranted, these resources are not currently 
adequate.  

20. A tool to put in place more structure and regulatory backing to address the immediate threat of 
Sabella (a Small Scale Management Plan) is anticipated to be put forward for approval in the 
immediate future. The additional resources are tied to the implementation of this Plan. 

21. As the current RPMP review progresses, which includes draft provisions for addressing the risk 
from Sabella, the additional resource sought could transition to implement a RPMP programme.  

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve an additional $82,800 for the implementation of the Small Scale 
Management Plan (SSMP) for Sabella in 2017-18, and subsequent years for the SSMP or other 
tools such as a Regional Pest Management Plan.   
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 Land Management Resourcing 4.23
(Report Prepared A Johnson) E360-002-002-02 

Purpose 
1. To outline resource capacity issues in the land management function and seek an additional Land 

Resource Environmental Scientist position. 

Background 
2. The Council has a statutory obligation to give effect to the legislative requirements of the RMA 

1991 including polices and methods prescribed in the notified Marlborough Environment Plan 
(MEP) and the existing Resource Management Plans. The Council also has an obligation to a 
range of national regulatory instruments. 

3. In terms of discharging these responsibilities Council currently delivers a number of science and 
monitoring programmes in the land management domain. The land management programme 
predominantly has a focus on contaminated land giving effect to the National Environmental 
Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminates in Soil to Protect Human Health 2012 (NES, 
2012). This involves regulatory management of potentially contaminated sites identified from the 
Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL). 

4. In addition a soil quality monitoring programme and to a limited scale soil characterisation and 
intactness monitoring is undertaken to enable Council to determine long term trends in the effects 
from various land use activities and to gain better knowledge on soil composition and structure. 
Other programmes have cross cutting themes, in particular sustainable land management and 
advocacy programmes which currently focus on projects related to the dairy sector, land care 
groups and some limited nutrient leaching research on the Wairau Plains.  

Level of Service 
5. The MEP and existing Resource Management Plans set out a number of key deliverables and 

expectations to achieve the policies, objectives and methods along with ensuring that key 
anticipated environment results are measured. The key land management programmes for 
achieving a level of service are summarised below: 

 Programme  Comment New 
Requirement 

Additional 
Resource (Fte) 

(a) Soil Quality Monitoring  Monitoring and reporting 
to determine if soils are in 
a good or degraded state 
for the current land use. 
Monitoring occurs for a 
range of biological, 
physical and chemical 
parameters. 

Existing 
Additionally EMaR 
Land domain 
reporting indicators 
 

n/a  

(b) Soil Intactness Desktop erosion 
monitoring to determine 
the amount and type of 
soil erosion across the 
Region.   

Existing 
Additionally EMaR 
Land domain 
reporting indicators 
 

n/a 

(c) Soil Characterisation Monitoring to gain 
information on the range 
of soils in zones where 
data is insufficient. 
Monitoring can be 
described as at two levels; 
being a broad 
characterisation process, 

Existing n/a 
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and a finer scale (farm 
level) to determine best 
practice for effluent 
discharge and irrigation. 

(d) Contaminated Land Identification of HAIL sites 
/regulation, risk 
assessment and reporting 
(NES) 

Completion of 
the broad scale 
systematic and 
technical review 
of HAIL sites by 
2020 
(NES, 2012)   

0.1 

(e) Land Use and Cover 
Monitoring  
 

Monitoring to determine 
change in land use and 
cover over time which is 
used to correlate effects in 
terms from water quality 
and instream values, 
including water yield.     

Development 
and 
implementation 
of a structured 
monitoring 
framework 
(MEP anticipated 
environmental result 
Chapter 14 (use of 
the rural 
environment and 
EMaR Land domain 
indicators 

0.1 

(f) Diffuse and point source 
discharge monitoring  

Designing cumulative 
monitoring programmes to 
measure unintended 
discharge effects to 
surface and ground water 
from primary industries, ( 
e.g. winery discharge) 

Project 
Management for 
science 
investigations 
and cumulative 
monitoring 
program 
(MEP objectives 
chapter 15 1a, 
maintain and 
enhance water 
quality)  
  

0.1 

(g) Catchment 
Enhancement Plans 

Development and 
implementation of 
catchment plans to 
mitigate diffuse pollution 
effects (riparian and 
mitigating stock assess to 
rivers) 

Catchment 
enhancement 
plans and 
advocacy to 
achieve MEP 
outcomes 
(MEP Chapter 15 
polices and 
Methods of 
implementation 
15.M.5) 

0.4 

(h) NPS Freshwater Science investigations and 
information gathering to 
enable the setting of water 
quality limits in catchments 

Technical 
design and 
information and 
data collection 
(NPS Freshwater, 
2014) 

0. 3 

6. The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2014 requires councils to set up an 
accounting regime for freshwater takes and contaminants. In the context of water quality Council 
has a staged programme for giving effect to the NPS-FM. As part of this process it is expected that 
technical investigations will be required to collect, analyse and report data that will support the 
establishment of cumulative water quality limits on a catchment by catchment basis.  The data 
would include land use information, data on the leaching and runoff of contaminants, the 
assimilative capacity of water bodies at different flows taking into account the values that the water 
bodies support.  It is likely that modelling will also be required to establish these cumulative limits.   
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7. The NES for soil contamination requires ongoing identification of HAIL sites, and there is an 
increasing demand for providing technical assistance to landowners, consultants, including carrying 
out site risk assessments and managing information.  

8. The MEP has a focus on maintaining and improving water quality throughout the region. Council’s 
water quality monitoring programme sets the foundation for monitoring effectiveness of policy 
outcomes; however improvements to degraded waterways will require a non-regulatory approach 
(catchment enhancement plans) essentially working closing with landowners and stakeholders 
encouraging appropriate land management responses to protecting water ways (e.g. riparian 
setbacks and stock exclusion).   

9. Essentially the land management programs outlined from section 5(d) to section 8 are currently 
either not resourced adequately or at all.  This leaves the Council with a level of exposure in terms 
of capability and capacity to deliver existing functions without taking considering the impacts of 
additional levels of service for implementing the expectation of the MEP and requirements for 
discharging reasonability under the NES 2012, and the National Policy Statement for Freshwater 
2014.   

Discussion  
10. The land resource and air domain activity is currently resourced to an equivalent of a 1.3 fte. The 

existing permanent staff position has a responsibility for the existing land management 
programmes as well as air quality. The position is complimented by a part time role. Current 
resources in this activity are under constant pressure and realistically staff are unable to deliver 
existing programmes to professional expectations, while the level of service required under the 
MEP and national regulatory instruments continue to increase demand. 

11. If we compare resource levels with other local authorities its apparent that many Regional Council’s 
manage these functions with dedicated teams for each discipline, for example teams for managing 
natural resources at a catchment level, or units that focus specialty on the land contamination 
function.  

12. As a unitary Council we have the ability to ensure that our functions are integrated, and while we 
will always have resourcing limitations, we can ensure that our service is provided in an efficient 
and effective manner. To achieve this we can look to build capability and also realign our water and 
land team with an objective of share responsibility that is enduring and able to meet future 
demands. 

13. While we can build capacity in a team environment to a certain level essentially the land function 
will require additional resourcing to meet the expectations an increasing level of service. The 
function will require an additional level of funding from rates of $100k year to allow for a permanent 
full time land resource scientist and the supply of a vehicle for delivering field services.  

14. The alternative option for Council is not to increase the level of service.  If Council decided on this 
approach a further paper would be required to help Council determine the consequences and 
future options  

Summary 
15. The Council has statutory responsibility and obligation to give effect to the legislative requirements 

of the RMA 1991and the Marlborough Environment Plan (MEP) including a range of national 
regulatory instruments. 

16. Essentially, the Council is under resourced in delivering existing land management programmes 
and the expectations of the MEP, NES 2012, and the NPS for Freshwater which places more 
obligations and levels of service on Council. 

17. The existing land/air functions are currently managed by 1.3 Fte.  
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18. The additional level of service and cost for Council would be in the order of $100,000 per year with 
funding sourced from rates. 

19. There are additional opportunities for ensuring that we provide for an integrated team to enable the 
ability to build on resource capacity and capability for the long term sustainability of the function. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approves $100,000 for a Land Resource Scientist in 2017-18, and for each 
subsequent year thereafter. 
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 Resource Consent System Replacement  4.24
(Report prepared by H Versteegh and S Young) (R450-020-009-01) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek budgetary provision for the 2017-18, 2018-19 and 2019-20 

financial years to commence a programme of work to develop a system of digital tools and 
integrated databases for implementation of Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

2. The budget for which approval is sought will be used to build digital Resource Consenting and 
Compliance Monitoring tools, which will enable comprehensive mining and analysis of information 
extracted from workflow and held within integrated databases. 

3. Ongoing development of the programme will see the integration of all Resource Management 
Regulatory Data and Information Systems. 

Background 
4. The Council is charged by Government to undertake many Regulatory functions of which the RMA 

is one of the most challenging. 

5. Aside from the RMA’s legal complexity, it also operates in an integrated way. Each part of the RMA 
interacts with other parts to create a complex information flow and dependency system complete 
with feedback mechanisms.  These information flows and dependencies underpin the RMA and all 
need to be accounted for in any system workflow development. 

6. The current systems for managing the complexity of the RMA information, national instruments and 
Plans are now out-dated. These systems were implemented several years ago and are constrained 
by having been developed incrementally from “paper based systems” built around discrete 
processing elements, with the simple filing of documents and reports as a system end state.  This 
leads to significant rework and manual processing of files to find, mine and analyse information 
embedded in the resource consent process.  Being a Unitary Authority it is difficult to buy off the 
shelf product that does both the Regional and Territorial functions.  Council embarked on 
Technology One as its core system in 2003 but this has not be utilised for the RMA parts of Council 
due to the limitations within the system. 

7. As well as being an inefficient use of resources, reliance on manual information collection systems 
is a significant contributor to risk. Risk is increased as many different people manually enter 
information into related, but not connected processes, increasing the number of sources of data 
input error.   

8. The RMA also has stringent statutory reporting requirements (for example, State of the 
Environment Reporting, Performance of the Resource Management Plans) as well as a 
requirement to make information on consents, compliance and other matters directly available to 
the public. 

9. Over the last ten years the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has markedly increased its 
requirements for information through its’ National Monitoring System. Information sought includes 
but is not limited to Council’s performance in respect of Plan making, Resource Consenting, 
Compliance, Science and Monitoring, and Implementation of National Environmental Standards.  
There has been discussion around extracting this information directly from Council systems. 

10. Also, in some areas of the RMA’s administration, for example water management, the need for 
real-time accurate information to account for water and its use in the region has become 
imperative. Robust and transparent water management tools are vital from a number of 
perspectives, for example, economic development, user certainty, utilisation efficiency, reporting, 
and management of liability. 
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11. Adding to the complexity, Council as a Unitary Authority has, under the RMA, Regional, Coastal 
and District functions to administer. It is currently operating under two combined operative 
Resource Management Plans and one combined Proposed Resource Management Plan. In 
addition, there are five National Policy Statements and five National Environmental Standards to 
administer with a significant number proposed to be introduced over the next few years. Since its 
inception in 1993 the Council has processed some 38,000 Resource Consents, many of which 
require ongoing management.   

12. The Council has limited resources available to deal with this level of complexity and to meet the 
growing needs of both the Government and the public. It follows therefore, that Council needs to 
operate in the “smartest” way possible.  Council’s small size relative to some larger authorities, 
allows it to be agile when developing and introducing new digital tools and processes to deliver 
better information outcomes. 

13. Re-engineering of workflow processes together with utilising recent developments in information 
management offer an opportunity to make customer-focused digital tools that facilitate flows of 
information and improve customer trust in the services. Such tools will also provide a solution to 
address Council’s capacity and capability issues for the future by automating and standardising key 
consenting and compliance processes. 

Current state for managing regulatory information 
14. The existing workflow processing framework for Resource Consent Applications comprises: 

• A multitude of template forms, flow charts and checklists stored electronically. 
• The system is managed by staff using templates, following flow charts and checklists in a 

manual analogue environment. 
• A database record 
• A parallel database record is created to track information about consents (Procon). 
• Procon was built as a processing tool not as a data storage or information mining tool and 

therefore, its usefulness is limited. 
• This database record holds minimal application or consent activity details, workflow and key 

dates.  Because this information is largely backfilled by administration staff at the end of 
processing, data is not processed in real time. Procon is more than 20 years old and, with 
computer systems having evolved significantly during this timeframe, Procon is not fulfilling 
the requirements of the department and is long overdue for replacement.  Analysis was 
carried out to investigate the options with Technology One, (core system vendor) and it was 
found that it was not equipped to address the regional functions especially around 
compliance and monitoring.  Data in Procon is also frequently used as a “surrogate” consent 
record, a process that is risky as the database does not necessarily hold all of the 
information making up the consent. Much of the data is made up from a series of free-text 
fields which makes it difficult to extract data and valuable information. 

• A TRIM folder (Council’s Document Management System) 
• The TRIM folder holds the details of the application submitted, processing correspondence, 

decision documentation, any modifications to the consent and any monitoring undertaken or 
transfers of ownership. 

• Any analysis and decision-making made outside of the database is held in Portable 
Document Files (PDF) and Word files saved in TRIM.  Therefore, this information is not 
available for data mining or ongoing analysis. 

• A number of Smart Maps derived from manual information collection systems. 
• Quality Control is managed through an ISO-controlled manual audit system. 

Internal drivers 
15. Mandatory monitoring and reporting requirements under s35 and s79 of the RMA requires robust 

and real time information. 
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16. The current manual system contains a significant amount of “system-drag”, consuming valuable 
processing time in a time-constrained statutory environment.  That time would be more valuably 
spent focused on the RMA issues. A system of digital tools and automation of processing will 
enable staff’s attention to be focussed on the substance of the application and the RMA issues 
rather than on the processes and systems.  

17. In one example of “system-drag”, the Applicant enters their name and address with a description of 
the application on the application form.  The name, address and description may then be replicated 
a further eight times (sometimes with minor variations) by manual processors retyping or using 
copy/cut and paste (for sections 88, 92, 95, 42A, 104 of the RMA, Procon, compliance databases, 
appeal documentation).  If this were executed in a digital environment, the applicant would enter 
their information into a web-based form and all other forms would be automatically populated 
without error.  

18. A consequence of system-drag is that, in a time-constrained system, shortcuts are made to save 
time, thereby exposing the process to legal and financial risk, for example judicial reviews. In an 
automated processing environment system-drag can be substantially eliminated and quality control 
checks made integral. 

19. Internally there is mounting stress on staff caused by the expectation of customers that information 
and decision-making will be much more immediate due to the shift to electronic mail in the wider 
commercial environment.  Increasingly, Council’s customers are from outside of the region with 
more than 50% of Smart Maps activity being from outside Marlborough.  These customers also 
expect to have a ready service available online at any time.  Council is not equipped capacity-wise 
to be available 24/7, 365 days and staff feel the pressure of being under-resourced.   

20. Any system improvements automating processes will free up time to provide personal service to 
customers with more complex requirements.  Aspects of customer service that can be automated, 
for example, are guided resource consent online applications, auto-replies for acknowledgements, 
online progress monitoring, i.e., “where’s my consent”, FAQs, help services built into processing 
steps and in the case of workflow, auto-filing and tracking, correspondence management, auto-
invoicing, and distribution of information to other databases, ready access to information, auto-
quality control, automated work-flow to staff etc.   

21. There is a constant flow of RMA information requests coming in to Council.  These are dealt with 
by a Duty Planner service – which is overwhelmed by the volume and complexity of the requests 
coming in on a day-to-day basis.  The current system with only one staff member dedicated to this 
service is an impediment to a speedy response.  An information request requires that activity-
specific systems must be manually interrogated for information. To complete any level of complex 
analysis requires the opening of a multitude of files. For example, to examine the benthic state of a 
particular coastline would require the opening of dozens of individual consent files instead of simply 
interrogating a database. Having databases capable of being interrogated by analytical tools would 
assist the Duty Planner service considerably to provide faster information and a better customer 
experience. 

22. There are many benefits by managing Council’s information and data through the digital tools.  
Productivity gains to the resource consents section are difficult to quantify as roles tend to evolve 
more into governance and auditing of information and relationship building with customers than 
input and administration. However, the bigger gains are to the greater resource management 
function as a whole where better information flows contribute to better integration of the wider 
implementation of RMA responsibilities.  

23. Monitoring the effectiveness and efficiency of provisions of the Marlborough Environment Plan 
(MEP) relies upon collecting and analysing resource use data.  Currently this data is difficult to 
extract as it is being created simply as part of the processing of resource consent applications 
without any recognition of the strategic importance of data as part of the Plan-Do-Monitor-Review 
cycle. 

24. The current information systems pose a high level of risk for Council due to a lack of system 
integration and data integrity.  For example, the lack of robust water accounting exposes Council 
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and the consent holders to millions of dollars of potential liability lawsuits if decisions/monitoring are 
based on incorrect information.  Products such as Smart Maps, the Cruise Guide and the new e-
Water are the end result systems, due to the analogue nature of the current processing sequence, 
their performance is both susceptible and vulnerable to error. 

25. Similar to other provincial regions, Marlborough has ongoing difficulties in attracting and retaining 
highly experienced RMA personnel, coupled with the fact that the RMA business nationwide has a 
limited talent base from which to recruit.  A digital processing environment facilitates the sharing of 
resources and talent amongst public and private sectors.  Council has become overly dependent 
on personnel with vast institutional knowledge and deep skill levels, both of which, are becoming 
increasingly difficult to recruit for. 

26. Council is updating the strategic vision for digital business and is proposing six key focus areas: 

a. Customers/citizens – how Council serves 
b. IT Systems, Infrastructure and business processes - how Council runs 
c. Data and information - how Council knows 
d. Intelligence layer - how Council decides 
e. Sensing and automation technologies - how Council senses data and automates 
f. Ecosystems and communities – how Council interacts 

27. This proposal addresses these key focus areas and allows for future expansion and evolvement 
into compliance sensors and automation. 

External drivers 
28. The Government is moving into the e-government space and has established Ministerial 

Governance to oversee its Information, Communication and Technology (ICT) Strategy.  “The New 
Zealand Government wants public services to be radically transformed for the benefit of all New 
Zealanders” - from ict.govt.nz. 

29. Government agencies are moving to increasingly digital channels to improve customer interaction 
with government, driven by the Better Public Service result areas (online shop and complete 
transactions easily in a digital environment). 

30. In August 2011 Government released the “Declaration on Open and Transparent Government in 
New Zealand which commits the Government to actively release high value public data” – from 
ict.govt.nz.  Council needs to work towards alignment with the Government open and accessible 
data guidelines.  This allows the re-use of high value data, evidence suggests there are 
widespread benefits to government, industries, and the public.   

31. Linked data for interlinked Local Government is an initiative underway Association of Local 
Government Information Management (ALGIM) to allow local authorities to open and share data 
that complies with standards for meeting open and transparency.  An example of this is Land, Air, 
Water Aotearoa (LAWA) a collaboration of organisations with a common aim: to tell the story of our 
environment. 

32. Land Information New Zealand (LINZ) proposed in 2013 the Better Property Services initiative 
which is providing Central and Local Government’s location-based property services online to the 
public and business includes information and services that relate to: 

a. ownership interests in the land and buildings 
b. permits and consents related to those properties 
c. relevant locally-held information specific to each property 

LINZ is working with local government and government agencies to develop and progress this work 
ensuring that: accurate data and information is identified; information is shared and easily 
accessible; information is interoperable; and efficient service delivery.  LINZ has undertaken 
economic analysis that indicates benefits of the financial viability of this direction.  Council is 
endeavouring to develop digital services that align with this initiative. 
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33. Council is required to supply resource consent, compliance and national monitoring information to 
Government. 

