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1. Apologies 
No apologies received. 

2. Declaration of Interests 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a conflict 
arises between their role as a member and any private or other external interest they might have. 
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3. The Revised Harbour Safety Management System  
 (also refer separate reports available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Luke Grogan) I100-004-P148 

Purpose of report 
1. To provide an update on the Harbour Safety Management System. 

Executive Summary  
2. This report explains the latest evolution of maritime risk management practices in Marlborough. 

Specifically, it describes the structure and risk management principles of the newly revised Harbour 
Safety Management System and the associated Harbour Safety Plan and Risk Management 
Standard. A key purpose of these documents is to more clearly define and communicate the role and 
function of the harbourmaster and the activities the harbours group undertakes to manage maritime 
risk in the region.   

RECOMMENDATION  
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
3. To ensure maritime safety in the region the Maritime Transport Act 1994 (the Act) enables regional 

councils to regulate ports, harbour waters and maritime related activities and provides provision for the 
appointment of a harbourmaster for this purpose. 

4. The mechanisms available to a harbourmaster to regulate maritime safety are Directions, Navigation 
Safety Bylaws and delegation and sub delegations from the Director of Maritime New Zealand.  

5. However, as the Act does not clearly define term maritime safety there remains an element of 
interpretation as to the precise role and function of a harbourmaster. This leads to a variation in 
maritime risk management practices between regions. 

6. The Port and Harbour Safety Code is a Partnership arrangement between Maritime NZ, port operators 
and regional councils that aims to address this concern and promote a consistent, ‘systems based’ 
approach to maritime safety management. 

7. The Code requires each port and harbour to establish and maintain a Safety Management System 
that defines the arrangements in place to monitor, promote and proactively manage maritime 
activities. The system must ensure maritime risks are identified and managed to a recognizable 
standard of good practice. 

The Harbour Safety Management System 
8. The Harbour Safety Management System document serves to outline the structure of the Marlborough 

Safety Management System and its key components. These include; 

• The Harbour Safety Plan 

• The Harbour Risk Assessment and Risk Management Standard 

• The Harbour Incident management System 

• Harbour Policies 
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• Bylaws/Directions 

• ISO certified Standard Operating Procedures  

• Supporting documents such as emergency response and oil spill response plans. 

9. The Harbour Safety Management System helps to clarify the extent of the Harbourmasters role in 
managing maritime risk and communicate the system used to achieve effective maritime risk 
management. However, this does not mean that the Marlborough District Council (MDC) assumes 
responsibility for managing the risk of any harbour user.  

10. All harbour users remain responsible for managing the risks they face and create in the harbour. The 
role of the harbourmaster is to help facilitate this understanding and establish systems that support the 
ongoing provision of safe and navigable waterways in the region.  

The Harbour Safety Plan 
11. The Harbour Safety Plan (the Plan) articulates the vision and mission of the harbours function and 

detail as to how the Act is being interpreted and applied in Marlborough. Specifically, the Plan 
describes how the harbourmaster’s function relates to risk, how the Code is applied, the history of 
maritime risk management in Marlborough and reporting structures and process. 

12. The Plan usefully outlines controls the harbourmaster has implemented to manage maritime risk and 
the activity the group undertakes for that purpose. The intention is to make the function more 
transparent such that any interested person, stakeholder or harbour user can more easily understand 
what the harbourmaster does and why.  

13. This increases the accountability of the Harbourmaster by providing stakeholders and ratepayers, who 
directly contribute to funding the office of the harbourmaster, with the opportunity to more fully 
evaluate the level of service that the harbours function provides.  

14. Another important aspect of the Harbour Safety Plan is to identify the link between the distinct but 
related processes of risk assessment and incident management. Put simply, risk assessment involves 
identifying the harmful events we think might happen and incident management is how we deal with 
what actually occurs. 

15. A particular innovation is that the Harbour Safety Plan uses the same taxonomy to categorise the 
identified risks (harmful events that might occur) as it does to categorise incidents (the harmful events 
that actually occur). If the risk identification process has been effective, any incident that does occur 
should be easily aligned with a specific credible scenario as identified during the risk assessment 
process.  