34. The public has an increasing expectation that Council will be able to conduct its business 24/7 and 
that all of Council’s data will be accessible online and not just in products that are fixed and pre-
formatted such as the current Smart Maps, i.e., access to open data.   

35. Current online customers have high expectations for a smooth frictionless user experience.   

36. With open access there is a need for robust quality data and information in a secure environment. 

37. Postal mail services are steadily eroding leading to delays in service.  Electronic mail is not a 
secure environment to conduct business and because of its’ decentralised nature lacks 
transparency from a management perspective. 

38. Expectation that Council will be resilient in the face of disaster and that, should Council’s buildings 
be damaged or destroyed in a major disaster, processing of consents will be available remotely to 
assist with recovery and enable Council’s customers to continue with their business.  

39. The ongoing need to reduce costs to the customer and the Regional Economy. There is no 
authoritative study that costs the implementation of the RMA on society nevertheless these 
transaction costs are known to be considerable. 

40. The cost of the “Resource Consent Industry” is becoming increasingly prohibitive as applying for 
and contesting consents has moved beyond the capacity of ordinary New Zealanders.  The cost of 
processing resource consents alone is approximately $2.5M per annum in Marlborough, of which 
rates funds approximately $1.1M.  The total cost to the applicant taking into account application 
preparation, research, legal, lodgement and associated costs is unknown. 

41. The consenting sections of Council have the greatest numbers of interactions with customers and 
therefore, improvements to this business model will provide the greatest public benefit. 

The Proposal 
42. In the wider programme a Digital Information System (DIS) will be developed to integrate all 

Resource Management Regulatory Data and Information flows (Figure 1).   

Figure 1:  Proposed Digital Information System. 
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43. Fundamental to the DIS is a system of digital tools and integrated databases for RMA 
implementation and other inter-dependent activities A programme of work is required to develop 
the system of integrated databases and associated digital tools.  

44. This larger programme of work is the next phase of a work-stream invested in by Council five years 
ago when the paper-based information and records system was converted to a digital format. 

45. This particular part of the programme (highlighted in green in Figure 1) would see a 
transformational change from a manual paper-based resource consenting system to the provision 
of digital services. Digital tools will be developed and implemented to service the resource consent 
processing activity and seamlessly liberate information from the workflow to databases.  This area 
of the Department’s activity, because of its scale and customer interaction, provides the greatest 
opportunity for service delivery improvements rationalisation of resource demand and enhancing of 
information flows. 

Programme vision 
46. Customers (both internal and external) experience seamless and integrated consenting and 

resource management services online from Council in a transparent and cost effective manner that 
is customised to their needs. 

47. Council fulfils its legislative monitoring and reporting requirement under the RMA in a transparent 
and cost effective manner. 

Programme purpose 
48. To provide a future-proofed, robust and resilient regulatory processing framework at a reasonable 

cost for the customer. 

49. To extract the maximum value from the information flowing through the process chain.  

50. To provide information effectively and efficiently to a range of customers, both internal and 
external. 

Programme high level objectives 
51. To make the Council’s Resource Management business framework customer-focussed, resilient, 

and available in a cloud-based environment using robust data and secure open-source online 
processing with automated filing and quality controls. 

52. To liberate the information from the workflows for the benefit of the other components of the 
Resource Management system and other users.  To future-proof data and information. 

Programme design principles 
53. New processes and systems will be based on a “first principles design” (rather than encoding 

current practise) and workflows rationalised and re-engineered to better deliver current and future-
focused practice. Work flow processes will be designed to assist both the customer and the 
processing officers as they work through the application and monitoring process. 

54. The initial focus for the project will concentrate on the core of the development; the resource 
consent system (consent application, processing, decisions and monitoring). 

55. Constant change to the RMA, Resource Management Plans, National Policy Statements and 
National Environmental Standards will necessitate a system design that can be readily adapted to 
manage this change.  
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Planned improvements provided by digital tools  
56. Programme deliverables: 

• A series of integrated databases to cater for a totally electronic work space; application, 
processing, monitoring and data/information collection (including physical, spatial, financial 
and statistical data, both qualitative and quantitative) where all details are completed and 
stored in a digital form. 

• Designed and configured allowing easy data mining to enable the measurement of the 
effectiveness of the MEP to provide seamless tracking and monitoring of the environmental 
outcomes set out in the MEP.  

• A record of critical decision-making in the system, with automated statutory time-frame alerts 
and progress reporting prompts. 

• Any stakeholder can access information about any resource consent at any point in the 
process at any time. 

• Automated alerts and escalations to officers and managers for critical time-frames, reducing 
the risk of exceeding statutory timeframes and the associated financial implications to 
Council. 

• Electronic version and audited change controls to remove the inadvertent amending or 
removing of information from records.  

• Separate lodgement and processing for amendments to existing permits. 
• An integrated consent and permitted activity monitoring system to replace existing 

monitoring systems.  These include scheduled monitoring and inspections (including field 
work), results from monitoring and compliance activities and statistical information required 
for State of the Environment Report and for reporting to MfE. 

• Managed document records within the one electronic file. All correspondence is open and 
discoverable between parties within the system, ensuring that processes are transparent 
reducing the risk of multiple lines of communication. 

• Automated electronic transfer of information within the system, removing the requirement for 
manual data entry and reducing the chance of human error. 

• Greater information accessibility for staff in the field, providing information remotely at the 
same time as providing facilities to directly collect information from the field back to the 
information system, reducing downtime and double-handling and saving costs with mobile 
solutions.  

• Information sharing and collaboration, allowing people outside Council to analyse and use 
this information directly instead of requesting information from Council. 

• Build in customer help links to information back to the RMA to assist customer working 
through the consenting process. 

Scope 
57. Develop and provide a suite of linked digital tools to deliver an end-to-end electronic consent 

processing system for the Regulatory Department of Council. 

• These digital tools should be both outward facing to provide a cost effective, seamless and 
integrated consenting and resource management service experience for any customer 
applying for a consent and inward facing to allow fully integrated internal processing of these 
consents by Council officers and others. 

• The digital tools should seamlessly deliver online fully electronic processes for consent 
applications, consent processing, consent decision-making and consent monitoring, auditing 
and governance. 

Initial digital tools 
58. Online electronic suite of tools to deliver the following initiatives: 

• Consent applications – processes for pre-lodgement, online applications, contacts, plan rules 
and standards, consent assessment, technical documentation. 
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• Consent processes – processing, assessment, statutory timeframes, financial, conditions, 
further information, consultation. 

• Consent decisions – conditions, restrictions, approvals, signal to monitor, financial, 
instruments. 

• Monitoring – water, discharge, marine/coastal, land use, subdivision, permitted activity, 
complaints.  

Assessment of delivery options for the Programme 

Delivery options 
Table 1:  High level overview of project delivery options 

Options Advantages Disadvantages 
Do nothing No development costs Staff Resources will need to be increased 

to manage the current level of service.   
Doing nothing delays progress to future-
proof information, increase pressure to be 
more efficient and streamline costs for the 
resource consenting process. 
Inefficient and ineffective reporting. 
Inability to meet demand for information 
requests. 
RMA systems get left behind on digital 
systems for their customers. 

Provide the 
development 
and 
implementation 
tools in-house  

Not applicable due to no internal 
capacity/capability to deliver while 
maintaining current levels of service. 

The specialised service provision 
requirements are not currently available in-
house for a complex build. 

Use off-the-shelf 
product 

Not applicable due relatively small market 
and specialised design requirements.  

There are no products on the market 
designed to meet the needs of a Unitary 
Council, they are all either designed for 
Regional or District Councils. 
Products that are available serve an 
internal processing need but do not 
address the needs of the customer.   
Reliance on external provider to update or 
amend product.   
Often a need for the business to “fit the 
product” rather than the product being “fit-
for-purpose”. 

Open or closed 
market tender 

Possibility of lower price if offered to the 
market using a competitive model. 
Fair to all suppliers. 

Tenderers may supply a tender but service 
delivery unknown as only one supplier has 
IP for the Cruise Guide and Water 
Allocation system already in progress. 
Other suppliers would be required to 
“reinvent the wheel” so prices could be 
higher as development and testing would 
be required. 
Multiple systems may be required as a 
solution to the business requirements. 

Negotiations 
with the existing 
Consultant 

The projects making up the programme 
of work require a high level of 
competence in the RMA thereby 
necessitating a team effort between 
Council Staff and the IT specialist. A 
contract with Consultant with specialised 
service provision and IP allows this to 
occur. 
Lessons learned from Cruise Guide and 
Water Allocation system can be included 
and utilised. 

Perceived unfairness to the market. 
Reliance on external provider to update or 
amend product.   
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Programme Timeline and Costs  

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve this programme of work for business improvement for the Regulatory 
Department and the following budgets: 
(a) $900,000 Year 1 – 2017-18. 
(b) $700,000 Year 2 – 2018-19. 
(c) $360,000 Year 3 – 2019-20 
 
Notes: 

• Carry overs: $751,000 in 2016-17 was carried and held by IT and will be carried over to2017-18 leaving a 
shortfall of $149,000 to be funded. 

• The balance of Year 2 and 3 will be funded from depreciation and allocated within the IT budgets. 
• The project will be capitalised meaning a low initial rate impact. 
• Approach government:  Discussions have commenced with MfE to gauge interest in assisting with the funding 

and staff involvement of any part of this project.  MfE recently made a significant contribution to the e-Water 
system and has shown tentative interest in this latest programme.  As with the e-water programme any 
contribution will be dependent on the extent of Council’s contribution. 

 

Digital 
Tools 

Costs 
Year 1: 
2017-18 

Costs 
Year 2:  2018-19 

Costs 
Year 3:  2019-20 

Consent 
Application

s 

$200,000   

Consent 
Processing 

$500,000   

Consent 
Decision 

$200,000   

Monitoring 
System  

 Water (take/use) and meters            $50,000 
Agricultural effluent/ intensive  

farming    $75,000 
Forestry     $80,000 
Stream crossing                  $50,000 
Wineries                  $65,000 
Marine farming                  $70,000 
Land use activities    $30,000 
Moorings                  $50,000 
Coastal structures   $50,000 
Air discharge                  $30,000 
Discharge to land   $30,000 
Discharge to water   $30,000 
Wastewater discharge   $30,000 
Storm water discharge   $30,000 
Coastal discharge   $30,000 
 

Land use dams/reservoirs  $30,000 
Land use dispensations  $30,000 
Land use land disturbance $50,000 
Land use river bed/surface $50,000 
Land use wells/bores  $30,000 
Land use signs   $30,000 
Subdivision  $30,000 
Quarries and clean fill  $30,000 
Ferry speed   $30,000 
MDC municipal, waste,  

landfill,/river works  $50,000 
Permitted activity monitoring 
 

TOTALS $900,0000    $700,000   $360,000 
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 Rural Broadband II Update and Proposal 4.25
(Report prepared by Dean Heiford and Stacey Young) C150-002-005-01 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to seek budgetary approval to further investigate and develop the 

Rural Broadband II / Smart Services Infrastructure (SSI) proposal. 

Background 
2. In July 2015, Council submitted its Registration of Interest - Support, for the Ultrafast Broadband2 

(UFB2), Rural Broadband Initiative 2 (RBI2) and Mobile Black Spot Fund (MBSF) process. The ROI 
included bids for fibre delivery principally to Picton and Renwick. As part of its ROI, Council also 
developed and submitted an Alternate Approach document to MBIE which focused on regional and 
rural broadband delivery and enablement under a Council Controlled Organisation. 

3. On January 19, Communications Minister Simon Bridges announced more than 150 towns will get 
fibre as part of UFB, with welcome additions including Havelock, Grovetown, Cloudy Bay Business 
Park and two Blenheim fringe sub-divisions. While some extra $90M has been allocated for this 
wider urban roll-out, there was no extra funding was announced to expand the $150M allocated for 
rural broadband and Mobile Black Spot improvements. 

4. Crown funding will only be able to meet a portion of remote and rural demand for better 
connectivity. Recognising the limitations of Crown funding and much unmet need in rural New 
Zealand including Marlborough, Council last July commissioned the principal authors of its ROI – 
Creative Development Solutions (Creative) – to produce a Scoping and Feasibility Study. That 
document provides a template to implement a region-wide high speed broadband and Smart 
Services Infrastructure. 

5. The Smart Services Initiative proposes to work in partnership with local and regional providers to 
deliver high-speed connectivity to most remote and rural residents across the region and the 
majority of the physical land mass, including all of the Sounds, within a five-year timeframe.  The 
SSI will deliver high resilience broadband and other collaborative services, at speeds and 
timeframes well ahead of Crown targets. 

6. Aligned with Government’s drive into the e-Government space and desire to address poor 
coverage areas, Council continues to evolve its digital services for customers/citizens.  This 
includes the water allocation system that services water permit users online.  Water management 
as one example, needs real-time accurate information to account for water and its use in the region 
this has become imperative. Council will be a major beneficiary of the SSI given the rapidly 
increasing requirement for compliance and regulatory monitoring of the environment and industry, 
together with increased maritime and emergency management needs. 

Project Update 
7. Council’s own requirements, its commitment to sustainable economic growth via the 

Smart+Connected framework and the recognised need to develop family, community, business 
and regional resilience in the face of adversity, suggest that Smart Services Infrastructure is 
needed to future-proof the Marlborough region. To date, the Crown has assisted private sector 
companies to improve rural broadband delivery but this has seen some distinct market failure to 
truly address remote and rural demand for better connectivity.  In this context, given Council’s 
experience in delivering infrastructure and where some “market failure” exists, earlier advice from 
Martin Jenkins and Associates Limited suggested that it may be appropriate for Councils to 
become involved. 

8. Ownership, governance and operational structures will depend on the final scale of the project, its 
risk and benefits and viability for external investors.  More work is underway on these aspects of 
the project. 
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9. To continue the momentum already achieved, Council will register with CFH to respond as a 
'Supplier' to the Crown’s recent Request for Tender for the delivery of RBI2 and Mobile Black Spot 
solutions, it is proposed that this be via MDC Holdings Limited due to the requirements of the 
Government Funding to be via a CCO.   Further consideration of ownership, governance and 
operating arrangements will be given at a later stage of the project. 

10. The first Pilot Proof of Concept project is in the Waihopai Valley This is already providing 50mbs 
broadband to around a dozen Valley residents, with cell-phone extension and Voice over Internet 
Protocol (VOIP) phone services operational. 

11. The Waihopai Pilot has demonstrated the technical capability of delivering broadband and has 
already been visited by then Communications Minister Amy Adams. Delivery to the remainder of 
the valley is expected to be completed before the end of the second quarter of 2017. This Proof of 
Concept is designed to do more than meet resident’s needs; it will provide backbone services for 
later extensions. It is estimated to cost around $230,000 funded largely by IT budget carryovers.  
Council’s objective has been to demonstrate to the Government that the services are starting to be 
delivered and Crown funding is an essential requirement to support the ongoing development and 
wider roll-out of the Smart Services Initiative. 

12. A commitment of Crown funding and/or investment from other sources will ensure momentum and 
delivery can be maintained by the development and implementation of further Proof of Concept 
projects.  Possibilities include the Northern Pelorus; in the Tory Channel and Queen Charlotte 
Sound and for the Rai Valley to resolve known public health and safety issues presented by half 
hour gaps in cell-phone coverage on a main State Highway. 

Funding Options and Future Concepts 
13. The Waihopai Proof of Concept is being analysed from a project, risk management and return on 

investment perspective.  This is seen as essential before any further proof of concept projects 
requiring further investment is undertaken. 

14. The timing of the Government submission and decision making process may leave a shortfall in 
funding for general project management and further proof of concepts. 

15. A Marlborough Sounds proof of concept could cost in the region of $2.5M, but would provide the 
backbone and launching point for the future network development should the Government funding 
be forthcoming.  There is no budget for this project but there could be provision made for this for 
2017-18 or this could be included (along with the greater project) in the LTP.  Ongoing Project 
Management, technical, design and concept development needs to be undertaken in the interim 
towards developing the Marlborough Sounds Proof of Concept.  There is currently no budget 
allocation for this and it is proposed that a budget of $150,000 in 2017-18 be established. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council provide a budget of $150,000 per annum for 2017-18 to assist with the costs of 

developing the Rural Broadband II and Smart Services Infrastructure and associated 
projects. 

2. That Council endorse the RFP process with Government and will support MDCH Limited as 
the proposed funding and governance body for the project. 

3. That Council provide a budget provision of $2.5M for a Marlborough Sounds Proof of 
Concept project subject to: 
a. Confirmation with the Chief Executive and Chief Financial Officer of the following: 

• A risk profile being completed and acceptable risk mitigations approved; 
• The review of the Waihopai Proof of Concept Project being completed 

demonstrating acceptable financial and operational performance; 
• Completion of financial modelling for the Marlborough Sounds project is 

satisfactory. 
b. Approval by Council of the Marlborough Sounds Proof of Concept detailed business 

case. 
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 Picton Weather Station 4.26
(Report prepared by M Wheeler) E365-000-008 

Purpose 
1. This report discusses the benefits and costs of installing a weather station in Picton suitable for Met 

Service reporting and potentially Council climate monitoring. 

Background 
2. The Picton and Marlborough Sounds Tourism Group approached Council in 2016 to promote the 

installation of a weather station in Picton.  Their view is that Picton's sizable tourist economy, ferry 
traffic, base for Marlborough Sounds’ activities and the differences in its climate to Blenheim justify 
an independent weather reporting service.  Picton could be put on the national weather map. 

3. The Met Service has advised that a suitably specified full weather station has a capital cost of 
$15,000 to $20,000 and an annual operating cost of $1,000 per annum. 

4. Council’s hydrology team would benefit from a rainfall monitoring site in Picton to supplement the 
existing site in Boons Valley.  The station would need to meet National Environmental Standards. 

Siting 
5. To present Picton weather fairly the site should not be right on the foreshore or a wharf.  That 

precludes the station from being part of a Port of Marlborough upgrade. 

6. National Environmental Monitoring Standards require a vertical exposure such that the site needs 
to be twice the distance from any tall object as the height of that object.  An area of grass is ideal.  
The station will need secure fencing.  An ideal site could be Waitohi Domain.  If located there the 
station will need to be elevated above the flood retention pond level. 

7. The cost could be brought down and siting could be simpler (eg; on top of a building) if temperature 
only data is wanted and Council monitoring is not. 

Funding 
8. It is suggested that given the siting and sizing issues to be resolved a 25% contingency is added to 

the Met Service estimated $20,000 capital cost taking the budget to $25,000.  A $1,500 annual 
maintenance and operating cost is assumed, plus depreciation and interest. 

9. There is potential for other science agencies to contribute to the ongoing costs. 

10. Assuming full cost recovery from Council general rates an annual cost of $5,500 per annum 
results. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council provides budgets for a Picton Weather Station of $25,000 (capital) and $5,500 
(operating) per annum from general rates, subject to staff undertaking a more detailed 
assessment of: 
• The station specifications; 
• Siting; 
• Met Service and National Media requirements; 
• Other funding sources; and 
• reporting back to Council for a decision to proceed with installation. 
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 Economic Development Funding Review 4.27
(Report prepared by M Fletcher) E100-000-04 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to review how Commercial Events and the Marlborough Convention 

Bureau are funded. 

Background 
2. At its 25 February 2016 budget meeting Council decided to approve: 

• $100,000 for the Commercial Events Coordination role; 
• An additional $25,000 for the Commercial Events Fund; and 
• $111,500 for the Marlborough Convention Bureau. 

These expenses form part of the Economic Development and Marketing and Tourism Activities 
expenditure, which in turn is a component of the total Regional Development Activity Group. 

3. Previously these items would have been funded from General Rates, predominantly at a weighting 
of 100 for Commercial/Industrial (CI) and one for Residential/Rural (RR). At the meeting concern 
was expressed at the weighting and the level of increase faced by CI ratepayers. 

4. As an interim step to address these concerns, Council decided to fund 50% of the amounts from 
General Rates and 50% from Reserves for one year. Council has previously decided that it is 
appropriate to use Reserves until a more long term sustainable funding solution can be decided 
upon. Another example of this is funding of Commercial Building Inspections which is also on this 
agenda for Council consideration. Currently it is funded from Reserves for three years, but work is 
currently underway to find a more sustainable solution. 

Discussion 
5. The distribution of benefits, the funding relationship weightings system, and appropriate funding 

allocations of costs to be recovered from either rates and charges or other funding sources are 
fundamental components of Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy. Any changes to these would 
require a Long Term Plan (LTP) amendment. Whether or not Council decides to head down this 
path may depend on the approach decided upon in the other Revenue papers in this agenda, eg; 
the funding of Swimming Pool Inspections. 

Options 
6. The following range of options have been developed which cover the broad spectrum available: 

(i) Continue the 50% General Rates, 50% Reserve funding for one further year until the 
Revenue and Financing Policy is fully reviewed by Council as part of the LTP preparation 
process; 

(ii) Fund the above activity amounts from General Rates using the historic 100:1 weighting; 
(iii) Fund the above activity/amounts from General Rates and review the weightings for these 

activities only; and 
(iv) Review the Revenue and Funding Policy for the whole of the Regional Development Activity 

Group, excluding Parking and Irrigation. Parking and Irrigation are excluded as they are 
different in character, having previously been part of the Water Supply and Roading 
Activities, and have the objective of being largely self-funding, either from user charges or 
targeted rates. 

Other options within this range may also be available. 
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7. Each option will be discussed in turn: 

(i) 50:50 
Continuing this option for one further year has the benefit of reducing the rates increase by 
0.2% for 2016-17 (one year) and avoids the need to do an LTP amendment with its 
associated audit. However, continuing use of Reserves to fund ongoing operating costs is 
not regarded as good practice and is not sustainable in the long term. As a result this option 
could be described as deferring the inevitable, with the inevitable being the outcome of LTP 
reviews conducted under options (iii) and (iv) below. 

(ii) Historic Approach 
This option is compliant with Council’s current Revenue and Financing Policy and 
sustainable (in that it doesn’t use Reserves) in the long term. The downside is that some 
Councillors are not convinced that this is an appropriate matching of benefits or costs; 

(iii) Review the 100:1 Benefit Weightings – Narrow Scope  
This option reviews the benefit weightings between CI and RR for only Economic 
Development and Marketing and Tourism activities; 

This option addresses the shortfalls of the previous two options in that it is sustainable and 
charging will be based on weightings following a review of benefits and funding allocations. 
The downsides are:  
• That these activities are done in isolation from the remainder of Regional 

Development when there is potential for one activity in this Group to benefit another 
activity. 

• All expenses, in these two activities, not only the above amounts, will be affected by 
changes in weightings or rating allocations for these activities. As a result it has the 
potential to impact on most ratepayers. 

(iv) Review the 100:1 Benefit Weightings – Wider Scope 
This option reviews the benefit weightings between CI and RR for the whole Regional 
Development Group. While from a theoretical perspective this option is best in that it 
addresses all the issues identified in previous options. However it has the potential for a 
greater impact on most ratepayers. 

Conclusion 
8. Option (i) is recommended if Council only wants to amend its Revenue and Financing Policy as 

part of its review of the 2018-28 LTP.  

9. Otherwise, Option (iv) is recommended as it is sustainable in the long term and looks at all 
Regional Development Activities at the same time. 

Weightings Review 
10. This section of the paper assumes that Council wishes to explore the impact of either option (iii) or 

(iv) above. Even if Council ultimately decided not to pursue either of these options, the review can 
be considered as part of the LTP preparation process. 

(a) Current Rating Requirement and Policy (2016-17) 
The current rating requirements and weightings for each of the Economic Development 
Activities as extracted from the “Rate Funding Allocations” report are: 
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2016-17 Annual Plan Expenditure (GST Excl) 

Economic Development 914,037 

Marketing and Tourism 980,438 

Research Centre 276,636 

Total Operating Expenditure 2,171,111 

Debt Repayment on iSite 61,962 

Total Funding Requirement 2,233,073 
  
Funding Sources  

Reserves 288,250 

General Revenues 138,118 

Rates 1,806,705 

Total Funding Sources 2,233,073 

  
Rates + GST 2,080,078 

 

Activity  Rate 
Required 
(GST incl) 

Rates 
Weighting 

$ CI 
cents/$ 

100 
weighting 

$RR 
cents/$ 

1 
weighting 

Blenheim 
$175,000 LV 

Property 
Rate 

General Rates  CI RR    

Economic Development  728,142 100*1 1 0.130869 0.001309 $2.29 

Marketing and Tourism  848,223 100*1 1 0.152451 0.001525 $2.67 

Research Centre 295,563 100*2 1*3 0.006030 0.000060 $0.11 

Targeted Rate       

Marketing and Tourism  208,150      

Total 2,080,078 

 

*1  CI: 100, except General Rural 70 and Sounds Admin Rural 50. 

*2 CI: 100, except General Rural 70 and Sounds Admin Rural 1. 

*3 RR: 1 except for General Rural and Blenheim Vicinity100. 

Note: The Targeted Tourism Rate charges fixed amounts for rental accommodation and 
tourism activities. The charge ranges from $207 to $318 (GST Incl). 

(b) Statutory Considerations 

As this is a partial review of Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy, Council needs to 
consider the following Sections from the Local Government Act 2002 s101(3): 

“The funding needs of the local authority must be met from those sources that the local 
authority determines to be appropriate, following consideration of,— 

(a) in relation to each activity to be funded,— 

i. the community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes; and 

ii. the distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, any identifiable 
part of the community, and individuals; and 
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iii. the period in or over which those benefits are expected to occur; and 

iv. the extent to which the actions or inaction of particular individuals or a group 
contribute to the need to undertake the activity; and 

v. the costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and 
accountability, of funding the activity distinctly from other activities; and 

(b) the overall impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the community.” 

There is no priority for clauses a(i) to a(v) and Council can decide what emphasis it places 
on each.  

Section 101(3)(b) is a high level review of the outcomes of the work undertaken under 
s101(3)(a) to determine whether or not any part of the community is unfairly affected. 

Section 101(3)(a)(i) to (v) 
Each sub-section will be discussed below in turn in a Regional Development context. 

Community Outcomes (i) 
11. Economic Development contributes to the following community outcomes: 

• Economy; 
• People; and 
• Living. 

12. The important point to note is that Economic Development not only contributes towards the 
economy it also contributes towards People and Living. Having a healthy vibrant economy ensures 
a good standard of living which in turn enables the provision of cultural facilities, events and 
affordable opportunities for participation and social cohesion. These make Marlborough a better 
place to live; in other words everyone benefits. 

Distribution of Benefits (ii) 
13. How the benefits from undertaking these activities are distributed between rating areas and 

categories of rateable land, i.e. Residential/Rural(RR) or Commercial/Industrial(CI) is a matter of 
Council judgement.  For example under the current weightings for Marketing and Tourism, previous 
Council(s) have determined the relative weightings between CI and RR are: 

• 100:1 for Blenheim, Blenheim Vicinity, Picton and Picton Vicinity Rating areas;  
• 70:1 for General Rural; and  
• 50:1 for Sounds Admin Rural. 

Judgements of this type were made for every Council Activity and while some are the same, others 
vary quite significantly, with weightings for the Research Centre, which because of its activities is 
seen to benefit different sections of the District, being: 

• 100:1 for Blenheim, Picton and Picton Vicinity Rating areas;  
• 100:100 for Blenheim Vicinity (including Renwick, Grovetown, Spring Creek and Rarangi) 
• 70:100 for General Rural; and  
• 1:1 for Sounds Admin Rural. 

In paragraph 19 a series of scenarios have been prepared showing the financial impact of 
changing the weightings for each activity. 

The Period Benefits are Expected to Occur (iii) 
14. This section asks Council’s to consider over what timeframe the benefits of an activity are expected 

to continue, raising the question is it appropriate for current ratepayers to pay for the Activity or if 
the benefits are expected to accrue over many years, to recover the cost of the Activity over a 
longer time frame also.  Most typically this question gets asked for Capital intensive activities, such 
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as water and sewerage, with the result that costs are spread over many years, primarily by 
depreciation and interest on loans. The types of expenditure contained in the activities under 
consideration are typically not of a capital nature.  While benefits may continue to accrue in periods 
subsequent to when the expenditure is made, e.g. recognition of the “Marlborough brand”, the time 
frame is relatively short compared to the 70 plus years of water and sewerage capital expenditure.  
As a result, it’s not recommended that any special consideration be given to funding these activities 
under this section of Act. 

The Extent to which Actions Contribute to the Need to Undertake the Activity (iv) 
15. This heading reverses the consideration, from what benefits Council provides to what Council has 

to do that it wouldn’t otherwise have to do if it wasn’t for ratepayers’ actions or activity.  An example 
of this is water quantity monitoring, if it wasn’t for land owners extracting water for irrigation as an 
example and the resulting pressure it puts on the District’s aquifers, Council may not need to 
undertake Water Quantity Monitoring. As a result, there is potentially an argument for directly 
charging those ratepayers with water rights.  Another example is swimming pool inspections. While 
there is a statutory requirement for Council to undertake this activity, if there is no pool, there is no 
need to inspect it.  For the activities under consideration in this paper, the view is that they are 
primarily benefit provided driven as compared to “need” driven. 

Costs and Benefits of Funding the Activity Distinctly from other Activities (v) 
16. This heading effectively poses the question, is separately identifying and assessing an activity 

worth the time and cost of doing so for transparency and accountability reasons. This means that 
Council can decide to only run through the process for all activities over a certain dollar figure for 
example. 

Section 101(3)(b) 
17. Council’s review under this section, is a high level review of the outcomes of the work undertaken 

under s101(3)(a) to determine whether or not any part of the community is unfairly affected. 
Previously Councils have decided that the proportion of total General Rates and Charges to be met 
by each Geographic Rating Area will approximate the following. 

Geographical General Rating Area Approximate % of total General 
Rates and Charges 

Blenheim 43 
Blenheim Vicinity  20 
Picton  11 
Picton Vicinity  1 
General Rural  22 
Sounds Admin Rural 3 

18. As a result of the above decision(s), changes to weightings for each activity will really affect the 
balance of rates between CI and RR.  Amending the share of rates between Geographic Rating 
areas is a much larger exercise. 

Financial Impact of Changing the Weightings 
19. To assist Councillors to understand the financial impact of how they may decide to exercise their 

judgement regarding the relative benefits provided to differing groups of ratepayers, the following 
tables have been provided. These tables show for each activity:  

• Current (2016-17) weightings and rate allocation information.  
• Rate allocation scenarios with different CI weightings. 
• The $ rate for two benchmark Blenheim properties: 01 (RR with an area of 905m2) and 08 

(CI with an area of 608m2), as reported in 2016-17 Annual Plan (page 181) showing the 
rates assessed on different categories of rateable land with a range of property values. The 
relative land values reflect the higher valuation of commercial land. 

• Rates are GST inclusive, as required under GST legislation. 
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• The weightings review process focuses on the distribution of benefits and the resulting 
allocation of rating requirements, including GST. The ability of ratepayers to claim back GST 
or claim rates as a tax deductible expense are entirely separate matters and not relevant to 
this process from both a philosophical and practical perspective.  It should be remembered 
that outside the towns (Renwick, Havelock, Seddon etc) that the majority of RR properties 
have the same GST and Taxation obligations as CI ratepayers. 

• Where current CI weightings differ from 100 the current relative weighting percentages have 
been maintained, for example 70:1 will become 63:1 if the 100 weighting is reviewed and 
amended to 90. 

Activity and 
Weightings CI:RR 

Total 
Rates 

$ Total 
CI Rates 

% Total 
CI Rates 

% Total 
RR Rates 

Blenheim 
$175,000 LV  
Residential 

Property 
Rate 

Blenheim 
$385,000 LV 
Comm/Ind 
Property 

Rate 

Economic Development 
The current weightings:  CI =100, except General Rural 70 and Sounds Admin Rural 50. 

CI/Current 
Weightings 100:1 728,142 638,364 88% 89,778 $2.29 $503.85 

90 90:1 728,142 629,737 86% 98,405 $2.51 $497.04 

80 80:1 728,142 619,276 85% 108,866 $2.78 $ 488.78 

70 70:1 728,142 606,325 83% 121,817 $3.11 $ 478.56 

60 60:1 728,142 589,877 81% 138,265 $3.53 $465.58 

50 50:1 728,142 568,295 78% 159,847 $4.08 $ 448.54 

 

Marketing & Tourism 
The current weightings:  CI =100, except General Rural 70 and Sounds Admin Rural 50. 

CI/Current 
Weightings 100:1 848,223 743,640 88% 104,583 $2.67 $586.94 

90 90:1 848,223 733,590 86% 114,633 $2.92 $579.00 

80 80:1 848,223 721,403 85% 126,820 $3.24 $569.38 

70 70:1 848,223 706,317 83% 141,906 $3.62 $557.48 

60 60:1 848,223 687,157 81% 161,066 $4.11 $542.35 

50 50:1 848,223 662,015 78% 186,208 $4.75 $522.51 

 

Research Centre 
The current weightings:  CI =100, except General Rural 70 and Sounds Admin Rural 1 

RR = 1,  except for Blenheim Vicinity 100, General Rural 100 and Sounds Admin 
Rural 1 

CI/Current 
Weightings  100:1 295,563 29,165 10% 266,398 $0.11 $ 23.22 

90 90:1 295,563 29,150 10% 266,413 $0.12 $23.20 

80 80:1 295,563 29,130 10% 266,433 $0.13 $23.19 

70 70:1 295,563 29,105 10% 266,458 $0.15 $23.17 

60 60:1 295,563 29,071 10% 266,492 $0.18 $23.14 

50 50:1 295,563 29,024 10% 266,539 $0.21 $23.10 
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Total Economic Development  
CI/Current 
Weightings 100:1 1,871,928 1,411,169 75% 460,759 $5.06 $1,114.00 

90 90:1 1,871,928 1,392,477 74% 479,451 $5.55 $1,099.24 

80 80:1 1,871,928 1,369,809 73% 502,119 $6.14 $1,081.35 

70 70:1 1,871,928 1,341,747 72% 530,181 $6.88 $1,059.20 

60 60:1 1,871,928 1,306,105 70% 565,823 $7.81 $1,031.07 

50 50:1 1,871,928 1,259,334 67% 612,594 $9.04 $994.15 

% benchmark property movement from current CI base weightings to 50:1 78% -11% 

$ benchmark property movement from current CI base weightings to 50:1 $3.97 -$119.85 

Summary 
20. For 2016-17 Council approved additional funding of $236,500 for Commercial Events and the 

Marlborough Convention Bureau. 

21. Following concern at the weighting and the level of increase faced by CI ratepayers $118,250, 
being 50% of the additional funding, was funded from Reserves. 

22. A change to weightings and funding allocations of costs recovered by rates would require a LTP 
amendment with its associated audit. 

23. Other Revenue papers in this agenda eg: the funding of Swimming Pool Inspections may impact on 
Council’s decision on the option to pursue. 

24. A range of options have been presented above. 

25. Option 6 (i) is recommended if Council want to only amend its Revenue and Financing Policy as 
part of its review of the LTP. 

26. If Council decides to amend its Revenue and Financing Policy then option 6 (iv) is recommended. If 
this option is preferred, Council is required to exercise its judgement as to the  appropriate benefit 
weightings to be used as the basis for rating:  

• Economic Development; 
• Marketing and Tourism; and 
• Research Centre. 

RECOMMENDATION           
That Council agree to funding for the Commercial Events Coordination Role, $25,000 of the 
Commercial Events Fund and the Marlborough Convention Bureau be 50% from Reserves and 
50% from General Rates for one further year until the Revenue and Financing Policy is fully 
reviewed by Council as part of the LTP preparation process. 
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 Marlborough Regional Forestry Joint Operating Committee 4.28
(Report prepared by M Fletcher) S400-003-09 

Purpose 
1. To obtain Council’s agreement to the Marlborough Regional Forestry (MRF) Agreement. 

Background 
2. Marlborough District Council and Kaikoura District Council have formed a joint operating committee 

for the management of the MRF Forestry estate. 

3. The Agreement (attached as Appendix 1), initially prepared by Simpson Grierson, was approved by 
Council at its 15 September 2015 meeting. 

4. The Committee has worked well, achieving good returns for both Councils on a sustainable basis.  
No issues were raised by the previous Joint Committee to be addressed at this renewal. 

5. Section 15 of the Local Government Act 2002 requires that by 1 March after each triennial general 
election of members, that Joint Committee Agreements must be renewed. 

Summary 
6. As the current agreement has worked well and no issues have been raised by the previous Joint 

Committee it is recommended that Council agree to continue the Agreement. 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council agrees to extend the current Joint Operating Committee Agreement with Kaikoura 
District Council for the operation of the Marlborough Regional Forestry estate.
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22 February 2017 

 
 
 

MARLBOROUGH REGIONAL FORESTRY JOINT 
COMMITTEE AGREEMENT 
 
 
 
 
MARLBOROUGH DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
KAIKOURA DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Barristers & Solicitors 

Auckland, Wellington & Christchurch 
New Zealand 

www.simpsongrierson.com



Page 138 

Council – 2 March 2017 

CONTENTS 
 
 
 
1. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION 2 

2. CONTINUATION OF JOINT COMMITTEE 3 

3. MEMBERSHIP 3 

4. CHAIRPERSON AND DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON 3 

5. RULES APPLYING TO COMMITTEE MEETINGS 3 

6. TERMS OF REFERENCE OF JOINT COMMITTEE 4 

7. FUNCTIONS AND POWERS DELEGATED TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE 4 

8. VARIATION OF AGREEMENT 4 

9. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 4 

10. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 5 

 

 



Page 139 

Council – 2 March 2017 

AGREEMENT DATED  22 February 2017 
 
 
PARTIES 
 
1. MARLBOROUGH DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
2. KAIKOURA DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

A. In 1970, the Marlborough Forestry Corporation (Corporation) was established 
under the Marlborough Forestry Corporation Act 1970.  The Corporation was the 
owner of a number of forestry blocks. 

B. At the time of establishment of the Corporation, there were a number of constituent 
authorities including the Kaikoura County Council and the Marlborough County 
Council.  Each constituent authority was entitled to appoint one member of the 
Corporation.   

C. The Marlborough Forestry Corporation Act 1970 was repealed by the Marlborough 
Forestry Corporation Act Repeal Act 1996 (Repeal Act) on 1 July 1996.  The 
Repeal Act provided that the liabilities and undertaking of the Corporation were 
vested in the Marlborough District Council and the Kaikoura District Council 
(Councils) as tenants in common in the following shares: 

(a) Marlborough District Council – 885/1000 shares: 

(b) Kaikoura District Council 115/1000 shares. 

D. The undertaking was defined in section 2 of the Repeal Act and included all of the 
Corporation's land and all forests that comprised principally exotic trees growing 
or standing on the land, as well as all improvements on the land, and all 
associated equipment.   

E. The Repeal Act was repealed by section 269 of the Local Government Act 2002.   

F. For some time, the Councils have appointed a joint operating committee to oversee 
the operation of the undertaking. 

G. Clause 30A of Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002 came into force in 
2014.  This clause requires any Council appointing a joint committee to enter into 
a joint agreement.  The joint agreement must specify: 

(a) the number of members each local authority or public body may appoint 
to the committee; and 

(b) how the chairperson and deputy chairperson of the committee are to be 
appointed; and 

(c) the terms of reference of the committee; and 

(d) what responsibilities (if any) are to be delegated to the committee by 
each local authority or public body; and 
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(e) how the agreement may be varied. 