16. If an incident occurs for which an appropriate category has not previously been defined this likely 
indicates a new risk or a flaw in the risk identification process. The risk assessment will then be 
adjusted to incorporate this new risk and the risk identification process can be reviewed to understand 
why the risk was not identified. This leads to continuous improvement over time.  

17. Similarly, when an incident occurs that can easily be related back to the risk assessment, it is 
immediately possible to review the controls that were in place to reduce or prevent this occurrence. 
Weaknesses in controls can be quickly identified and if necessary, enhanced or adjusted so as to 
reduce the risk of the event occurring again and/or reduce the extent of harm that results.  

The Risk Management Standard 
18. The Marlborough Risk Management Standard describes the specific criteria and practices used by the 

harbourmaster to assess and manage risk in the Harbour. These criteria and processes have been 
designed to specifically serve the harbourmaster’s efforts toward understanding and managing 
maritime risk. 
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19. The processes described in the Risk Management Standard depart somewhat from those processes 
described in the MDC Risk Assessment Policy. This policy is in place to ensure consistency in 
comparing risks across the organisation and year on year movements within one operational area. 
Whilst the MDC Risk Assessment Policy is fit for purpose it is not as suitable for assessing and 
managing maritime risk in the harbour. 

20. However, it should be noted that both the MDC Risk Assessment Policy and the Risk Management 
Standard align with ISO risk management principles, specifically ISO 31000/2018.  

21. The practical application of the Risk Management Standard enables operational risk registers to be 
created that supports formal and structured and risk assessment workshops with harbour 
stakeholders. The excel spreadsheet in the information pack provides an example as relates to 
commercial users. The worksheets ensure that specific risks can be discussed along with related 
controls and help to communicate the harbourmaster’s role in managing maritime risk and the 
expectations on the harbour user.  

22. It should be noted that within the operational maritime risk registers the level of risk attributed to any 
maximum credible event does not tend to change with the addition of controls. This is because the risk 
criteria established for assessing consequence and likelihood is intentionally designed to prevent risks 
from being ‘massaged’ into a more agreeable category.  

23. This approach can be challenging as it can be more comforting for an organisation to adjust risk 
values to reflect a more tolerable level of risk. However, adjusting risk values is not the same thing as 
reducing real risk. 

24. Further, the advantage of retaining the risk values at realistic levels is that it motivates and 
encourages a state of ‘continuous unease’ to promote vigilance in the face of ever present risk. To put 
it another way, to invent the ship is to invent the shipwreck and despite modern advances in ship 
design, construction and technology, any claim that suggests a ship is unsinkable should be viewed 
with caution.  

Incident Management  
25. As noted, an effective safety management system must incorporate an incident management system 

to facilitate an understanding as to how maritime risk is being realised in the harbour.   

26. To enable effective incident management in Marlborough, a purpose built digital incident management 
system is being built which is now in the final phase of beta testing. The digital system is expected to 
be in use operationally from June onward.  

27. This system will enable the harbours group to easily capture and categorise every reported maritime 
incident that occurs in the harbour and record the subsequent response actions undertaken. It will also 
record all activities undertaken by the harbours team that contribute to implementing and maintaining 
known risk controls as identified in the risk assessment and harbour safety plan.   

28. This digital enhancement will undoubtedly increase the efficiency of the harbours team but perhaps 
more importantly, the data collected will show the extent of activity and effort that is applied to 
controlling and managing specific maritime risks. This will support risk based decision making in terms 
of adjusting risk management efforts up or down and determining who should cover the costs. 

29. A demonstration of the digital system will be provided to the committee in due course.  

Next steps 
30. The following next steps are necessary to fully embed the revised safety management system. These 

steps should be completed within the next 6 to 12 months.  

31. Run risk workshops (potentially in the virtual environment) with representatives of all harbour users 
groups as identified in the Harbour Safety Plan. These structured workshops will use the operational 
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risk registers as discussion documents upon which to ensure targeted risk identification and risk 
management discussions with each user group.  

32. Utilise the information obtained from the workshop sessions to inform the revision of the navigation 
safety bylaws and harbourmaster’s directions as required. 

33. Utilise the information obtained from the workshop sessions to develop a clearly defined work stream 
for the harbours group.  

34. Implement the new digital Harbour Incident Management System. 

35. Review and revise all harbour policies, bylaws and directions and ISO certified standard operating 
procedures.  

36. Develop effective reporting practices so as to communicate more effectively the role and function of 
the harbourmaster to all harbour users, stakeholders and the community.  

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Luke Grogan (15 minutes). 

Attachments  
The reports below are available on the Marlborough District Council’s website and can be viewed via the 
following link: https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhrpjtv1cxbyklh9qf  

 Harbour Safety Management System 1.

 Harbour Safety Plan 2.

 Harbour Risk Management Standard 3.

 Incident Management - Operational MRA – Commercial 4.

 

Author Luke Grogan, Harbourmaster  

Authoriser Hans Versteegh, Manager, Regulatory Department 

  

 

 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhrpjtv1cxbyklh9qf
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4. Lower Wairau River  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Jan Evellen) H100-005-20 

Purpose of report 
1. To inform the Environment Committee on the Harbourmaster’s involvement with navigation safety 

issues on the lower Wairau river.   

 

Executive Summary  
2. Concerns were raised by the Spring Creek Resients Association about safety on the Wairau River in 

early 2018. Issues included the use of speeding jetskis and jetboats endangering slow craft and 
swimmers, and people jumping off the Spring Creek bridge with boats passing underneath. Over the 
years an increase was observed in the use of the river by kayakers, standup paddleboards and other 
small craft. 

3. Formally the river falls under the jurisdiction of Maritime New Zealand, but MNZ says they do not have 
the resources to monitor and enforce compliance. 

4. Changes in the MTA in 2017 made it possible for Regional Councils to enforce compliance with the 
Maritime Rule 91 on rivers. This created the opportunity for the Harbourmaster to get involved. Parts 
of a draft management plan, made by MNZ in 2007, were revived. 

5. It is proposed to put rules about the use of the Lower Wairau River in the Bylaws. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
6. MNZ drafted a Wairau River Navigation Safety Draft Management Plan in 2007, after consultation with 

users organisation and the wider public, but this was never ratified.  

7. The Harbourmaster invited representatives of different river users groups, involving rowing clubs, 
waterskiers, jetski representatives etc. to a meeting to discuss safety on the river. 
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8. Attendees at this first meeting on 10 May 2018 were: 

Monica McKone (SAS@TT), Karl Townsend (SAS@TT), David King (Jet Boat NZ), Donna Booth 
(Simply The Breast Dragon Boat Team), Kevin Taylor (Blenheim Rowing Club), Pete Walters (Marine 
& Watercraft),  Vaughan Lynn (Fish & Game NZ), Mike McManaway (Wairau Rowing Club), Peter 
Stubbs (Marlborough Water Ski Club), Peter Blackmore (Marlborough Water Ski Club), Ivan 
Sutherland (Marlborough Rowing, Wairau Rowing & Rowing NZ), Luke Van Velthooven (Marlborough 
Rowing, Wairau Rowing & Rowing NZ), Tim Newsham (Spring Creek Residents & Ratepayers Assn), 
Alan Drake (Maritime NZ), Louise Dooley (Maritime NZ), Luke Grogan (Harbourmaster, MDC), Cynthia 
Brooks (Councillor, MDC), Lyne Reeves (Community Development, MDC & SAS@TT), Jan Eveleens 
(Deputy Harbourmaster, MDC) 

9. Main concerns raised were an increase of high speed PWCs, (Personal Water Craft) whose drivers 
have little awareness of rules, and conflicts between these craft and rowing boats, swimmers and 
waterskiers. 

10. A working group was set up in June 2018, comprised of: Jan Eveleens (Chair), Jodie Griffiths, 
Tim Newsham, Pete Walters, Peter Stubbs and Kevin Taylor. 

11. A new plan was made with designated areas for different user groups, keeping a large part of the river 
mainly for the rowing clubs, and an area below the Blenheim Rowing Club for fast craft. (Refer to  
Attachment 1). 

12. To formalize some current practice a partial speed uplifting was applied for with MNZ as follows:         
A speed uplifting establishing the Water Ski Reserve area for the purpose of water skiing and similar 
towed watersports in the area marked in Blue on the plan below. For the area marked in Green, a 
speed uplifting is to apply only for the periods 1 May – 31 January, this to allow for the inanga 
spawning season in February, April and May. These speed upliftings have not yet been granted, much 
delay having been caused by the application being handed over to various persons within MNZ and 
more demands were made for the application. 