H. In light of clause 30A, the Councils have entered into this Agreement. 

 
THIS AGREEMENT RECORDS THAT: 
 
1. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION 

1.1 Definitions:  In this agreement, unless the context indicates otherwise: 
 

Councils means the Marlborough District Council and the Kaikoura District 
Council 

 
Joint Committee means the Joint Committee commonly known as the 
Marlborough Regional Forestry Joint Committee  
 
LGA02 means the Local Government Act 2002 
 
Undertaking means the undertaking as defined in section 2 of the Marlborough 
Forestry Corporation Act Repeal Act 1996, and includes approximately 5,000 
hectares of commercial forest with 4,321 hectares owned and the balance in 
predominantly leasehold title. 

 
1.2 Interpretation:  In this agreement, unless the context indicates otherwise: 
 

(a) Defined Expressions:  expressions defined in the main body of this 
agreement have the defined meaning throughout this agreement, 
including the background; 

 
(b) Headings:  clause and other headings are for ease of reference only 

and will not affect this agreement's interpretation; 
 

(c) Parties:  references to any party include that party's executors, 
administrators, successors and permitted assigns; 

 
(d) Persons:  references to a person include an individual, company, 

corporation, partnership, firm, joint venture, association, trust, 
unincorporated body of persons, governmental or other regulatory body, 
authority or entity, in each case whether or not having a separate legal 
identity; 

 
(e) Plural and Singular:  references to the singular include the plural and 

vice versa; 
 

(f) Clauses/Schedules/Attachments:  references to clauses, schedules 
and attachments are to clauses in, and the schedules and attachments 
to, this agreement.  Each such schedule and attachment forms part of 
this agreement; 

 
(g) Statutory Provisions:  references to any statutory provision are to 

statutory provisions in force in New Zealand and include any statutory 
provision which amends or replaces it, and any by-law, regulation, order, 
statutory instrument, determination or subordinate legislation made 
under it; 
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(h) Negative Obligations:  any obligation not to do anything includes an 
obligation not to suffer, permit or cause that thing to be done; 

 
(i) Inclusive Expressions:  the term includes or including (or any similar 

expression) is deemed to be followed by the words without limitation; and 
 
(j) Documents:  references to any document (however described) are 

references to that document as modified, novated, supplemented, varied 
or replaced from time to time and in any form, whether on paper or in an 
electronic form. 

 
 
2. CONTINUATION OF JOINT COMMITTEE 

2.1 The Councils acknowledge the previous appointment of the Joint Committee and 
agree to the continued appointment of the Joint Committee on the terms set out in 
this Agreement. 

 
 
3. MEMBERSHIP 

3.1 The number of members of the Joint Committee must be no less than 4 members 
and no more than 6 members. 

 
3.2 Marlborough District Council must appoint 2 members from amongst its elected 

members and may at any time discharge either of those members and appoint 
another in his or her stead.   

 
3.3 Kaikoura District Council must appoint 1 member from amongst its elected 

members, and may at any time discharge that member and appoint another in his 
or her stead.   

 
3.4 Marlborough District Council must appoint at least 1 independent member who 

must not be an employee or member of the Councils.  Before appointing the 
independent member, Kaikoura District Council must agree to the appointment.  
The Marlborough District Council may at any time discharge the independent 
member and appoint another in his or her stead provided the Kaikoura District 
Council agrees to the discharge and subsequent appointment as the case may 
be. 

 
 
4. CHAIRPERSON AND DEPUTY CHAIRPERSON 

4.1 The Joint Committee may appoint its own Chairperson and Deputy Chairperson 
from amongst its members. 

 
 
5. RULES APPLYING TO COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

5.1 Subject to this clause, the Marlborough District Council's Standing Orders apply to 
the Joint Committee. 
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5.2 Each member of the Joint Committee has one vote on any motion before the Joint 
Committee.  However, in the case of equality of votes, the Chairperson, or the 
person presiding at the meeting, has a casting vote.   

 
5.3 In accordance with clause 30A(6)(b)(i) of Schedule 7 of the LGA02, the quorum at 

a meeting of the Joint Committee is 2, even if there are vacancies in the 
Committee's membership.  However, the quorum must include at least 1 member 
appointed under clause 3.2 and at least 1 member appointed under either clause 
3.3 or clause 3.4 of this Agreement.  

 
 
6. TERMS OF REFERENCE OF JOINT COMMITTEE 

6.1 The Joint Committee is responsible for overseeing the operation of the 
undertaking.  The primary aim of production forest management is to create a 
resource that will provide the best financial return from its forests on a sustainable 
basis.  

 
6.2 The Joint Committee is also responsible for ensuring the undertaking is managed 

using good forest management, health and safety and environmental practices at 
all times, including compliance with Marlborough District Council’s Resource 
Management Plan provisions. 

 
 
7. FUNCTIONS AND POWERS DELEGATED TO THE JOINT COMMITTEE  

7.1 The Councils delegate to the Joint Committee all the powers, duties and 
responsibilities to act on any matter necessary for the operation of the 
undertaking.  This includes the power to enter into financial transactions provided 
that the combined expenditure budgets approved in the constituent Councils Long 
Term and Annual Plans are not exceeded by 10% unless approved by the 
constituent Councils.  

 
7.2 For clarity this delegation does not extend to: 
 

(a) the purchase, sale and leasing of land; 
 

(b) the granting of guarantees and indemnities; and 
 

(c) the disposal of Emissions Trading units except to meet the requirements 
of the Emissions Trading Scheme itself. 

 
 
8. VARIATION OF AGREEMENT 

8.1 No amendment to this agreement will be effective unless it is in writing and signed 
by a duly authorised senior representative of each Council. 

 
 
9. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

9.1 This agreement records the entire understanding and agreement of the Councils 
relating to the matters dealt with in this agreement.   

 



Page 143 

Council – 2 March 2017 

9.2 This agreement supersedes all previous understandings or agreements (whether 
written, oral or both) between the Councils relating to these matters. 

 
 
10. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

10.1 A Council may, at any time while there is a genuine dispute relating in any way to 
this agreement (Dispute), give written notice (Dispute Notice) to the other 
Council specifying the subject matter of the Dispute and requiring that the 
Councils meet within 10 Business Days after delivery of the Dispute Notice, to 
attempt to resolve the Dispute (Dispute Resolution Meeting). 

 
10.2 If the Councils fail to resolve the Dispute at the Dispute Resolution Meeting, or if a 

Council fails or refuses to attend the Dispute Resolution Meeting within the 
10 Business Day period, or at the time and venue agreed in writing between the 
Councils, the parties will immediately be deemed to have submitted the Dispute to 
mediation by a single mediator agreed upon in writing by them or (if they are 
unable to agree on a mediator within 5 Business Days after the submission to 
mediation) nominated by the President for the time being of the New Zealand Law 
Society.  In the event of any submission to mediation: 

 
(a) the mediator will not be acting as an expert or as an arbitrator; 

 
(b) the mediator will determine the procedure and timetable for the 

mediation; and 
 

(c) the Councils will share equally the cost of the mediation. 
 
10.3 No party may issue any legal proceedings (other than for urgent interlocutory 

relief) relating to any Dispute, unless that party has first taken all reasonable steps 
to comply with clauses 10.1 to 10.2. 

 
 
 
SIGNATURES 
 
 
 
Marlborough District Council                                                    
 
 
 
 
 
 
Kaikoura District Council                                                     
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 2017-18 Annual Plan: Consultation Plan 4.29
(Report prepared by Glyn Walters) F230-A17-02 

Purpose 
1. To agree the proposed public consultation process for the 2017-18 Annual Plan. 

Background 
2. Councils are required to prepare and adopt an Annual Plan (AP) for each financial year (Local 

Government Act (LGA), s95), and a Long Term Plan (LTP) every three years. Recent changes to 
the LGA mean that public consultation is not required if the proposed AP does not include 
significant or material differences from the content of the LTP for that financial year. Previously, 
councils were required to consult the public to give effect to the Special Consultative Procedure 
before adopting the Plan. 

3. Last year approximately 20 New Zealand councils decided not to formally consult on their 2016-17 
annual plans. So far this year, the following district councils have decided not to consult on their 
2017-18 annual plans: Southland, Tasman, Matamata-Piako, Western Bay of Plenty and Waipa.  

4. Experience at other councils suggests that not consulting works best when the possibility of 
consultation not occurring had been canvassed as part of a council’s previous LTP process and/or 
another process for community group input is set up via committee. We are aware of a number of 
Marlborough organisations who are preparing to submit to our annual plan process this year.  

5. Council is also consulting the public on a number of matters through Special Consultative 
Procedures (SCPs) during the coming months, including on resource consent fees, mooring fees, 
building consent fees, water monitoring charges and the Bylaws Review. Some councils 
incorporate fee change SCPs into their annual plan consultation. Marlborough District Council 
could also consider doing this from next year.  

Consultation document 
6. The purpose and content of a consultation document as described in the LGA is:  

a) Purpose: to identify significant or material differences from the LTP in the proposed AP, to 
explain them in a manner that can be readily understood, and to initiate discussions between 
the Council and community. 

b) Content: must explain the differences from the LTP, including variations from financial or 
funding impact statements; new spending proposals, including the costs and how they will be 
met; proposals to substantially delay or not proceed with a significant project; and also 
outline the consequences of these issues. 

7. A CD must be presented in a concise and simple manner, and must not contain or attach a draft of 
the AP, a full draft of any policy or other detailed information. Any supporting documents containing 
information relied on in the plan must be made available, and this information must be adopted. 

2016-17 Consultation 
8. Last year, the following consultation activities were undertaken: 

a) Print and distribution of a CD summary to all households via the local newspaper  
b) Print copies of the full CD made available at Council offices and libraries 
c) Publishing a public notice in the newspaper 
d) Publishing media releases and radio advertising 
e) Providing copies of the CD to Councillors to distribute to their communities  
f) Councillors available at markets, supermarkets and libraries to discuss the proposals with 

the public 
g) Presentations to community groups and stakeholders. 
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2017-18 Consultation 
9. The proposed annual plan consultation process timeframe is:  

 

2017-18 options for consultation 
10. Options are:  

(a) Not formally consult this year.   
The main advantage of not consulting is the reduced cost and time of advertising, document 
production, processing submissions and hearings. The main disadvantage is that some 
community and business groups are expecting an annual planning process to take place.  
If council decides not to consult, alternative advice would need to be made available to those 
groups who were planning to make a submission this year.  
In addition, Council could proactively publish an annual plan update – a short summary 
document of progress on our key LTP projects and financials - and make it available online, 
with awareness raised through the media and social media 

(b) Consult this year.   

The advantage of this is it is ‘business as usual’ and there is an expectation on the part of 
some groups that it will occur. The main disadvantages are that there is no significant 
change to the LTP and therefore no requirement to consult, and the cost of advertising and 
running the process.  

Council 
considers 2017-
18 Annual Plan 

Budget 
– 2 March 2017 

 

2017-18 
Consultation 

Document 
adopted for 

consultation – 
6 April 2017 

 

Consultation 
Document 

Submissions  
open 6 April 

2017 
 

Consultation 
Document 

Submissions  
close - 10 May 

2017 
 

Consultation 
Document 

Submission 
hearings 6 - 8 

June 2017 
 

Council 
considers 

Consultation 
Document 

submissions on  
- 12 June 2017 

 

Annual Plan 
adopted and 
rates set for 

2017-18 rating 
year  

- 29 June 2017 
 

New rates 
effective  

from 1 July 
2017 

 

2017-18 
Annual 

Plan 
Process 
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If Councillors were to decide to consult, they would then need to consider what level of 
consultation should be undertaken (see point 11 below) 

(c) In addition, a question on consultation itself could also be asked during next year’s LTP 
process on the preferences of the public on how often the council should consult i.e. i) 
annually or ii) once every three years, or when there is significant variation to the LTP. 

Comments 
11. If councillors decide to consult, the following activities provide a framework of engagement options. 

The level of consultation can be scaled up or down: 

 Activities When 
 Consultation Document  

1. Made available in Council offices, libraries, on the website and 
on request After 6 April 2017 

 Public awareness   

2. Public notice published 6 April 2017 

3. Media releases outlining proposals, opportunities for 
submission published in local newspapers March to May 2017 

4. Radio advertising During submissions period 

5. Paid newspaper advertising (the Council pages) outlining CD 
proposals, opportunities for submission March-May 2017 

6. Facebook and Twitter – reminders linking to submission 
documents online During submissions period 

 Opportunities for Councillors to meet the public  

8. Public libraries During submissions period 

9. Markets, supermarkets, etc During submissions period 

10. Community meetings During submissions period 

11. Consultation with Iwi Dates to be confirmed. 

12. If consultation is undertaken, those submitters who request it would be able to present their views 
to Council at Annual Plan hearings from 6 to 8 June, with decisions made by Council on 12 June.  
The final Annual Plan will be adopted at the Council meeting on 29 June. 

Summary 
13. Recent changes to the LGA mean that whilst councils are required to adopt an Annual Plan, 

consultation is only required if there are significant or material differences from the content of the 
LTP for the financial year to which the proposed AP relates.   

14. Councillors should decide what level of consultation, if any, they wish to undertake this year. 

15. The consultation period, if required, will be from 6 April to 10 May 2017. 

16. A consultation document, if required, will be produced in accordance with the requirements of the 
LGA.  

RECOMMENDED 
That Council recommends its preferred level of consultation for the 2017-18 Annual Plan. 



Page 147 

Council – 2 March 2017 

5. Minutes 
5.1 Confirmation of the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 15 December 2016  

(Minute Nos. C.16/17.218 to C.16/17.228)
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Minutes of a Meeting of the  
Marlborough District Council  

held in the Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim  
on THURSDAY 15 DECEMBER 2016 commencing at 2.00 pm  

Present 
The Mayor J C Leggett in the Chair, Clrs J L Andrews, J A Arbuckle, C J Brooks, B G Dawson, G I T Evans, 
M J Fitzpatrick, T E Hook, G A Hope, D D Oddie, M A Peters, L M Shenfield, T M Sloan and N P Taylor. 

In Attendance 
Messrs M S Wheeler (Chief Executive), A P Quirk (District Secretary) and M J Porter (Democratic Services 
Manager). 

Prayer 
The meeting opened with a karakia. 

C.16/17.218 Statutory Declaration by Councillor Dawson 
 D050-003-03 

Councillor Dawson made and signed his Declaration under Schedule 7, Clause 14 of the Local Government 
Act 2002. 

C.16/17.219  Confirmation of Minutes - 
The Mayor/Clr Sloan: 
That the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 26 October 2016 (Minute Nos. C.16/17.122 to 
C.16/17.140) be taken as read and confirmed. 
Carried 

Committee Reports 

C.16/17.220  Environment Committee - 
Clrs Oddie/Brooks: 
That the Committee report contained within Minute Nos. R.16/17.145 to R.16/17.165 be received and 
the recommendations adopted. 
Carried 

C.16/17.221  Assets & Services Committee - 
Members discussed the recommendations under Minute No. P.16/17.183 (Freedom Camping Bylaw).  It was 
noted that a report on the Collins Memorial/Koromiko situation would be prepared for a future Assets and 
Services Committee meeting.  The following motion was made in response to the recommendations under 
Minute No. P.16/17.183. 
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Clrs Sloan/Brooks:   
1. That Council adopt the 2016 amendments to the Marlborough District Council Freedom 

Camping Control Bylaw 2012. 
2. That Council approve funding of up to $30,000 from Reserves for the 2016-17 financial year for 

monitoring and control of the Freedom Camping Control Bylaw.  
Carried 

An adjustment to the minutes is to be made by staff to correctly reflect when members withdrew from the 
meeting.   

Clrs Sloan/Peters: 
That the Committee report contained within Minute Nos. P.16/17.166 to P.16/17.187 be received and 
the recommendations adopted. 
Carried 

C.16/17.222  Planning, Finance & Community Committee - 
Clr Evans referred to his notice of motion to add a recommendation 7 to Minute No. A.16/17.207 
(Marlborough Civic Theatre Trust – Funding Options).  Members discussed the motion. 

Clrs Evans/Shenfield: 
That a new item 7 be added to Minute No. A.16/17.207: 
7. The measures already agreed, including those agreed at the Planning, Finance and Community 

meeting held on 1 December 2016, will be the last made by this Council to the Marlborough 
Civic Theatre Trust for completion of the ASB Theatre. 

Lost on a show of hands 4 to 9 
NB: Clrs Evans and Shenfield requested that their vote for the above issue be recorded. 

The Mayor assured members that a workshop with the Destination Marlborough Trust will be arranged for 
the new year to discuss amongst other issues KPIs etc (Minute No. A.16/17.198 refers). 

Clrs Hook/Peters: 
That the Committee report contained within Minute Nos. A.16/17.197 to A.16/17.217 be received and 
the recommendations adopted. 
Carried 
NB: Clr Evans requested that his vote against the above issue be recorded. 

C.16/17.223  Grants Sub-Committee - 
Clrs Andrews/Brooks: 
That the Sub-Committee report contained within Minute Nos. X.16/17.141 to X.16/17.144 be received 
and the recommendations adopted. 
Carried 

C.16/17.224  Housing for the Elderly Sub-Committee - 
Clrs Brooks/Peters: 
That the Sub-Committee report contained within Minute Nos. X.16/17.188 to X.16/17.196 be received 
and the recommendations adopted. 
Carried 
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C.16/17.225  2017 Council Meeting Schedule D050-001-01 
Attached to the Agenda for consideration was the draft schedule of meetings for 2017. Starting times of the 
meetings have been standardised to 9.00 am for morning committee meetings and 1.30 pm for the afternoon 
committee meeting. Council has been kept at 2.00 pm (with occasional all day meetings starting at 9.00 am). 

Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield: 
That the meeting schedule for 2017 be approved. 
Carried 

C.16/17.226  Members’ Code of Conduct D050-003-02 
Members noted that the purpose of the report was to adopt the Code of Conduct for Marlborough District 
Council (attached to the agenda as Appendix 7.1). 

Staff reported that Council’s original Code of Conduct was developed and adopted by Council in 2004 and 
subsequent Councils have reconfirmed their commitment to the Code of Conduct.  Council, at its meeting on 
26 October 2016, agreed that the current Code of Conduct remain in place until staff had received and 
reviewed the new template from Local Government New Zealand and reported back to Council.  The new 
Code of Conduct template from Local Government New Zealand (with statutory references updated) has 
been reviewed.  The new template is not materially different (apart from new statutory references and some 
modernisation of language) to Council’s existing Code, apart from being in a more readable format. 

Staff further reported that they had reviewed both the existing and new template Code of Conduct and had 
made some minor adjustments to the wording of ‘7.1 Confidential Information’, ‘7.2 Information received in 
capacity as an elected member’ and ’13.2 Statutory breaches’ in an attempt to define more concisely the 
receiving of confidential information and legal actions available under the Privacy Act.  

Members asked for clarity on the wording of ‘7.2 Information received in capacity as an elected member’ and 
the District Secretary is to provide this.  Until that had been provided Clr Arbuckle moved (with Clr Shenfield 
seconding) the following amendment: 

Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield: 
That the Marlborough District Council Code of Conduct, based on the Local Government New 
Zealand template with the exception of section 7.2, be adopted as the Code of Conduct for this 
Council. 
Lost 

The substantive motion was then put to the meeting. 

Clrs Hope/Hook: 
That the Marlborough District Council Code of Conduct, based on the Local Government New 
Zealand template, be adopted as the Code of Conduct for this Council. 
Carried 

C.16/17.227  Members’ Interests C500-005-11 
Members noted that the purpose of this report was for Council to assess the need to review processes for 
recording pecuniary and other specified interest of members. 