13. New signs were made and put up at launching ramps on the river, to provide much needed guidance 
to the public. 

 

14. However, the legal framework to support these measures is still missing. Specifically the legal speed 
limit on the Wairau River below the SH1 bridge is still 5 knots, but we want to allow for an area where 
PWCs can go faster. 

15. An educational brochure was produced and distributed. 

16. Jetski users were educated during ramp visits. 
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New sign 
17.  This is the sign put up this summer at launching ramps. 

 

Next steps 
18. Include Navigation Safety Rules in new bylaw, covering river use by rowing clubs, traditional use by 

water skiers, a designated part of the river for PWC. 

19. Environmental concerns can also be taken into consideration, like the inanga spawning season. 

20. Ramp visits for education and enforcements using speed guns. 

21. Patrols with the patrol jetski. 

22. Monitoring by fixed speed camera, if a suitable location can be found. 

Attachments 
Attachment 1 - MNZ 2007 Draft Wairau River Safety Management Plan Page [9] 

 

Author Jan Eveleens, Deputy Harbourmaster 

Authoriser Luke Grogan, Harbourmaster 
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Attachment 1 
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5. Annual Air Quality Monitoring Report – Blenheim 2019 
(also refer separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Mayor Leggett) (Report prepared by Sarah Brand) E300-004-003-01 

Purpose of report 
1. To present the Annual Air Quality Monitoring Report – Blenheim 2019, prepared by Emily Wilton, 

Environet Limited. 

Executive Summary  
2. PM10 is the only air pollutant likely to exceed the National Environmental Standard for Air Quality 

(NESAQ) in Marlborough and is required to be measured continuously in Blenheim.  

3. Concentrations of PM10 exceeded the maximum concentration of 50 micrograms per cubic metre 
(50μg/m3) on only one occasion in 2019 resulting in no breaches of the NESAQ for PM10 (the 
NESAQ allows for one exceedance per year). The maximum measured PM10 concentration 
recorded in 2019 was 57μg/m3, this was the lowest concentration measured since 2014 when a 
maximum of 56μg/m3 was measured. 

4. The annual average PM10 concentration for 2019 was 18μg/m3 which was at the upper end of the 
normal range for Blenheim (14-19μg/m3). The Ministry for the Environment guideline specifies an 
annual average for PM10 of 20μg/m3 however the NESAQ does not currently include an annual 
average guideline for PM10. 

5. These results mean Blenheim complied with the NESAQ for PM10 for the 2019 year. 

6. However, while there was only one exceedance for 2019, the trend data is not indicative of an 
overall improvement or degradation in PM10 concentrations in Blenheim, no trend is evident. This 
highlights the effect meteorological conditions can have on concentrations of PM10, and that 
reduced concentrations are not necessarily solely attributable to improved burning and/or 
behaviour. 

7. The Ministry for the Environment is currently consulting on amendments to the NESAQ which 
would look to move the focus from the current PM10 daily average standard to a PM2.5 daily 
average standard of 25μg/m3 and an annual average PM2.5 standard of 10μg/m3. Consultation 
closes on 31 July 2020. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the “Annual Air Quality Monitoring Report - Blenheim 2019” be received.  

Background/Context  
8. The National Environmental Standards for Air Quality (NESAQ) sets maximum concentrations for 

several air pollutants. The main air pollutant of concern in urban areas of New Zealand is 
particulate matter. 

9. Currently the NESAQ focuses on PM10 which is particulate matter smaller than 10 micrometre 
(0.001mm) in diameter. These small particles are easily inhaled and become lodged in airways and 
lungs and the smallest particles are absorbed into the blood stream. They can cause respiratory as 
well as cardiovascular problems and premature death with prolonged exposure above acceptable 
levels.  

10. The Ministry for the Environment is currently consulting on a review of the NESAQ for particulate, 
with a focus on the PM2.5 fraction for which there is scientific evidence that these smaller particles, 
less than 2.5 microns in diameter, are a stronger indicator of health. 
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11. One of the main proposed changes to the NESAQ is a move of the focus from the current PM10 
daily average standard to a PM2.5 daily average standard of 25μg/m3 and an annual average PM2.5 
standard of 10μg/m3. The proposal would allow three or less exceedances in a 12-month period to 
the PM2.5 daily average standard. 

12. The proposed changes to the NESAQ, and the potential implications of these changes, are to be 
reported to the Planning, Finance and Community Committee in due course. In this context, the 
Committee will determine an appropriate process for responding to the proposal. 

13. Blenheim is the only airshed gazetted for Marlborough and as such concentrations of PM10 have to 
be monitored continuously. This is done at the Redwoodtown Bowling Club site, with PM2.5 also 
being measured since 2017.  

14. The maximum concentration of PM10 allowed is a daily average of 50μg/m3. This level is permitted 
to be exceeded once in a 12 month period. Every additional exceedance is considered a breach of 
the National Environmental Standard. Blenheim was required to comply with the NES for PM10 by 
winter 2017. 

15. An air emission inventory for Blenheim completed in 2017 showed that 90% of the anthropogenic 
PM10 emissions originate from home heating (mainly wood smoke). Industry, transport and outdoor 
burning contribute the remaining 8%. The PM10 standard is usually breached during the winter 
months when emissions from domestic home heating coincide with meteorological inversion 
conditions which are conducive to elevated concentrations.  

 Results for 2019  
16. Concentrations of PM10 exceeded the maximum daily concentration of 50μg/m3 on only one 

occasion in 2019 resulting in no breaches of the NESAQ for PM10 (the NESAQ allows for one 
exceedance per year). The maximum measured PM10 concentration recorded in 2019 was 
57μg/m3. This compares to 2018 when the NESAQ was breached on six occasions, with 
seven exceedances of 50μg/m3, with a maximum concentration of 61μg/m3. 2019 also recorded the 
lowest maximum daily concentration measured since 2014 when a maximum of 56μg/m3 was 
measured. 

17. The annual average PM10 concentration for 2019 was 18μg/m3 which was at the upper end of the 
normal range for Blenheim (14-19μg/m3). The Ministry for the Environment guideline specifies and 
annual average for PM10 of 20μg/m3 however the NESAQ does not currently include an annual 
average guideline for PM10. As a comparison annual average PM10 concentrations for 2017 and 
2018 were 20μg/m3 and 18μg/m3 respectively. 

 
Number of days when 50 µg m-3 was exceeded, the maximum concentration and the second 

highest concentration from 2006 to 2019. 
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18. Concentrations of PM2.5 exceeded 25μg/m3 (24-hour average reporting guideline and WHO 
guideline) on 33 occasions. The annual average PM2.5 concentration was 11.5μg/m3. This 
compares with the current annual average WHO guideline for PM2.5 of 10μg/m3. These figures were 
less than for 2017 and 2018 where there were 72 and 61 occasions respectively where levels were 
above guideline values with annual averages recorded of 14μg/m3 and 13μg/m3. The WHO 
guideline levels for both the 24-hour average and the annual average are the same as being 
proposed by MfE as amendments to the NESAQ, with three or less exceedances in a 12-month 
period proposed for the 24-hour average standard. Based on the PM2.5 data available, Blenheim 
will not comply with these new proposed standards. 

19. Daily variations in PM10 and PM2.5 on high pollution/exceedance days generally show peak 
concentrations during the evening with a smaller peak occurring mid-morning. These days are 
associated with key meteorological conditions of low wind speeds and a south-westerly wind 
direction. The exceedance in 2019 occurred on 1 August 2019, the graph below shows the wind 
direction and speed, temperature and PM10 levels for the day.   

 

20. Meteorological conditions can impact concentrations of PM10 and a trend assessment was 
undertaken in 2012 to provide a tool for comparing year to year PM10 concentrations whilst 
minimising the impact of variability in meteorological conditions. The following graph shows the 
trends in PM10 concentrations after adjusting for meteorological conditions. 

 
Trends in PM10 concentrations after adjusting for meteorological conditions 

21. The results for 2019 are more similar to 2016 than 2017 or 2018. While the conclusion of no 
improvements in PM10 concentrations in Blenheim is supported by these results the potential that 
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the 2017 and 2018 results represented a trend of increasing concentrations is not supported by the 
2019 results. However the data is not indicative of an overall improvement or degradation of PM10 
concentrations in Blenheim. No trend is evident.  