Staff reported that the Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 (the Act) sets out the statutory 
responsibilities of members of local authorities for managing pecuniary and other specified interests.  The 
Act controls the making of contracts worth more than $25,000 in a financial year between members and their 
local authority; and prohibits members from participating in matters before the local authority in which they 
have a pecuniary interest, other than an interest in common with the public.  The Act regulates the actions of 
individual members, not the actions of the local authority.  It therefore follows that members, not the local 
authority, may be prosecuted for breaches of the Act.  The Act also applies to members of committees of the 
local authority, regardless of whether they are also a member of the local authority. 

In summary it was reported that current Council Policy of recording interests of members where they have 
some contractual arrangement with Council, and leaving it up to Members to declare any other conflict of 
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interest (pecuniary or perceived) at the time an item is being discussed, is considered to satisfy the minimum 
requirement of the Act.  A way of supporting Members to comply with their responsibilities under the Act is to 
add a “conflicts of interest” declaration at the beginning of the agenda of Council and standing committees to 
ensure that this issue is at the forefront of discussions.  Another way to support Members is for an “Interests 
Register” to be maintained, which highlights all relevant interests for themselves and close family members. 

Clrs Hook/Fitzpatrick: 
1. That Council add a “conflicts of interest” declaration at the beginning of the agenda of Council 

and standing committees. 
2. That Council implement an “Interests Register” to record relevant interests in Employment, 

Shareholdings, Trusts, Real estate holdings, and Gifts received by themselves and close family 
members. 

Carried 

C.16/17.228  Decision to Conduct Business with the Public 
Excluded - 

The Mayor/Clr Sloan: 
That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely: 
- Confirmation of Public Excluded Minutes 
- Committee Reports (Public Excluded Sections) 
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for 
passing this resolution in relation to each matter and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the 
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are 
as follows: 
General Subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter 

Ground(s) under Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this resolution 

Minutes and Committee 
Reports 

As set out in the Minutes That the public conduct of the relevant 
part of the proceedings of the meeting 
would be likely to result in the disclosure 
of information for which good reason for 
withholding exists under Section 7 of the 
Local Government Official Information 
and Meetings Act 1987. 

Carried 

 

The meeting closed at 3.30 pm. 

 

Confirmed this 2nd day of March 2017 

 

 

 

J C LEGGETT 
MAYOR 

Record No. 1730215
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6. Committee Reports 
6.1 Environment Committee  

Environment Committee Meeting held on 2 February 2017 
(Minute Nos. R.16/17.238 to R.16/17.249) 
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Minutes of a Meeting of the  
ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE  

held in the Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim  
on THURSDAY 2 FEBRUARY 2017 commencing at 9.00 am 

Present 
Councillors D D Oddie (Chairperson), G A Hope (Deputy), J A Arbuckle, T E Hook, L M Shenfield, 
N P Taylor, Mayor Leggett, Mr E R Beech (Rural representative) 

Also Present 
Councillors J L Andrews (from 9.30am), G I T Evans 

In Attendance 
Ms A Eatherley (Resource Consents Manager), and Ms N Chauval (Committee Secretary) 

Apologies 
Clrs Hook/Shenfield: 
That the apology for absence from Clr C J Brooks be received. 
Carried 

R.16/17.238 Declaration of Interests -  
No interests with items on the agenda were declared. 

R.16/17.239 Confirmation of Sub-Committee Business - 
Clr Shenfield advised members there were two additional swimming pool exemptions for consideration, a 
copy of the exemption requests were circulated. 

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor: 
That the following approvals granted by the Swimming Pools Sub-Committee acting under delegated 
authority (Regulatory Committee Minute R.13/14.166) be received and the recommendations adopted: 

• Pinnacle Drinks NZ, 72 Hawkesbury Road, RD 2, Blenheim 7272 - exemption to have lockable 
doors opening into pool area (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of Swimming 
Pools Act 1987). 

• M & R Post, 22 Rose Street, Springlands, Blenheim 7201 - exemption to install a Save-T Cover 
III automatic pool cover in lieu of a fence (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of 
Swimming Pools Act 1987). 

• A Holt, 4 Rimu Terrace, Waikawa, Picton 7220 - approval to use a lockable cover on an 
unfenced spa pool (exemption pursuant to section 6 of the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 
1987). 

Carried 

R.16/17.240 Resource Hearing Sub-Committee Decisions - 
Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield:   
That the Resource Hearing Sub-Committee Decision as contained within the report dated 13 January 
2017 (U160570) be received and the recommendation adopted. 
Carried 



Page 154 

Environment Committee – 2 February 2017 

R.16/17.241 Resource Hearing Commissioner Decisions - 
Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield:   
That the Resource Hearing Commissioner Decisions as contained within the reports dated 
25 October 2016 (U140068), 25 November 2016 (U150653) and 20 December 2016 (U160708) be 
received and the recommendations adopted. 

Carried 

R.16/17.242 Alterations to Resource Management Fees - 
Resource Management Act 1991 R450-002-R02 

The report to the Committee sought approval to increase fees for charges associated with the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (the Act).  

Members were advised that a review of the fee schedule has been carried out. The schedule outlining the 
fees was included with the agenda for members’ information. It was noted that Council is proposing an 
hourly charge out rate of $150.00 (incl GST) for all planning staff processing applications which is a 2 % 
increase on the previous charge of $148.00. 

It was noted that all staff work is recorded on time sheets for accurate charge out.  

It was reported that the proposed increase is in alignment with the proposed increases at Nelson City 
Council and Tasman District Council. Currently all three councils are consistent with their hourly charge out 
rates across all processing staff. 

It was noted that the revised schedule sets out either base charges or flat charges which can be regarded as 
“fixed charges” in terms of section 36(1) of the Act.  The level of the base charges are the best estimate of 
90% of the costs involved in the processing of an application for resource consent.  To maintain fairness, a 
regime of refund is incorporated in to the Council’s fee recovery process.  At the same time where costs 
exceed the amount deposited, cost recovery is undertaken under section 36(3) of the Act. 

Members were advised that the schedule needs to be notified as per section 83 of the Local Government Act 
2002. It was agreed to publicly notify the Fee Schedule as soon as possible with submissions received being 
heard at the appropriate Environment Committee meeting. 

Clrs Hook/Arbuckle:   
That the Council agrees to notify for consultative purposes as required by section 83 of the Local 
Government Act 2002 the Proposed Schedule of Fees under the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Carried 

 Charge Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

Minor Resource Consents    

Bore Construction     

 Domestic Flat $315 $320 

 Irrigation  Flat $630 $640 

Notified Resource Consents     

 All Applications (including 
subdivisions) 

Base $5,300 $5,500 

 Section 127, 128  Base $5,300 $5,500 

Non-Notified Resource 
Consents 
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 Charge Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

 All Applications but excluding 
subdivisions  

Base $945 $950 

 Subdivisions  

 (Note: Engineering charges 
are additional) 

Base $1,375 $1,380 

Micellaneous Consents, 
Certificate and Permissions 

   

 Registration service for 
lodgement of 
change/cancellation of 
consent notice 

Flat $660 $660 

 Section 124, 125, 126, 127, 
128, 136, 139, 139A, 221 

Base $945 $950 

 Land Registry Compliance 
(Certificates, Consents)  

Flat $315 $315 

 Removal of Building Line 
Restriction 

Flat $315 $315 

 Section 348 LGA Right of 
Way Applications 

Base $945 $950 

Transfers    

 Water, Coastal (Marine 
Farm) 

Flat $315 $320 

 Coastal (Other), Discharge, 
Land Use 

Flat $102 $105 

Sections 223, 224 - Approval 
of deposit of survey plans 

   

 4 lots or less (each stage) Actual Actual  

 5 or more lots (each stage) Actual Actual  

Outline Plan Approvals, 
Policy Statements, Plan 
Changes and Requirements 

   

 Section 176A Approval of 
Outline Plan 

Base $945 $950 

 Outline Plan Waiver Flat $102 $105 

 Change to Policy Statement, 
Plans 

Base $25,000 $25,000 

Notice of Requirements or 
Alterations to Designations 

   

 Non-Notified Base $1,375 $1,380 

 Notified Base $5,300 $5,350 

Statements and 
Miscellaneous Certificates 

   

 Provide required 
documentation 

Base $315 $320 
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 Charge Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

Site Inspection    

 Disbursements, e.g. boat 
hire 

Actual Actual  

Engineering Charges - 
Subdivision and Land Use 

   

 Engineering:    

 Evaluation for 1-3 lots Flat $550 $559 

 Evaluation for 4-10 lots Flat $1,420 $1,441 

 Evaluation for 11-20 lots Flat $2,395 $2,431 

 Evaluation for 20+ lots Flat $3,750 $3,806 

 Engineering evaluation for 
each additional dwelling 
(Land Use Consent) 

Flat $360 $365 

Consents - Administration, 
monitoring and Supervision 

   

 Sampling including the 
contracting of an 
independent consultant  

Variable Actual  

 Laboratory Costs Variable Actual  

 Administration fee Flat $40  

 Site Inspection Variable Actual  

 Environmental Protection 
Officer 

Per hour $132  

 Assistant Environmental 
Protection Officer 

Per hour $93  

 Student Environmental 
Protection Officer 

Per hour $66  

Other Rates and Charges    

 Hearings Committee or 
Commissioner (Local 
Government (Local 
Authorities Salaries and 
Allowances) Determination 
2001) 

Variable Actual  

 Hearings Cancellation Fee Flat $2,120 $2,120 

 Resource Management 
Officer 

Per Hour $148 $150 

 Hearings Facilitator Per Hour $148 $150 

 Administration Officer Per Hour $148 $150 

 Senior Planner/Resource 
Consents Manager 

Per Hour $148 $150 

 Consultants (internal or 
external charges) 

Variable Actual  

Miscellaneous    
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 Charge Type Current Fee Proposed Fee 

 Certificate (Overseas 
Investment Act 1973) 

   

 Up to ½ hour Base $74 $75 

 Up to 1 hour Base $148 $150 
 

ATTENDANCE: Mr Ian Sutherland, Resource Management Officer, was present for the following item. 

R.16/17.243 Boulevard Park on Taylor (Stage 4 and 5) - Road 
Name Request U161022M, U160369M 

The report to the Committee sought a decision from members on the naming of two new unnamed roads 
which are to be created by the Council as part of Stages 4 and 5 subdivision in the Boulevard Park on Taylor 
(BPOT) development located off Taylor Pass Road.  

It was noted that Stage 4 of the subdivision was approved under Resource Consent U161022 in October 
2016, and Stage 5 under Resource Consent U160369 in September 2016.  A copy of the scheme plans for 
these two stages were attached to the agenda item for members’ information. 

Members were advised that the names proposed were in keeping with the theme of using local family names 
with recent or historic connection to farms in the area. This is consistent with the road names approved in 
previous stages of the BPOT development. 

It was noted that the preferred names for the new roads are Turnbull Drive and Solomon Place. Mr Beech 
noted that he was not entirely supportive of the name Turnbull Drive and explained to members his 
reasoning behind this. It was noted that the existing road name “Grigg Drive” will extend along a new road 
also being constructed as part of Stage 4.   

It was reported that the proposed names were circulated to all iwi, local historians and Marlborough Roads 
with no comments being received. It was noted that the names meet the evaluation criteria of the Road 
Naming policy.   

In response to a query on whether the families had been approached prior to the meeting for their approval 
to use the names. It was noted that Brayshaw Park had provided a list of suitable names, with initial approval 
from families being received, at the beginning of Stage 1 and these names are from that list. Following the 
Committee decision the families are approached to confirm their acceptance of using their names for a road 
name. Council is then advised on their decision.  

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor:   
1. That once vested in the Council the proposed new Road 1, as shown on the appended scheme 

plan in Figure 1 (Stage 5), be named “Turnbull Drive”. 
2. That once vested in the Council the proposed new Road 2, as shown on the appended scheme 

plan in Figure 2 (Stage 4), be named “Solomon Place”. 
Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Ms Rachel Rait, Environmental Scientist – Land & Air, was present for the following item. 

R.16/17.244 HAIL Overview E355-006-003-09 
The report to the Committee provided an overview of the work being done with respect to HAIL (Hazardous 
Activities and Industries List) and the review of the LLUR (Listed Land Use Register). To highlight this report 
a powerpoint presentation was shown (presentation filed in Trim – Record No. 1721406). 
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Members were advised that Council has a responsibility for promoting the sustainable management of the 
natural and physical resources of our region, and that the National Environmental Standards for Assessing 
and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (NESCS) came into effect on 1 January 2012. 

It was reported that the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) has compiled a list of 53 activities and industries 
that have a higher probability of causing contamination because they typically use, store or dispose of 
hazardous substances.  It was noted that vineyards have recently been included on the list as there is the 
likelihood that there has been consistent pesticide use.  

It was noted that an activity or industry that does not appear on the list does not guarantee such a site will 
not be contaminated.  Each case must be considered on its merits, considering the information at hand.   

It was reported that work is being done to identify and add sites to the LLUR as earlier land uses or activities 
may not have been captured. This work needs to be completed by 2020 and to complete the task within this 
timeframe will require significant resources. 

In response to a query Ms Rait advised that the national review has been undertaken as a lot of the 
information in the NESCS is ambiguous which has generated considerable confusion over the years. It was 
noted that Council has made a submission to this review. Ms Rait agreed to supply a copy of Council’s 
submission to Clr Shenfield. 

It was raised whether cross contamination from lead paint was considered and whether it is likely to be an 
issue. Ms Rait advised that lead paint is not on the HAIL list but this issue has been raised and would be 
dealt with in the review. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Hope:   
That the information be received. 
Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Ms Nicky Eade, Environmental Scientist – Land Resources, was present for the following 
two items. 

R.16/17.245 Marlborough Landscape Group - Update and 
Appointment of Council Representatives 
 C230-001-M05 

The report to the Committee updated Councillors on the Marlborough Landscape Group (MLG) and sought 
to appoint a Councillor to the group. 

Members were advised that the MLG has been operating since 2002 to support and inform the Council 
around landscape issues and provide avenues for consultation and policy development.  The group also has 
input into the funding of enhancement projects on Council land. Ms Eade advised that the group will be 
working with the Smart & Connected group on the entranceway signage for townships. 

It was raised whether sign off from the Committee would be sought once entranceway design proposals are 
confirmed. Members were advised that it will be reported back through the Assets & Services/Planning, 
Finance & Community Committees for sign off rather than the Environment Committee.  

Ms Eade advised that it would be prudent that Council has a representative on this group and suggested that 
two Councillors would be appropriate, one from the Assets & Services Committee and one from the 
Environment Committee.  

Following discussion Clr Arbuckle was nominated as Council’s representative for the MLG. It was noted that 
Clr Arbuckle has been a member of the Landscape Group for a number of years. 

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor:   
1. That the information be received. 
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2. That Clr Arbuckle from the Environment Committee be appointed to represent the Council on 
the Marlborough Landscape Group. 

Carried 

R.16/17.246 Significant Natural Areas Working Group - 
Appointment of Councillor Representative 
 E310-006-001 

The report to the Committee sought to appoint one/two Environment Committee Councillors as 
representatives on the Significant Natural Areas Working Group. 

Members were advised that the Significant Natural Areas project is an on-going programme involving a 
partnership with Marlborough landowners which identifies and promotes the protection of ecological values 
on private land.  A working group assists in the governance of this project and the Council needs to appoint 
suitable representatives to participate in the group. It was noted that Councillors Brooks has been the 
previous Council representative for this group. 

It was noted that the group includes representatives from Federated Farmers, Department of Conservation, 
QEII National Trust and landowners. 

During discussion it was noted that Clr Evans has been attending these meetings on his own volition. It was 
suggested that he continue attending the meetings but also suggested that he explore being the Assets & 
Services Committee representative on this group. 

Clr Shenfield indicated that she would be willing to be considered as the Council representative for this 
group.  

Clr Oddie advised that he had spoken with Clr Brooks who has agreed to be considered as a representative 
on this group.  

Clrs Oddie/Hook:   
1. That the information be received. 
2. That Clrs Shenfield and Brooks be appointed as representatives of the Environment Committee 

on the Significant Natural Areas Working Group and Clr Evans be encouraged to attend. 

Carried 

Clr Oddie advised members that Nicky Eade has resigned her positon at Council effective from the end of 
February. Councillors thanked Nicky for her considerable work and significant contribution over the years to 
the betterment of the Marlborough environment and wished her all the very best for the future.  

R.16/17.247 Aids to Navigation H100-005-16 
The report to the Committee provided an update of the on-going management of Aids to Navigation (AtoNs). 

It was noted that IALA standards for all lit navigation aids have been achieved for the past six weeks. 
Temporary buoys have been placed on Keep Clear Rock (unlit) and Whataroa Bay, Port Underwood. A 
permanent replacement buoy is being constructed for Keep Clear Rock. 

The number #2 channel pole in Havelock was struck by a boat and fatally damaged. A replacement has 
been installed. Work on defining the lighting requirements in the Queen Charlotte Sound east of Dieffenbach 
Pt. continues and is being informed by the Harbours Risk Assessment.   

The AtoN management and monitoring database is now in its final testing phase. 

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor:   
That the information be received. 
Carried 
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R.16/17.248 Marine Farm Light Audits H100-004-003-16 
The report to Committee provided an update on the ongoing marine farm light audits that are being carried 
out. 

Work is being undertaken to ensure that the cumulative lighting requirements of multiple farms in a bay do 
not exceed navigational safety requirements. Crail Bay provides the first example of a bay wide lighting 
solution. The Harbour Master will continue working closely with the Marine Farming Association on this to 
look at options for improving the marine farm lighting for the purpose of navigation safety. 

A ‘follow up’ audit was undertaken on marine farms in Okiwi Bay, seventeen farms were audited and four 
infringements issued as a result.  

A mussel barge has been found to be working illegally in Okiwi Bay. MNZ has been notified and is 
investigating. 

Clr Hope/Mr Beech:   
That the information be received. 
Carried 

R.16/17.249 Information Package - 
Clr Arbuckle requested further information on the Chilean Needle Grass infestations. It was agreed that an 
update and report on where we are going with the infestation would be provided. Mr Beech advised that it 
would be suitable for the report to be presented at the June meeting so the information from the database 
could be included.  

Dr Steve Urlich provided members with drone footage from Ward Beach and Cape Campbell showing 
coastal uplift following 14 November 2017 earthquake. Dr Urlich discussed the potential ecological effects on 
these areas post earthquake. 

Clrs Shenfield/Hook:   
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated  be received and noted. 
Carried 

 

The meeting closed at 10.33 am. 

 

Record No:  1721333 
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6. Committee Reports 
6.2 Assets & Services Committee 

Assets & Services Committee Meeting held on 2 February 2017 
(Minute Nos. P.16/17.250 to P.16/17.257) 
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Report and Minutes of a Meeting of the  
ASSETS & SERVICES COMMITTEE  

held in the Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim  
on THURSDAY 2 FEBRUARY 2017 commencing at 1.30 pm 

Present 
Clrs T M Sloan (Chairperson), G I T Evans, J L Andrews, B G Dawson, M J Fitzpatrick, M A Peters, 
Mayor J C Leggett, Mr R Hunter (iwi representative). 

Also Present 
Clrs J A Arbuckle, T E Hook, D D Oddie, L M Shenfield  

In Attendance 
Richard Coningham (Manager – Assets & Services Department) Jamie Lyall (Manager – Property and 
Community Facilities) and Nicole Chauval (Committee Secretary) 

Apologies 
Clrs Sloan/Andrews: 
That the apology for non attendance from Clr Brooks be noted. 
Carried 

P.16/17.250 Declaration of Interests -  
No interests with items on the agenda were declared. 

ATTENDANCE: David Craig, Finance & Information Supervisor, was present for the following item. 

P.16/17.251 Financial Report for Period Ended 
31 December 2016 F275-001-02 

The Finance and Information Supervisor, David Craig, presented the financial report for the Assets & 
Services Department for the six month period ended 31 December 2016. Mr Craig noted that where 
possible, accrual entries have been completed to account for December revenues and expenditures in that 
month.  

Members were advised that the November 2016 earthquake will have a significant impact on Council’s 
accounts both in terms of the initial response costs and the longer term recovery phase.  It was noted that 
with both internal staff and external contractor resources being focused on immediate earthquake repairs, it 
is likely that other planned capital works may have to be deferred in the short term.  

It was noted that the year to date earthquake and flood damage repair costs are broadly summarised as 
Emergency Reinstatement – Roads and Footpaths –  $2,186,001 (Mr Craig noted that this figure does 
include some repairs from June), Flood Damage – Flood Protection – $127,531, Internal Metal Recharges – 
Flood Protection – $93,692, Repairs & Maintenance – Earthquake – Flood Protection & Waste Management 
–  $94,463, Earthquake Response – Emergency Management – $139,181 (Mr Craig noted that $116,000 of 
that cost was helicopter hirer). 

It was also noted that other costs have simply been absorbed within existing operating expenditures such as 
the CCTV inspections of sanitary sewer lines, at an approximate cost of $145,000. 

For the reporting period, Departmental revenues are unfavourable to budget by $862,676, including Roading 
subsidies ($746,270), Donations and Grants (Flaxbourne irrigation) ($281,371), Metered Water Sales 
($243,134), Development contributions ($208,720), Sales ($123,825), Reserve Fund contributions ($82,031), 
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Development Impact Levies (Blenheim northwest zone) ($80,000), Vested assets $58,582, Trade waste 
charges $132,735, Property rentals $190,315, Dump fees $508,788. 

Operating expenditures are favourable to budget by $754,987, due to Interest payments $572,993, 
Treatment costs $228,775, Depreciation $204,977, Sealed pavement maintenance $159,260, Repairs & 
maintenance $122,450, Landfill ETS obligation $121,800, Unsealed pavement maintenance $116,608, 
Structure maintenance $104,873, Contracts $94,259, Reticulation maintenance $72,858, Pump stations 
$70,020, Traffic services maintenance $67,999, Repairs & maintenance – earthquake ($94,463), Internal 
recharges & recoveries ($121,535), Projects (earthquake response) ($130,486), Emergency reinstatement 
($936,003). 

The resulting year to date operating surplus of $714,799 is unfavourable to budget by $107,689. 

The total budgeted capital expenditure for 2016/17, including carryovers and Council approved adjustments, 
is $61M with actual year to date expenditure of $13.4M (22%). Capital expenditure is mainly concentrated in 
the core activities of Roading $18.2M (ytd actual $3.1M), Water supply $16.6M ($4.4M), Sewer $12.3M 
($0.8M), Community Facilities $7M ($2.4M), Flood Protection $2.7M ($0.4M) and Waste Management $2.2M 
($2.1M). 

The total forecast capital expenditure of $46.3M is $14.7M below budget. 

The Operational Activity for the month of December was summarised in Mr Craig’s report. 

Clrs Peters/Fitzpatrick: 
That the financial report for the period ended 31 December 2016 be received. 
Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Steve Murrin, Journey Manager Marlborough Roads, was present for the following item. 

P.16/17.252 Roading Earthquake Update E200-001-007-15 
The report to the Committee provided an update on the progress with regards to repairs and reinstatements 
of the Local Roads network following 14 November earthquake and 16 November storm event. To highlight 
this report a powerpoint presentation was shown (presentation filed in Trim – Record No. 1721730). 

Mr Murrin advised that the events of mid-November caused considerable damage across the network and 
Marlborough Roads have made an emergency works claim for $4.6M which has been approved at 71% 
Funding Assistance Rate (FAR).  

It was noted that the claim included an estimate of $300,000 for clearing the slip at the Isis River on the 
Awatere Valley Road however the slip proved to be much more technically challenging than first thought and 
the cost of clearing it is likely to be around $1M. 

It was reported that a request has been put in to NZTA to clarify the Emergency Work Fund expenditure 
deadlines. 

Mr Murrin reported on the progress being made in the Ward area, Awatere Valley, Queen Charlotte Drive, 
Kenepuru Road and the Sounds. It was noted that the Awatere Valley Road is open with the 
Queen Charlotte road getting very close to opening. Kenepuru Road will take longer for repairs but the aim is 
to have the road opened by winter.  

Members were advised that other repairs across the network are tracking to budget. It was noted that it is 
likely that a cost scope adjustment will be required to complete all of the emergency repairs and may push 
the total budget over $5M. 

Members expressed their appreciation of the outstanding work undertaken by Marlborough Roads and 
contractors in such extraordinary circumstances.  

Clrs Evans/Andrews: 
That the report be received. 
Carried 
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ATTENDANCE: Geoff Dick, Rivers and Drainage Engineering Manager, was present for the following item. 

P.16/17.253 Rivers and Drainage Earthquake Repair Update 
 E200-001-007-15, R700-022-02 

The report to the Committee provided an update on the progress being made with identifying damage to river 
and drainage infrastructure, and advise on repairs underway. To highlight this report a powerpoint 
presentation was shown (presentation filed in Trim – Record No. 1721814). 

Mr Dick reported on the areas that had sustained damaged following the 14 November earthquake. It was 
noted that a preliminary inspection of the Waitohi River triple outfall culverts in Picton has identified damage 
as a result of the earthquake and it is proposed that a further inspection be undertaken with a structural 
engineer. 

It was noted that initial assessment of rivers and drainage assets is well advanced with the only outstanding 
inspection work being visual and CCTV inspections of outfall culverts. There are 53 identified repair jobs to 
complete with this number likely to increase as CCTV inspections are completed.  

Mr Dick advised that the repairs, indicated in red and brown on the repair schedule which was attached to 
the agenda item for members’ information, are considered priority jobs and they are aimed for completion 
prior to winter.  

Members were advised that repairs have been ranked with highest priority jobs generally being key stopbank 
and outfall repairs to restore full flood capacity. It was noted that priority has also been given to restoring 
access to high use recreation areas. 

It was reported that the repair task is large and there has been several meetings with Simcox Construction to 
ensure adequate resources are in place to meet the required repair programme. Each repair site will be 
managed by a Rivers Section staff member with Ash Ticehurst coming back on board for the summer to help 
with this work.   

Members were advised that the Lower Ōpaoa stopbank at Park Terrace, Grovetown #1 pump outfall and 
Lower Ōpaoa stopbank at Haack’s have been identified as areas where future upgrades are recommended. 

Mr Dick advised that at this point the estimated repair costs is $2M, this excludes the three recommended 
capital upgrade works and unknown culvert damage awaiting CCTV inspection. 

Members were advised that Council staff have met the LAPP claim assessor and a site visit was undertaken. 

It was reported that there had already been works identified for Park Terrace and the earthquake has further 
highlighted these works. Mr Dick advised that a Geo Tech report has been sought to provide options for a 
suitable way forward. 

Mr Dick advised that it is likely the November 2016 earthquake has altered ground levels in parts of the lower 
Wairau Plains and that a Lidar survey will be undertaken to enable staff to quantify any changes and whether 
any drainage or flood capacity issues are likely to show up in the next major flood or rainfall event.  

Clr Evans/Mr Hunter: 
That the report be received. 
 Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Brian Paton, Emergency Services Manager, was present for the following item. 

P.16/17.254 Approval of the Marlborough Civil Defence 
Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan 
2017-2022 E200-001-001-04 

The report to the Committee sought Council approval to adopt the Marlborough CDEM Group Plan 2017-
2022. 
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It was noted that the Assets & Services Committee has a civil defence governance role as the CDEM Group 
for Marlborough. Under Section 17 of the CDEM Act one of the Group’s statutory roles is to approve a CDEM 
Group Plan.   

Mr Paton advised members that the CDEM Group Plan 2017-2022 is an important statutory requirement and 
will be the guiding document for Marlborough CDEM over the next five years within the 4 R’s of emergency 
management (Reduction, Readiness, Response and Recovery) and in the welfare role. The CDEM Plan will 
ensure there is common agreement amongst CDEM stakeholders on the hazards in Marlborough which will 
be managed in a collaborative and cohesive way.  It was noted that there are a number of new hazards 
which are now ranked far higher than in the previous Plan.   

It was reported that the document has been to the ministry for review with some minor changes being made 
and has now been signed off by Minister Brownlee.  

Members were advised that the amendments to the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 which 
came into force on 29 November 2016 deal principally with strengthening recovery arrangements which will 
require some further changes to the Plan in the next 18 months.   

Clrs Sloan/Evans:   
That the Assets & Services Committee, acting in its capacity as the Marlborough CDEM Group, 
adopts the Marlborough CDEM Group Plan 2017-2022 and notes that recovery amendments will be 
required by June 2018. 
Carried 

 

P.16/17.255 Car Parking Report – 1 July 2016 to 
31 December 2016 R800-002-03 

The report to the Committee provided information for the period 1 July 2016 to 31 December 2016. 

It was reported that Armourguard Security (AS) and Integrated Technology Solutions appear to be working 
well under the new parking enforcement contract. It was noted that parking enforcement in the three 
additional Picton carparks has been included in AS’s contract with Port Marlborough (PM) remaining 
responsible for the maintenance of their off-street meters.  

Clr Arbuckle noted that there is only one meter in the Wynen Street Carpark and on a number of occasions it 
has failed with a subsequent loss of revenue.  Mr Porter advised that Marlborough Roads will endeavour to 
provide another meter in this carpark to help resolve this issue. 

It was noted that following 14 November earthquake lollies were issued instead of parking infringements 
which was well received by the public. 

Members were advised that the kerbside, off-street and parking building revenue for the period is $488,808 
compared to a budget of $460,000. The Alfred Street Parking Building revenue is 12% ahead of the same 
period in 2015. Enforcement revenue for the six month period is down on budget. Overall the on-street 
kerbside average occupancy between July - December 2016 is lower than the same period in 2015. 

It was noted that the Parking Cash Collection contract is up for tender. The contract will be for a term of three 
years and three months with a two year right of renewal. The extra three months will allow the contract to 
align with the Council’s end of the financial year. 

Clrs Dawson/Andrews:   
That the information be received. 

 
Carried 
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P.16/17.256 Information Package - 
Members were advised of an error on page 23 regards of the Information Pack for  Kerbside Collection – 
Wheelie Bins item -  should read ‘… to the 2018/19 Annual Plan process.’ not 2017/18. 

Clrs Andrews/Fitzpatrick:   
That the Assets and Services Information Package dated  be received and noted. 
Carried 

P.16/17.257  Decision to Conduct Business with the Public 
Excluded - 

Clrs Sloan/Fitzpatrick:   
That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely: 
- Road Exchange 
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for 
passing this resolution in relation to each matter and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the 
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are 
as follows: 

General Subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Ground(s) under Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this resolution 

Road Exchange To enable the Council, as 
holder of the information, to 
carry on, without prejudice 
or disadvantage, 
negotiations (including 
commercial and industrial 
negotiations) provided for 
under Section 7(2)(i) 

That the public conduct of the 
relevant part of the proceedings of 
the meeting would be likely to result 
in the disclosure of information for 
which good reason for withholding 
exists under Section 7 of the Local 
Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987. 

Carried 

Mr Coningham presented a video release that is being launched on our website and Facebook page which 
provides an update on stopbank works https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qoal9X_fLzc 

 

 

The meeting closed at 2.45 pm. 

 

Record No. 1721664 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qoal9X_fLzc
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6. Committee Reports 
6.3 Planning, Finance & Community Committee 

Planning, Finance & Community Committee Meeting held on 9 February 2017 
(Minute Nos. P.16/17.258 to P.16/17.273) 
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Report and Minutes of a Meeting of the 
 PLANNING, FINANCE & COMMUNITY COMMITTEE  

held in the Council Chambers, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim  
on THURSDAY 9 FEBRUARY 2017 commencing at 9.00 am 

Present 
Clrs T E Hook (Chairperson), M A Peters, J L Andrews, J A Arbuckle, C J Brooks, B G Dawson, 
M J Fitzpatrick, G A Hope, D D Oddie, L M Shenfield, N P Taylor and Mayor J C Leggett  

Also Present 
Clrs G I T Evans  

In Attendance 
Messrs M F Fletcher (Chief Financial Officer), D G Heiford (Manager, Economic, Community & Support 
Services), N Henry (Manager, Strategic Planning & Economic Development), M J South (Financial Services 
Manager) and Nicole Chauval (Committee Secretary) 

A.16/17.258 Declaration of Interests -  
Clr N P Taylor declared an interest in Item 3 – Marlborough Marine Futures. 

Clr G A Hope declared an interest in Item 5 – Marlborough Research Centre Performance Indicators. 

ATTENDANCE: Alan Johnson, Environmental Science & Monitoring Manager and Eric Jorgensen, 
Marlborough Sounds Integrated Management Trust, were present for the following item. 

A.16/17.259  Marlborough Marine Futures C230-001-M03 
The report to the Committee provided an update on the Marlborough Marine Futures initiatives and sought 
Council endorsement of a revised project proposition for 2017. 

It was noted that the Marlborough Marine Futures was set up in 2012 and led by the community with a 
passion to better integrate and increase cohesion between all parties involved in the marine environment. 
The Council had provided some funding assistance to the Marlborough Sounds Integrated Management 
Trust for formation of the Marlborough Marine Futures initiative. 

 It was noted that the Trustees have completed a recent review of projects in light that the broader situation 
has changed since they updated Council in early 2016 and subsequently when Council approved the grant. 
The Trust is now proposing a revised value proposition for Council to consider a number of projects. The 
Marlborough Marine Futures value proposition for 2017 was attached to the agenda for members’ 
information and this was extensively discussed.  

Mr Jorgensen advised that iwi have not joined the group due to other pressures but the Trust does take 
advice from Raymond Smith and keeps iwi regularly informed of the Trusts activities. 

Mr Jorgensen noted that to date the Trust has been operating on donations from Trustees and its contractors 
and with these funds exhausted the Trust requests that Council release the allocated funds provided for in 
the 2016/17 Annual Plan to allow the actions proposed in the value proposition to be commenced as soon as 
possible. Members were advised that this funding has not been previously accessed. 

The Mayor/Clr Hope:   
1. That the information be received. 
2. That Council release the budgeted funds from the 2016/17 Annual Plan to the Marlborough 

Sounds Integrated Management Trust.  
Carried 
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ATTENDANCE: Anthony Mullen, Win Greenaway, Mark Davis, Blenheim Business Association were present 
for the following item.  

A.16/17.260  Blenheim Business Association C230-001-B04 
The report provided an update to the Committee on progress that the Blenheim Business Association (BBA) 
has made over the last 10 months and to present a ‘Marlborough Mile’ concept which aims to add vibrancy 
to the Blenheim CBD. To highlight this report a powerpoint presentation was shown (presentation filed in 
Trim – Record No. 1725607). 

Anthony Mullen updated members on what the BBA has achieved so far and outlined their plans going 
ahead. It was noted that the past 12 months has been a time for gaining professional credibility for the group 
and this will continue in 2017. It was noted that Caroline Stone has been appointed as the paid co-ordinator 
and commenced in January 2017. This role is for an initial six month period.   

Mark Davis and Win Greenaway outlined to members the Marlborough Mile. They noted that it is a concept 
that leverages off the urban design work completed by Urbanismplus aimed at revitalising Blenheim’s Town 
Centre. It was noted that Aiken-Taylor Design had been commissioned to prepare a concept design and this 
was shown to members.  

Members were advised that the primary focus of the Marlborough Mile is to tell a story by creating spaces 
that reflect Marlborough industries and history and linking them in a loop within the confines of central 
Blenheim, the story will continue to grow and change as time moves on.  

It was noted that BBA wanted to share the story with members to gain approval for the concept which will 
then enable BBA to move onto the next step which will be engaging with industry to get their support and 
report back to Council. It was noted that there has been a lot of work done so far and BBA want to keep the 
momentum going.  

Members noted that there is a lot of work being undertaken with small townships and that it would great to 
get that connectivity to the CBD as well. It was suggested that a conversation be held with Renwick S+C.  

Members noted that it is a great concept and that the timing of the idea is positive as it will build on what the 
group has already developed. 

Clrs Shenfield/Andrews:   
That Council support, in principal, BBA’s Marlborough Mile initiative subject to discussion with 
stakeholders and a report, including project costings, to Council. 
Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Clr Dawson withdrew from the meeting at 9.55am 

A.16/17.261  Marlborough Research Centre Performance 
Indicators E100-011-01 

The report to the Committee sought approval for a new group of performance indicators that Marlborough 
Research Centre will use to report to Council. 

Members were aware that Council has provided financial support to Marlborough Research Centre since its 
inception in 1984.  The core grant provided to MRC until 2015/16 was $110,000 per annum and Council 
increased its funding to MRC in 2016-17 from $110,000 p.a. to $250,000 p.a. with annual CPI adjustments to 
be made. The in-kind contribution for ground rent continues. It was noted that there was no tagging around 
what the increase in funding was to be used for. 

Clr Peters noted that he is the Council representative on the MRC Board and advised that he had completed 
a site visit yesterday and was extremely impressed with what he saw.  

The reporting periods which were detailed in the agenda item were discussed. It was noted that it is 
important that the KPIs are measurable. 

Clr Peters briefly discussed the NZRIVO set up and members suggested that NZRIVO provide an update 
report to Council which could include suggestions on how MRC could assist. It was noted that NZ 
Winegrowers, through the Annual Plan process, had received funding of $825,000 over the next six years for 
RIVO.  
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Clrs Peters/Brooks:   
That the proposed Performance Indicators for MRC are agreed as follows: 
a) July each year 

i) Report to Council confirming annual research allocations approved by MRC Board 
and Trust 

b) August each year 
i) Report to Council staff on any LTP performance indicators relating to the preceding 

financial year for inclusion in the Annual Report 

c) November each year 
Present annual audited report on MRC activities in research programme outcomes, MRC operations 
and new regional growth initiatives. 

Carried 
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ATTENDANCE: Hans Neilson, Community Development Adviser was present for the following item. 

A.16/17.262  Havelock Smart & Connected E100-010-07 
Mr Henry introduced Hans Neilson to members and advised that in future Committee meetings other S+C 
groups would update members on their progress and future direction. 

To highlight Mr Neilson’s report a powerpoint presentation was shown (presentation filed in Trim – Record 
No. 1725605). 

Mr Neilson provided members background on his role and noted that over this time he had received good 
support from Central Government particularly Robin Nicholls, Dept Internal Affairs who had recently visited 
the Centre. 

Members were advised that following the initial set up of the S+C group 12 initiatives had been identified as 
projects that the group wanted to achieve, 10 have successfully been completed. The two other projects, 
Walkway and Signage, are underway with a boundary survey for the boardwalk to be completed in March. It 
was noted that the Havelock Walkway is set for completion by end of 2017.  Entrance signage will be 
installed shortly and it was noted that a spinoff of the project has been the generation of a fantastic photo 
library through Only Marlborough which will be a great asset to Havelock. 

Mr Neilson advised that the Havelock enhancement projects have had other spinoffs as well in that it has 
brought more people together than any of the other projects with the group becoming more inspired as they 
progress. 

It was reported that the Havelock i-site has been a great asset and that the income generated for local 
businesses through bookings has been measured at $285,145 for the combined nine months of operation. 

Members were advised that a priority also for the group was establishing an online presence which has been 
achieved via the website www.havelock.co.nz, there is also now ultrafast broadband at the hub. 

Mr Neilson advised that he is in the last year of his three year contract and there is work being done on 
succession planning. 

Members thanked Mr Neilson’s for his work and all that he has achieved over his time in the role and 
acknowledged that he has empowered the HCA to continue to move forward in his absence. 

Clrs Taylor/Fitzpatrick:   
That the information be received. 
Carried 

http://www.havelock.co.nz/
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ATTENDANCE: Glyn Walters, Communication Manager and Neil Henry, Manager Strategic Planning & 
Economic Development were present for the following item. 