22. Further trend evaluation was done on the number of high pollution potential days during 2019 
compared to previous years as well as the number of exceedances that occurred during those 
days. The below graph shows that 2019 had a similar number of high pollution days to the 
2015-2018 period, however the proportion of these that experienced PM10 concentrations in excess 
of 50μg/m3 was on the lower end of the scale at 5%, which was similar to 2016. In contrast 2018 
experienced the highest proportion at 30%. 2017 was different, with eight exceedances occurring 
on days that did not qualify as high pollution days, primarily as they did not meet the minimum 
hours of temperature less than five degrees, but all these days had very low wind speeds and 
would have otherwise been classed as high pollution days. Taking those days into account for 
2017, the number of high pollution potential days would have been 27 of which 41% resulted in 
exceedances 

 
Prevalence of high pollution potential days and the number resulting in 

exceedances\ of 50μg/m3 (24-Hour average) PM10 

23. Management measures to reduce PM10 concentrations to meet the NESAQ have been included in 
the Marlborough Environmental Plan (MEP). Predictions based on a 2012 assessment suggested 
that concentrations would reduce from 2012-2018 in the absence of regulation, however this has 
not occurred. Potential reasons for this include higher than anticipated emissions from newer 
burners and an underestimation of population increase.  

24. With the lack of positive trending of decreasing concentrations to meet the NESAQ, the MEP 
management options will be critical to help reduce PM10 concentrations in Blenheim. With the MEP 
becoming operative in February 2020 it is still to be seen whether measures included will achieve 
the current PM10 concentrations required by the NESAQ. 

Next steps 
25. To update the Council’s website pages relating to air quality with the 2019 results and report. 

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Sarah Brand (15 minutes). 
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Attachments 
The report below is available on the Marlborough District Council’s website and can be viewed via the 
following link: https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhrpjtv1cxbyklh9qf  

1. The Annual Air Quality Monitoring Report – Blenheim 2019 

 

Author Sarah Brand, Environmental Scientist 

Authoriser Hans Versteegh, Manager Science and Policy 

  

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhrpjtv1cxbyklh9qf
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6. Appeals Update 
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Barbara Mead) R450-004-22 

Purpose of report 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an update as to the current Appeals/Judicial Review 

caseload in Regulatory Services as at 6 April 2020. 

Executive Summary  
2. Regulatory Services have taken a two prong approach to the addressing appeals (including judicial 

reviews).  Firstly it has worked diligently to progress proceedings to which it is a party or an 
intervener and as a result a number of these have now been determined.  Secondly it has 
continued to make best practice improvements to reduce the risk of appeal and/or judicial review.   

3. There will continue to be occasions where it is necessary for Regulatory Services to engage in 
appeals and/or judicial reviews either as a respondent/defendant or as an intervener in order to 
ensure Council fulfils its statutory duties and secures beneficial case law development that results 
in reduced future litigation risk and improved sustainable management of our natural and physical 
resources. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
4. Council is presently engaged in three appeals as follows: 

4.1 EDS v Otago Regional Council (High Court, appeal, MDC as intervener) 

EDS appealed a decision of the Environment Court in relation to Otago Regional Council’s 
Regional Plan.  They submitted the Environment Court erred in allowing a policy in a 
regional plan that does not require complete avoidance in Policy/Port matters.  The decision 
was delivered and reflected the position taken by EDS.  Thereafter Port Otago applied for 
leave to appeal directly to the Supreme Court.  The application for leave was heard on 
18 March 2020 and the decision reserved. 

The appeal is of regional and national importance as it seeks to clarify the application of 
King Salmon case law principles (applying specific policies in the NZCPS policies as ‘bottom 
lines’).  In particular whether these can and should be strictly applied to port activiites in the 
same manner as in respect of aquaculture activities.  The outcome of this appeal will effect 
the ability to undertake port activities (expansion and/or improvements) and potentially the 
provisions in the PMEP. 