A.16/17.263  2017-18 Annual Plan: Consultation Plan 
 F230-A17-02 

The report to the Committee sought approval on a proposed consultation process and level of public 
consultation for the Annual Plan 2017-18. 

It was noted that recent changes to the LGA mean that whilst councils are required to adopt an Annual Plan 
(AP), consultation is required only if there are significant or material differences from the content of the Long 
Term Plan (LTP) for the financial year to which the proposed AP relates.  It was noted that some other 
councils have decided not to consult each year. 

Clr Arbuckle provided background to members on what had been done in the previous year providing 
constituents with the opportunity to discuss the annual plan with Councillors in public places. It was noted 
that there had tended to be engagement once a consultation document was made publicly available.  

Glyn Walters noted that the breadth of consultation was a matter for councilors to decide - it could be scaled 
up or scaled back - but that view also needed to be balanced with the level of significance of change from 
the LTP. 

There was discussion on whether there are significant changes to the Long Term Plan this year that 
therefore would require public consultation. Councilors were advised that a discussion on this could be 
debated at the Council meeting on 2 March.  

Concern was also expressed that if no consultation is carried out this year, community groups who are 
expecting to be able to approach Council to ask for funding would be unable to. It was suggested that a way 
forward could be to continue the usual submission process this year and signal that the Long Term Plan 
process be used to identify future community funding requirements. The CD could also ask for community 
feedback on whether the annual submission process is required.  

In conclusion, members agreed to discuss whether there is a need to go to consultation at the next Council 
meeting. 

Clrs Hook/Peters:   
That the issue of the 2017-18 Annual Plan: Consultation Plan decision adjourned until the Council 
meeting on 2 March 2017. 

Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Adi James, Community Adviser Small Townships, Sam Young, Regional Events Adviser, 
Neil Henry, Manager Strategic Planning & Economic Development were present for the following item. 

A.16/17.264  Economic Development and Events Update  
 E100-001-01 

The report to the Committee provided an update on the activities of the economic development and 
commercial events team. To highlight this report a powerpoint presentation was shown (presentation filed in 
Trim – Record No. 1725603). 

Mr Henry advised members that the four main activities that comprises the economic development and 
commercial events team will be reported on at alternate meetings.  For this meeting the Small Townships 
Programme and Regional Events Advisor will provide a report and the Marlborough Smart and Connected 
and Smart Business Marlborough areas will be reported on at the subsequent meeting.  

Ms James advised that the partnership of MDC, Havelock Community Association and the Link Pathway 
Trust is working well with considerable progress being made on the Havelock walkway. It was noted that a 
survey of boundaries for the section from Queen Charlotte Drive to Inglis Street will be undertaken in 
February.  
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It was reported that the Renwick S+C Beautification Group have been working closely with the Small 
Townships Programme on a quick win project to improve the town centre ahead of the NZ Scout visit. 

Members were advised that a new funding option for small, low cost projects on outdoor public spaces has 
been initiated. Applications have opened with remain open until 5pm on Monday, 13 March 2017. It was 
noted applicants were being encourage to make contact with Ms James prior to commencing their 
application. 

Ms Young reported that the NZ Scout Jamboree event was a great success and the feedback has been 
phenomenal. This event provided huge coverage for Marlborough through the Scout social network. A 
debrief for key personnel and the Scout management team will be held in March. Following this meeting 
there will be a social function that will include business owners.  

It was reported that a survey of local businesses will be undertaken with results provided to the debrief 
group.  

Members were advised that the UB40 concert which was moved from the Villa Maria Estate to the Omaka 
Airfield due to the November earthquake was a great success. The support and goodwill received by the 
organisers helped make a major logistical task go smoothly and was turned around in three weeks which 
was very impressive. 

Ms Young noted that Marlborough does lend itself to outdoor concerts and this will be explored further.  

It was reported that the tickets for the concert were sold through Eventfinder who do not have the facilities to 
provide a breakdown of where event goers came from.   

Members were advised that the Sweet As festival attendance was considerably down on what was 
anticipated. It was noted that the organiser confirmed that pre-sale of tickets was on a par with 2016 but door 
sales were very low. It was noted that the organiser is not intending to run another Sweet As event although 
Ms Young is trying to make contact to discuss the event’s future. It was suggested that the date of the event 
could be conflicted with the Wine & Food Festival as there is only such much event goer dollars available. 

Members were advised that the tickets for the Wine & Food Festival have sold out with the sales for Saint 
Clair Vineyard Half Marathon in May ahead of their 2016 event. It was noted that this is the first year that 
tickets for the Wine & Food Festival won’t be available at the gate. 

It was noted that there was disappointment that the usual Friday market wasn’t being held but acknowledged 
the artisan market as a great alternative and has the potential to successfully fill this void, both now and into 
the future. 

Clr Brooks advised members that the Renwick S&C Water Group are holding a meeting to discuss water 
metering. This meeting will be held on 21 February at the Woodbourne Tavern commencing at 7.30pm. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Brooks:   
That the information be received. 
Carried 

A.16/17.265  Small Townships Programme Sub-Committee  
 D050-001-S03 

The Small Townships Programme Sub-Committee minutes of 15 December 2016 were presented for 
ratification by the Committee. 

It was noted that when new amenities are built in the townships and they are a Council owned asset, there is 
a requirement for ongoing maintenance of the structures. This maintenance cost needs to be taken into 
account when the Assets & Services budget is being considered. 

Clr Evans advised members that following a site visit to the Wairau Valley carpark with Adi James and 
Steve Murrin, it was agreed that due to the SH63 being an alternative route for SH1 the Carpark Picnic area 
would be done in two stages.  

Clrs Arbuckle/Peters:   
That the Minutes of the Small Townships Programme Sub-Committee meeting held on 15 December 
2016 be ratified.  
Carried 
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ATTENDANCE: Meeting adjourned at 11.10am and resumed 11.20am  

ATTENDANCE: Clr Dawson rejoined the meeting and 11.20am 

ATTENDANCE: Kaye McIlveney, Solicitor, was present for the following two items. 

A.16/17.266  Proposed Easter Sunday Trading Hours Policy 
 L225-S01-01 

The Proposed Easter Sunday Shop Trading Hours Policy Submission Hearing held on 12 January 2017 
presented for ratification by the Committee. 

Members of the Hearings Committee noted that they were able to make this decision because of the strong 
safe guards in place protecting the rights of employees and therefore felt confident in adopting the policy.   

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor:   
That the Minutes of the Proposed Easter Sunday Shop Trading Hours Policy Submission hearing 
held on 12 January 2017 be ratified. 

Carried 

NB: Councillor Peters requested that his vote against the above motion be recorded. 

A.16/17.267  MDC General Bylaws 2010 Review L225-06 
The report to the Committee sought to make recommendations to Councillors on a review of the MDC 
General Bylaws 2010 and to seek approval to commence the special consultative procedure on proposed 
new bylaws replacing most of the Chapters in the 2010 Bylaws. 

Members were advisd that Council is required to review bylaws regularly and this review must be completed 
by May 2017. It was noted that all chapters up for review had been circulated to Councillors prior to the 
meeting.  It was reported that the Dog Control Chapter does not form part of this review as it was last 
reviewed in 2012 also the other MDC bylaws, noted in the agenda item, were not under review at this time. 

It was reported that staff have undertaken an assessment of the bylaws and recommend that most Chapters 
of the bylaws be repealed and replaced.  Details of the proposed changes were contained in the agenda 
item. During discussion Clr Shenfield advised members of the following corrections in the ‘Proposals in 
detail’: 

• Traffic – Heavy vehicles  
An issue that arises from time to time is whether to impose bypass routes for heavy vehicles or ban 
heavy vehicles for from using certain roads.   

• Parking Vehicles for advertising and sale 
Council’s current bylaws do not regulate vehicles parked with for sale signs or advertising goods and 
services for sale.  The proposed bylaws provide that Council permission must be obtained before 
such vehicles may be parked on any public place may, by resolution, restrict areas or roads for the 
purpose of the sale of vehicles and advertising. 

• Parking on grass verges 
It is proposed that the parking bylaws prohibit parking on grass and gardens in areas with a speed 
limit less than 50km/h or less. 

It was suggested that there needs be consideration given on how best to get the community engaged in the 
consultation process and that it needs to go out in a positive way. It was noted that Glyn Walters, Council’s 
Communication Manager will be consulted on how best to engage the community in the process.  

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor:   
1. That the Committee approves the review of the MDC General Bylaws 2010: 
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2. That the Committee determines that— 
(a) Bylaws are the most appropriate way to address the perceived problems 
(b) The current bylaws are not the most appropriate form of bylaw 
(c) The proposed bylaws are the most appropriate form of bylaw 
(d) There are no NZ Bill of Rights implications 

3. That the Committee decides to— 
(a) repeal and replace Chapters 1-Introductory, 2-Public Places, 3-Traffic, 5-Nuisances, 6-

Cemeteries, and 7-Keeping of Animals, Poultry & Bees of the MDC General Bylaws 2010 
with new bylaws covering— 
i) Reserves & other Public Places Bylaws; 
ii) Traffic Bylaws; 
iii) Parking Bylaws; 
iv) Solid Waste Bylaws; 
v) Nuisance Bylaws; 
vi) Cemeteries Bylaws; and 
vii) Animals Bylaws; and 

(b) extend the expiry of Chapter 8—Fire Prevention until 1 July 2018 
4. That the Committee approves the draft Statement of Proposal. 
5. That the special consultative procedure be commenced. 
6. That the submission period opens on 24 February 2017 and closes on 24 March 2017. 
Carried 

A.16/17.268  Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems Policy (RPAS)  
 L225-D01 

The report to the Committee sought approval to adopt a Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems Policy for 
operations over Council controlled land. 

Members were advised that the RPAS Policy is required for the management of “drones” and their use over 
Council controlled land. The policy is guided by the Civil Aviation Authority Rules parts 101 and 102 and is 
subordinate to them. 

It was noted that Mr Heiford has been working with aviation industry consultant and other councils to develop 
a policy.  Members were advised that the consultant has engaged with key stakeholders and other legislative 
authorities to shape the policy before it was taken out to a wider audience for input. It was noted that the final 
policy was attached to the agenda for members’ information. It was noted that the policy follows the 
framework adopted by most local authorities and fits within the policy measures adopted by the New Zealand 
Transport Authority. 

Members were advised that most of the parks and recreation areas within the Blenheim and Picton area fall 
either within controlled airspace, or within 4km of an airfield, and so require permission from more than one 
authority (Woodbourne ATC or airfield operators) and may require permission from both of these. It was 
noted that the controlled airspaces in Marlborough area Woodbourne (Marlborough Airport), Omaka Airfield, 
Picton Airfield, Marlborough Sounds Water and Wairau Hospital. 

In response to a query on how would you gain permission from people attending events on Council owned 
land. Mr Heiford advised that it would be included on the ticket and that by buying the ticket you are 
consenting to being in an area where a drone could be operating. If they did object then they would not 
attend the event. It was noted that the organisers would also need to advertise that a drone would be 
operating during the event.  

Members were advised that the policy only applies to public land and that drone operators would need to 
seek the permission of the private landowner to operate the drone over private land.  
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Members were advised that the policy will be published on the Council and Marlborough Airport websites 
and a link will also be provided to the Airshare website. 

It was noted that the policy will be reviewed every three years or if the associated CAA rules are amended. 

The Mayor/Clr Brooks:   
That the Remote Piloted Aircraft System Policy be adopted. 
Carried 

 
Policy on Remotely Piloted Aircraft Systems (RPAS) use From or Over 

Council Controlled Land 
A Objectives of the Policy 

• This policy aims to enable and promote the safe and efficient use of RPAS (drones) within and 
above Council controlled land parks. 

B Limitations to the Policy 

• This policy is limited by, and subordinate to the requirements of CAANZ Rule Parts 101 and 
102. 

• Additionally, most of the Parks and Recreation areas within the Blenheim and Picton areas fall 
either within controlled airspace, or within 4km of an airfield, and so require permission from 
more than one authority (Woodbourne ATC or airfield operators), and may require permission 
from both of these. 

(i) These are: 

(a) Woodbourne (Woodbourne Air Traffic Control) 

(b) Omaka Airfield (Marlborough Aero Club) 

(c) Picton Airfield (Sounds Air) 

(d) Marlborough Sounds Water (Marlborough District Council Harbour Master) 

(e) Wairau Hospital (Nelson Marlborough District Health Board) 

C General 

• In general, with the exception of the listed areas in Section D, the operation of RPAS within 
Marlborough District Council owned and controlled land is permitted with the following 
requirements: 
(i) Operation must not be within 50 metres of children’s playgrounds. 

(ii) All flights must be conducted within 100 metres of, and below the height of trees or other 
structures (termed shielded operations). 

(a) Permission may be sought from the relevant airspace controlling authority for 
flights above this height, via the Airshare website www.airshare.co.nz  

(iii) All operations must be conducted in accordance with CAANZ Rule Part 101. The only 
exception to this is operators who are certified to CAANZ Rule Part 102, who must 
comply with the requirements of this rule. 

(iv) Flights must not be conducted over, or near persons who have not explicitly given their 
permission. 

(v) Booked events on Council Reserves take precedence. 

(a) Any RPAS operations associated with these events will still need participants’ 
permission for overflight. 

(b) Permission of the event organiser will be required. 

http://www.airshare.co.nz/
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(vi) The requirements of the Privacy Act 1993 must be observed. 

(vii) The operator of the RPAS is responsible for any damage or claims caused by the 
operation of the RPAS. 

(viii) All operations must be well clear of, and not cause any distress to any livestock on the 
land. 

D Prohibited/Restricted Areas 

• The following areas are designated as ‘prohibited’ for RPAs operations: 

(i) Taylor Riverbed south of New Renwick Road 

(ii) All cemeteries 

(iii) Low Flying Zone 

• The following areas have been designated as ‘restricted’ for drone operations and require 
special permission from Council parks and recreation. 

(iv) Picton foreshore 

(v) All areas within the Blenheim CBD 

(vi) Wither Hills Farm Park 

(vii) Over any Council control road, without the express permission of Marlborough Roads 

(viii) Over any Port Marlborough facility, without the express permission of Port Marlborough 

E Breaches of Policy 

• Any breach of the above policy may result in termination of permission to operate from or above 
Council controlled land, and may result in a report of non-compliance with relevant rules to 
CAANZ. 

ATTENDANCE: Gina Ferguson, Compliance Manager was present for the following item. 

A.16/17.269  Review of Resource Consent Monitoring Fees & 
Charges - Resource Management Act 1991 
 E360-006-02 

The report to the Committee sought to provide the draft proposed schedules for fees and charges for 
consent monitoring activities under Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) for the financial year 
2017/18. 

Members were advised that one of Council’s functions is to ensure that resource use, as facilitated by the 
granting of consents is sustainable. It was reported that section 376(1)(c) of the RMA allows councils to 
charge consent holders for costs associated with the councils’ functions in relation to the administration, 
monitoring and supervision of resource consents. 

It was noted that the MDC Charging Policy for activities undertaken under the RMA and the LGA was 
adopted in February 2007 and is based on cost recovery.  It was also noted that the some of the 
Environmental Protection group’s responsibilities include activities which are generally not cost recoverable. 

Members were advised that the review of the fee schedule has been undertaken and the Council is able to 
achieve its private good recovery in alignment with Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy with the 
proposed schedule of fees and charges.  

Ms Ferguson identified the consent monitoring fees that would increase and clarified the Water Take permits 
set in option 2. It was noted that the proposed figures are likely to meet the 60% public and 40% private split. 
Mr Fletcher advised that this will be factored into the information provided to members for the Council 
meeting on 2 March 2017.  
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Members were advised that section 36 of the RMA allows councils to charge for the costs of state of 
environment monitoring where that monitoring benefits consent holders. The Council’s Revenue and 
Financing Policy (contained in its Long Term Plan) states that 20% of the Environmental Science and 
Monitoring group’s costs should be recovered from individuals (private good) and 80% is funded by rates 
(public good).  

It was noted that in comparison our fees are considerably less when compared to other councils. Ms 
Ferguson advised that we have based the fees on what it actually costs the Council to monitor consents and 
this is what is charged. It was noted that the large increase in Council’s proposed hourly rate for staff is due 
to the fact that it has been two to three years since the fees have been reviewed.  

Members discussed the proposed schedule of fees, options 1 and 2. It was noted that there will be 
consultation undertaken for the monitoring for moorings and that it would be a flat charge. Members agreed 
that option 1 was the preferred option. 

Clrs Peters/Shenfield:   
1. That the report be received; 
2. Agree to recommend that the Council: 

(a) Consult on proposed schedule of fees and charges option 1 using the special 
consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

Schedule of Proposed Fees and Charges (Consent Monitoring 2017/18) Option 1 
MDC Consents - Administration, Monitoring & 

Supervision  
Current 

Charge $ 
Proposed 
Charge $ 

Change 

Sampling including the contracting of an independent 
consultant Variable Actual Actual Nil 

Laboratory costs Variable Actual Actual Nil 

Administration fee (monitoring) Flat Annual $40.00 $40.00 Nil (With 
clarification ) 

Site inspection Variable Actual Actual Nil 
Disbursements Variable Actual Actual Nil 
Monitoring Charge-Water take Permits Flat Annual N/A $260.00 New  
Monitoring Charge-Swing Moorings Flat Annual N/A $65.00 New 
Environmental Protection Officer Per Hour $132.00 $150.00 Increase 
Student Environmental Protection Officer  Per Hour $66.00 $100.00 Increase 

Carried 

A.16/17.270  Marlborough Civic Theatre Trust  
 C600-005-C01-01 

The report provided by Council’s Chief Financial Officer updated the Committee on the activities of the 
Marlborough Civic Theatre Trust. 

Mr Fletcher advised members that the theatre’s financial performance to 31 December 2016 has shown a 
decrease in revenue compared to budget of $12K with a reduction in operating costs of almost $76k. This 
has resulted in a surplus of almost $91K compared to a budget deficit of $94K.  

It was reported that the financial forecast to 30 June 2017 shows revenue is down which in part reflects the 
Trust’s decision to reduce the charges for local productions. The reasons behind this decision were outlined.  

It was noted that the Trust is forecasting a reduced operating deficit and a small surplus with the Council 
grant. It was noted that this small surplus is after allowing $150,000 depreciation which is a non-cash 
expense and takes no account of pledges and grant income. It was reported that the Trust shouldn’t have 
any cash issues by 31 June 2017.  
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Members were advised that in future reports the Council operating grants and interest subsidiary payments 
will be separated to clearly identify costs associated with these streams. It was noted that the interest 
payments will reduce as the loan is repaid. Overall the Trust is moving forward very well. 

In response to a query on where things are at with regard to the kitchen and smaller theatre, Mr Fletcher 
advised that applications have been opened for a possible funding avenue and the Trust is in the process of 
updating their application. Mr Fletcher advised that the final costs for the kitchen is likely to come in under 
budget. 

It was noted that once these facilities are open and operational they will provide further funding avenues for 
the Trust.  

It was then queried whether there had been any progress on arranging for Councillors to have a tour of the 
facilities. Mr Fletcher to follow-up. 

Following a suggestion that it would be appropriate to have an update from the Trustees it was agreed that 
Mr Fletcher would organise this for a future meeting of this Committee.  

The Mayor/Clr Fitzpatrick:   
That the report be received. 

Carried 

A.16/17.271  Financial Report for Council – Period Ended 
31 December 2016 F275-002-16 

Martin Fletcher, Chief Financial Officer presented Council’s financial report for the period ended 
31 December 2016. 

The Income and Expenditure Statement reported an operating surplus of $2.71M for the year to date which 
is $1.8M improvement on the $0.91M budgeted. Total operating income for the December year to date is 
ahead of budget by $1.06M (2%) and overall operating expenditure is less than budgeted by $0.73M (2%).  

Budgeted capital expenditure for the year is $70.88M including $22.648M of carryovers from the 2015-16 
financial year.  Actual expenditure of $15.85M to the end of December is $4.01M higher than the same 
period last year ($11.84M) and $18.17M less than budgeted for the year to date.  It was noted that there are 
indications that there is likely to be deferrals and carryovers to 2017-2018 of approximately $16.17M. 

Clrs Peters/Shenfield: 
That the financial report for the period ended 31 December 2016 be received. 
Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Clr Oddie withdrew from the meeting at 12.15pm. 

A.16/17.272  Information Package - 
Clrs Brooks/Andrews:   
That the Planning, Finance & Community Information Package dated  be received and noted. 
Carried 
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A.16/17.273  Decision to Conduct Business with the Public 
Excluded - 

Clrs Arbuckle/Andrews:   
That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely: 
- Debtors’ Overdue Report 
- Marlborough Heritage Trust – Trustee Appointments 
The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for 
passing this resolution in relation to each matter and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the 
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are 
as follows: 

General Subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Ground(s) under Section 48(1) for the 
passing of this resolution 

- Debtors’ Overdue Report 
- Marlborough Heritage 

Trust – Trustee 
Appointments 

In order to protect the 
privacy of natural persons, 
as provided for under 
Section 7(2)(a). 

That the public conduct of the 
relevant part of the proceedings of 
the meeting would be likely to result 
in the disclosure of information for 
which good reason for withholding 
exists under Section 7 of the Local 
Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987. 

Carried 

The meeting closed at 12.30 pm. 

 

Record No: 1724669 
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6. Committee Reports 
6.4 Animal Control Sub-Committee 

Animal Control Sub-Committee Meeting held on 30 January 2017 
(Minute Nos. X.16/17.229 to X.16/17.237) 
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Minutes of a Meeting of the  
ANIMAL CONTROL SUB-COMMITTEE  

held in the Committee Room, 15 Seymour Street, Blenheim  
on MONDAY 30 JANUARY 2017 commencing at 1.00 pm 

Present 
Clrs J A Arbuckle, (Chairperson), L M Shenfield, N P Taylor 

In Attendance 
Clrs G A Hope, C J Brooks, Ms S Lines (Environmental Protection Officer/Contract Manager), Ms J 
Robertson (Environmental Protection Officer), Ms K McIlveney (In-House Lawyer), Ms K O’Hagan and Mr P 
Murphy (Maataa Waka/Animal Control) and Ms N Chauval (Committee Secretary), Jane Buckman and Sue 
McDonald (Renwick Smart & Connected) 

X.16/17.229 Confirmation of Previous Minutes – 6 July 2016 
Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield 
That the minutes of the meeting held on 6 July 2016 be taken as read and confirmed as a 
true and correct record. 
Carried 

X.16/17.230 Committee Goals  
Clr Arbuckle advised members that there had been an informal meeting of the Sub-Committee held prior to 
Christmas. At this meeting it had been agreed to have five key areas that the Committee would focus on. 
The areas identified – Bylaws, Contractor, Review Fees, Education and Infrastructure and would be included 
on the agenda as a standard item. It was noted that as they are dealt with they will be ticked off. 

Bylaws 
It was noted that Council’s Reserve & Amenities Officer, Robert Hutchinson, had indicated an interest in 
making minor amendments to the bylaw also the Blenheim Business Association has been discussing the 
possibility of allowing dogs into the CBD.  

It was reported that there would need to be some type of formal notification to proceed further. 

Members were advised that the Dog Bylaw was last reviewed in 2012 and is not required to be reviewed for 
10 years. It was noted that a full or partial review of the bylaw can be undertaken at any time and a decision 
will need to be made on whether to undertake a review. 

Contractor 
Maataa Waka is the contractor and it is important to keep them up-to-date and vice versa. It was noted that 
regular attendance of Animal Control management to provide feedback to the Sub-Committee is important 

Review Fees 
Current fee structure is unsustainable. A review of the dog fees will include looking at a new structure. It was 
noted that there are a number of examples around the country currently being used.  

Education 
The following was noted: 

• Dog safety programmes in schools organised by Animal Control’s, Carol Schofield. These times are 
limited due to school curriculum constraints. Carol is also seeking other ways to keep responsible dog 
ownership at the forefront of people’s minds. 
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• Animal Control working with Council on how best to inform our next generation of dog owners on being 
responsible dog owners. 

• Responsible dog ownership programmes available to owners who have come to the attention of Animal 
Control. 

• Peter Murphy advised that the Master Pet Assn has donated a number of giveaways for responsible dog 
owners. These will be distributed during the Responsible Dog Ownership campaign run in February. 
Areas targeted will be the Taylor River and other places where dogs are frequently walked.  

It was agreed that Shelley Lines, in conjunction with Peter Murphy, organise for Karen Fisher to publish 
an article on the Responsible Dog Owner campaign on the Council page and social sites.  

Infrastructure 
Dog parks for Blenheim, Renwick and Picton. 

Dog equipment in off lead dog areas. 

Clr Arbuckle/Taylor 
That the Committee Goals be accepted and continue as standard agenda items. 

Carried 

X.16/17.231 Renwick Dog Park  

Tabling the PSI Report, Foxes Island 
Clr Arbuckle provided background to members regarding the establishment of a dog park. He noted that the 
Fox’s Island site had been identified last year as a potential site but there had been concerns raised due to 
the area being classified as a HAIL site.  

It was noted that a Preliminary Site Inspection has been completed and copies were circulated to those 
present (Trim Record: 1710529). It was noted that the information in the report has been shared with 
Council’s CEO and Management. 

Clr Arbuckle discussed the report and noted that any remedial work done on the site would trigger a 
resource consent to proceed with any development.  

Clr Hope spoke to the item and noted that the Preliminary Site Inspection report has taken a cautionary 
approach. The report contained two recommendations for minimising any risk - fencing off the site or placing 
an engineered clay cap over the landfill and these were discussed.  

It was noted that it is in a strategic location and has potential for other uses as Clr Hope advised that he had 
been approached about utilising the gravel pit as an outdoor amphitheatre.  It could also provide a space 
where information on being a good dog owner and events of interest to dog owners could be placed. 

Clr Brooks advised members that Murray Newman, who is a local community person and contractor, had 
offered his assistance with an remediation work that was undertaken.  

It was noted that it is a great space and would fit into a number of different categories to access different 
types of funding and other revenue streams. 

It was suggested that the whole area would need to be investigated to determine whether any remediation 
work was required but the starting point for this group is the area identified for the dog park with the other 
areas within the site being remediated in stages. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Taylor: 
That further investigation be undertaken on the remediation work required to make the site fit for 
public access and a report be provided to the Assets & Services Committee. 

Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Clr Hope, Jane Buckman and Sue McDonald withdrew from the meeting at 1.45pm 
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Revisit Giesen Centre Renwick - Other sites to lease 
Clr Arbuckle advised that a site visit had been undertaken and noted that if remediation works of Fox’s Island 
would take some time it was suggested revisiting the possibility of utilising the Giesen Centre as a temporary 
measure. Clr Brooks also noted that there is a piece of land adjoining the park that also has the potential as 
a temporary dog park. 

Members were advised that it is a relatively large site and more than big enough for a dog park. Noted that it 
is privately owned but it could be up for lease. It was noted that it does have water on site. There could 
potentially be an issue on parking but it was suggested that there is enough room. It was suggested that a 
site visit be undertaken. 

Below is an aerial of the proposed site.  

 

In response to a query on whether there would be any issues for Council leasing land, Kay McIlveney 
advised that there would be no more implications by leasing it than by owning it and it is certainly an option 
that could be progressed. 

It was agreed that the land owner be contacted to determine whether the land is available for lease to use as 
a pop up dog park. It was noted that if the site was progressed anything that we put on the site ie; agility 
equipment etc can be easily moved. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield: 
1. Staff to investigate use of the land for a Pop Up Dog Park owned by Debbie Powell (Lot 3 

DP343153). 
2. That contact is made with the land owner, Ms Powell, once it is determined that it is possible to 

have a Pop Up Dog Park. 
3. Committee to undergo a site visit with Clr Brook if Council approval received; or  
4. Work with the Renwick S+C group until the Fox’s Island proposal is reported to with the Assets 

& Services Committee. 

ATTENDANCE: Clr Brooks withdrew from the meeting at 2.00 pm 

X.16/17.232 Blenheim Dog Park  
It was noted that members had completed a site visit and it has been determined that as it is a HAIL site a 
PSI report would be required.  

It was noted that area has been designated as a dog park and that in the long run some testing will need to 
be undertaken. It was noted that the group needed to decide whether we go ahead with the report or hold off 

Giesen Sports and 
Events Centre 

Proposed area 
for dog park 
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until Renwick sites are progressed further. It was noted that the group is keen to get action on a number of 
sites happening. 

Clr Shenfield noted that people are already using the Blenheim sites and she has spoken to a number of dog 
owners and they are keen to have an area for their dogs to be able to have a bit of terrain.  

It was noted that there is Chilean Needle Grass warning signage up around the site and this needs to be 
investigated to get some understanding of the implications before progressing. 

Shelley Lines suggested that there is the possibility of gauging dog owner interest by including a question in 
the Dog Satisfaction Survey on the option of a dog park. This survey is sent out annually with the registration 
packs and replies back would be received in August. The registration forms go out in early June. It was 
noted that the response from the last survey was really positive. This could give us really valid information 
going forward. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Taylor: 
1. That Shelley Lines discuss with Jono Underwood on providing a biosecurity report to the 

Committee on the Chilean Needlegrass issue on the proposed area. 
2. That a PSI to be completed for the site and that tenders for this be sought. The tenders 

received will be presented at the next meeting where a decision will be made. 

ATTENDANCE: Clr Brooks withdrew from the meeting at 2.15 pm. 

X.16/17.233 Dog Policy & Bylaws Status Quo  
Members were advised that Council is currently doing a review of a lot of the bylaws but it doesn’t include 
dogs at this stage the Dog Bylaw was last reviewed in 2012 and is not required to be reviewed for a period of 
10 years. It was noted that we can do a minor one in between and it was advised that there had been a few 
ideas put forward.  

It was noted that the Clr Fitzpatrick has been in discussions with the Blenheim Business Association 
regarding ideas on dogs in the CBD and also Robert Hutchinson have pointed out a few areas and Robin 
Dunn have ideas on possible amendments to the bylaw. Kaye McIlveney explained the options in initiating a 
review if the Committee decided to. 

Clr Shenfield suggested that the BBA come to the a Committee meeting to discuss dogs in the CBD. It was 
noted that Clr Arbuckle has spoken with Anthony Mullen and this is where BBA want to head and he said 
that he wants to put that in writing. Once this is received invite to a meeting. 

It was noted that Picton does allow dogs and this appears to be working well.  

There was some discussion on cafes with seating outside. It was noted that these areas are leased from 
Council so Council still has a say. It was also noted that through the Health Regulation Act dogs can’t be 
inside where food preparation and cooking is being undertaken.  

It was noted that Council has left it up to the Picton café owners to manage the outdoor seating areas in that 
they sort out any disgruntled customers and police it which seems to be working fine. It was noted that 
feedback received from the Health Organisation is that it is the seagulls/birds that actually cause more 
problems than the dogs sitting under the seats. 

X.16/17.234 Bylaw Review 
Kaye McIlveney will be attending the Councillor workshop today and will present where the review is at. It 
was noted that the Animal Bylaw has a few amendments and these were discussed. 

Ms McIlveney noted that it has been relatively complicated to draft but hopefully have the balance right in 
terms of the policy. 
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Peter Murphy noted that with regards to cats, he had had a meeting with the SPCA this morning and they 
are being bombard with complaints of excessive in cats around the town and is wanting to get a grant from 
the Lotto Commission to reintroduce the desexing of cats. SPCA are putting a proposal forward and is 
wanting to know whether Council would be willing to support her in this and whether Council would consider 
submitting a letter of support. It was noted that there would be nothing else expected of Council. 

It was suggested that a written request from the SPCA be put to Council, attention Shelley/Clr Arbuckle for 
consideration.   

Members were advised that the Bylaws would go out for public submission and then the Bylaws for dogs can 
be dealt with at any time until 2022 when they will have to be reviewed. 

Clrs Arbuckle/Shenfield  
That the information be received. 

Carried 

ATTENDANCE: Kaye McIlveney withdrew from the meeting at 2.25 pm. 

X.16/17.235 Animal Control – Patrols 
Peter Murphy advised members that they have been very busy as they are a staff member down, they are 
currently in the process of interviewing for the position. 

Patrols are going well but noted that there has been a number of complaints that there is not enough signage 
for prohibited dog areas, particularly in the CBD. It was noted that it appears to transient people rather than 
locals. It was noted that the feedback received is that it’s not clear on where they can and can’t go. It is noted 
on the website but it was suggested that visitors might not necessarily know where to get this information. 

Mr Murphy advised members on signage in parks and noted that it could be better. Noted there has been 
damage done to previous signs and these have not been reinstated. It was suggested that descent sized 
signs be posted on entrances to parks with smaller plastic ones on the barriers could be useful but overall 
the more signage the better. 

Ms Lines noted that it is hard to capture everything as Reserves have management plans which includes 
signage so need to work in with them as don’t want an overkill of negative signage. 

It was noted that with the upgrade of the Blenheim CBD there had been no collaboration with Animal Control 
on dog information being included on the signs. We have asked that at the time of replacing any signs or 
installing new ones on any reserves that they check whether the dog symbols on them. 

Noted will come back at the next meeting with statistics which are on the patrolling spreadsheets that we 
receive and can have an outline of what signage of areas of reserves need to be upgraded and looked at. 

Noted the Committee is supportive of signage where it is possible and if there are issues then Animal Control 
raise directly with Shelley and then update members at following Committee meeting. 

Mr Murphy noted that Harling Park is causing a bit of confusion regarding where dogs are allowed on and off 
the leash. Following general discussion it was agreed that this could be dealt with when the Dog Control 
bylaw comes up for review. 

Clr Arbuckle/Taylor 
That the information be received. 

X.16/17.236 Doggy Do Stations - Harling Park, Rarangi DOC 
land, Beach Road, Waikawa 

Members were updated on the following actions points from the 6 July 20016 meeting : 

o Purchase Doggy Do pods for Beach Road, Picton for a three month period and Rarangi. 
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Shelley advised that the doggy do pod at Rarangi has not been progressed due to trying to work in 
with DOC in working out the best place along the reserve to put it. Need to do some more 
investigating. 
The Picton Reserve at Beach Road has a rubbish bin and T-pole with bags put on. Shelley has not 
had confirmation back from Robert whether the pods were purchased because at that time there was 
a huge costing to install the rubbish bins.  
Shelley confirmed that there is a new rubbish bin at Beach Road not a pod.  Members were advised 
that she will chase up Robert Hutchison to see if the pods were purchased as have not seen any 
invoices for pod purchases. Shelley clarified that rubbish bins with T-poles serves the same purpose 
as the pods.  

o Clr Arbuckle advised on the issue with no rubbish bins in Harling Park and noted that it is a high use 
park. It was noted a recent quote of $4371 was for a bin/pod and removal of bags for one year. It was 
noted that Harling Park has two entrance ways so it would be close to $8742 this would include the 
operational costs ie; emptying rubbish bins. 
There was general discussion on whether we put in a post with bags at approximately $6-$800. This 
wouldn’t eliminate the issue of people dumping bags. It was noted that if there is a rubbish bin in a 
reserve already the pole is attached and there are no extra operational costs as the bins are already 
being emptied.  
Mr Murphy noted that Animal Control could step up patrols but it would not be sustainable long term 
but would be something that could be done as an initial response.  
It was suggested that there needed to be a broader discussion with Reserves/Council about the future 
direction on disposal units for Doggy Do Stations and this could be done around the Bylaw/Long Term 
Plan to get Harley Park sorted the way we want it.  
Members were advised that Reserves have been covering the costs for signage for bins and the pods 
which is not sustainable. 

Clrs Shenfield/Taylor 
1. Noted as to be added to the bylaw review. 
2. Animal Control to increase patrols at Harling Park in the short term. 
3. Education through Council Thursday page and social media to tie in with increased patrols. 

Tied in with February as part of the good ownership programme. 
4. Wider LTP discussion on rubbish bins and in reserves. 

X.16/17.237 General Business 
Springlands Vet proposal 
Clr Arbuckle advised members that Springlands Vet was intending to gift a dog pod station for along the 
Taylor River. It was noted that they wanted to use composting bags and the system that Council has meant 
that the bags would still end up in the land fill which defeats the purpose of composting bags.  

It was noted that they are still willing to talk but only if we could find a composting system.  

Members were advised on the composting system which is quite costly. It was suggested that the 
information on bags etc be passed to Alec McNeil to have a look at and provide a report back to the 
Committee. 

It was noted that the Vet Centre would purchase the pod station and were quite willing to keep supplying the 
bags so it is the disposing of the bags that would fall to Council. 

It was suggested that depending on what Alec comes back with this type of environmentally doggy do option 
could be put in the purpose built dog park area which would be a bigger collection area. 

Clr Arbuckle advised that he wanted to change the date of the next meeting from 24 April to the 3 April 2017 
to coincide with the Council workshop on the same day. 
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Action 

 Description  Who’s Responsible Action Required By 

1. Contact Karen Fisher to discuss publishing 
an article on the February Responsible Dog 
Owner campaign. 

Shelley Lines and Peter 
Murphy 

As soon as possible. 

2. Confirmation that it is ok to lease land from 
the Powells (8 Inkerman Street, Renwick) for 
a dog park.  

Shelley As soon as possible. 

3. Determine zoning for the land. Shelley As soon as possible. 
4. Contact number of land owner to Cynthia  Shelley As soon as possible. 
5. Contact land owner to confirm whether they 

would be willing to proceed. 
Cynthia As soon as possible. 

6. Organise site visit for Committee Members to 
the Powell property.  

Shelley As soon as possible. 

7. Meet with Jono Underwood to provide a 
biosecurity report to the Committee on the 
Chilean Needlegrass issue on the proposed 
area. 

Shelley Before next meeting 
3 April 2017 

8. That tenders for the completion of a PSI on 
the proposed Blenheim dog park site be 
called. 
The tenders received will be presented at the 
next meeting where a decision will be made. 

Shelley Before next meeting 
3 April 2017 as tenders 
will be presented at this 
meeting. 

9. Advise SPCA to put in writing their proposal 
to submit to the Lotto Commission for funding 
for the desexing of cats. Attention Shelley/Clr 
Arbuckle for consideration.   

Shelley Before next meeting – 
3 April 2017 

10. Provide statistics from the patrolling 
spreadsheets and have an outline of what 
signage in areas of reserves need to be 
upgraded and looked at. 

Shelley Before next meeting 
3 April 2017 

11. Continue investigating doggy do pods for 
Rarangi Beach. 

Shelley  

12. Contact Robert Hutchison to see if the pods 
were purchased for Beach Road. 

Shelley  

13. Contact Alec McNeil to provide a report to the 
Committee on cost effective options for 
disposing of compostable doggy do bags. 

Shelley  

 

The meeting closed at 3.05 pm. 

 

Record No. 1719588 
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7. Decision to Conduct Business with the Public Excluded 
Decided That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, 
namely: 

- Confirmation of Public Excluded Minutes 

- Committee Reports (Public Excluded Sections) 

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for 
passing this resolution in relation to each matter and the specific grounds under Section 48(1) of the 
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as 
follows: 

General Subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Ground(s) under Section 48(1) for 
the passing of this resolution 

Minutes and Committee 
Reports 

As set out in the Minutes 
and Reports  

That the public conduct of the 
relevant part of the proceedings of 
the meeting would be likely to 
result in the disclosure of 
information for which good reason 
for withholding exists under 
Section 7 of the Local Government 
Official Information and Meetings 
Act 1987. 
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