4.2 Aparoa Zindia Ltd v Marlborough District Council  (Court of Appeal, MDC as respondent) 

These proceedings relate to an appeal of an appeal.  The matter relates to an abatement 
notice served in respect of forestry harvesting.  The hearing took place on 
20 September 2019.  The decision was delivered and Council was successful.  The Court 
agreed that a permitted activity could not be a resource consent activity.  With respect to this 
matter, there was some allowance for the otherwise consented activity of harvesting when 
clearing forestry roads (the consented activity applied for).  This made sense in that to 
require otherwise meant these logs would be wasted.  Reference to any permitted activity 
within the bundle of documents must be to explain the wider context of the consented 
activity.  The abatement notice was reinstated.  
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Zindia have now applied for Leave to Appeal to the Court of Appeal.  The parties have filed 
submissions with respect to the applicaiton for leave and await the Court’s decision.  It is 
unlikley this will be received during the COVID-19 lockdown as the Court is priortising urgent 
matters. 

These proceedings have relevance to the interpretation resource consent scope and 
granting of future resource consents as the Court reviewed a wider range of materials than 
previously and determined a permitted activity was ‘granted’ under a Resource Consent by 
reference to the activity in the balance of documents/discussion.  In addition the inclusion of 
a permitted activity in a resource consent provides it additional protection from future plan 
changes. 

4.3 Bilsborough, Eco Cottages NZ Ltd (District Court appeal, MDC as appeallant) 

This matter relates to the siting of a ‘tiny house’.  The determination concluded that the siting 
of relocated buildings did not attract the Building Act or Code requirements.  The decision 
also made findings that additional information was required in Notices to Fix which would be 
onerous and inappropriate to include from Council’s perspective. 

Council appealed the determination to the District Court.  The manufactures of the tiny house 
(Eco Cottages) and the MBIE have given notice they wish to be heard.  Eco Cottages have 
also lodged a cross appeal with respect to whether the tiny house is a building. 

The matter has been set down as a back up fixture for a one day hearing on Friday 29th day 
of May 2020 at 10:00 AM.  However it is likely this date will not proceed due to the 
adjournment of non-urgent hearing matters as a result of COVID-19.  We await further 
directions from the Court in due course. 

This appeal has particular relevance to our region given the increase in popularity of this 
form of housing, the absence or presence of building code requirements has flow on 
consequences for the community and Council and the possible increased safety risk posed 
by isolation and hazard overlay sites where these houses may be located. 

Next steps 
5. Regulatory Services will continue to progress these appeals and work to improve best practice. 

 

Author Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager, Regulatory Services 

Authoriser Gina Ferguson, Consents & Compliance Manager, Regulatory Services 
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7. Resource Consent Hearings Update  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Sue Bulfield-Johnston)  R450-004-22 

Purpose of report 
1. To provide a summary of the hearings undertaken since the previous report was provided together 

with an update as to changes in practice following COVID-19. 

Executive Summary  
2. Several hearings have been completed since the prievious report.  Since COVID-19 and the 

Level 4 Lockdown a practice has been implemented to consider extension of timeframes and 
online hearings where appropriate. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
3. The Advocacy and Practice Integration Team has responsbility for facilitating the Resource 

Consent hearing process under the Resource Management Act 1991.  API continues to work with 
the Resource Consents team to make improvements to this process for the benefit of Council and 
those participating in that process. 

Topics 
Resource Hearing Sub-Committee 
4. In 2019 applications for resource consent that require a hearing were heard either by a sole 

commissioner or a mixed panel consisting of an Independent Commissioner who serves as the 
hearing chair and one or two members of the Resource Hearing Sub-Committee, namely 
Councillors Brooks and Taylor.   

5. This arrangement was in response to the secondment of the two remaining Resource Hearing 
Sub-Committee members to the panel tasked with hearing and making decisions on submissions 
on the Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan.  The hearings commenced November 2017 and 
concluded in April 2019. The panel have now moved into the deliberation phase, this work is 
continuing.  The decision on the submissions and plan will be released in February 2020.   

6. Overall, the Resource Hearing Sub-Committee members who have participated in this model have 
reported positively on the opportunity to work with experienced practitioners.   

7. The review of the Aquaculture Chapter is ongoing and the proposed provisions on aquaculture to 
be included in the MEP have yet to be notified.   

8. On 31 October 2019, following Local Body Elections, the new Resource hearing Sub-Committee 
was formed.  The Sub-Committee is made up of Clr Oddie (Chairman), Clr Arbuckle, Clr Faulls, 
Clr Croad and Mayor Leggett.   

9. Clrs Oddie and Arbuckle are accredited under the Ministry for the Environment Making Good 
Decision Programme with Chairs endorsement.  Mayor Leggett is accredited as a panel member. 
Clr Faulls attended the MGD Foundation course scheduled for 26 and 27 November 2019 and has 
achieved a grade of excellence for both her pre and post course assignments.   
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10. The team is endeavouring to provide ongoing Resource Hearing Sub-Committee workshops but 
recognise the difficulties inherent in this while in the lockdown in response to the COVID-19 virus.   

11. We are currently operating hearings under a sole Commissioner/mixed panel decision maker 
model that was instigated during the period when the hearing of submissions to the PMEP took 
place and the lengthy deliberation period following. This system utilised sole commissioners for 
hearing and determining an application for resource consent or a sole Commissioner alongside a 
Resource Hearing Sub-Committee member who can bring local knowledge to the decision making 
process.    

12. A new Resource Hearing Sub-Committee has been formed, however at this point in time the 
majority of the Sub-Committee have no experience of a resource consent application hearing and 
have yet to receive/complete training on the RMA by way of the MGD programme and the in-house 
training sessions.  While the opportunity to set a hearing down before a panel consisting of 
Sub-Committee members has returned, this option may not be available in all instances.  It would 
be appropriate to continue to use the sole Commissioner/mixed panel model as required for the 
time being. 

Making Good Decisions – Decision Maker Accreditation  
13. Clr Croad was registered on the course scheduled for March 10 and 11 2020.  He has completed 

his pre-workshop assignment and is currently working on his post-workshop assignment.  
Clr Sowman was also registered for this course as a means of improving her knowledge of Council 
function and its duties under the Resource Management Act 1991. Clr Sowman has completed 
both her assignments and has achieved an excellence on each of them. 

COVID-19 
14. In response to the country being in lockdown, the Local Government Act 2002 was amended to 

allow Council meetings to be held remotely.  This amendment encompasses any hearings 
scheduled pursuant to section 100 of the RMA 1990.  In recognition of the changes in practice 
adopted by The Ministry of Justice and the Environment Court a new practice has been adopted to 
minimise risk of spread and infection by COVID-19.  The following practice and process will now 
apply to Resource Consent and Objection hearings. 

• No hardcopy material will be circulated prior to hearing or received during the hearing.  

• Any material (including submissions) that parties seek to table must be provided in electronic 
form only in accordance with the following timetable:  

o Marlborough District Council Hearing Report; an electronic or hard copy will be sent to 
the parties to the hearing not later than 15 working days prior to the hearing date.  

o The applicant’s evidence to be lodged 11 working days prior to the hearing and 
circulated not later than 10 working days prior to the hearing.  

o The submitter’s expert evidence to be lodged six working days prior to the hearing and 
circulated not later than five working days prior to the hearing.  

o All other evidence, submissions and expert summary statements that would normally 
be tabled at the hearing to be provided electronically three working days prior to the 
hearing and circulated not later than two working days prior to the hearing.  

• Parties to the hearing can elect to be present at the hearing or where appropriate and 
possible attendance at hearings will be arranged by video link (skype or zoom).   

• The hearing will be made available to the public via video link (skype or zoom (I understand 
Council has today obtained the appropriate licence for Zoom)).  
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• All persons attending the hearing must bring their own copies of evidence and submissions 
pre-circulated, and take these documents with them at the end of the session.  

15. In addition to the above a special notice has been placed on the Resource Consent hearings page 
on Council’s website directed to all interested persons to inform them of the approach taken by 
Council with respect to resource consent application and objection hearings.  The notice advised 
that Council will be applying extensions to the statutory timeframes to enable the proper and fair 
administration of hearings in the current climate.  A copy of the notice can be viewed using the 
following link: https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/services/resource-consents/resource-consent-
hearings 

Applications scheduled for hearing 
16. The following hearings have taken place since January 2020    

Date U Number and 
Name Details Planner Commissioner/

Committee Status 

Tuesday 14 
January 
2020 

U190713 – Murphys 
Developments 
Marlborough Limited 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation) 

Land Use 
(Building) 

Ian Sutherland Commissioner  
C Welsh 

Granted 
Decision 
issued 30 
January 
2020 

Tuesday 28 
January 
2020 

U190102 – W E 
Roberts 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Discharge 
Permit (To 
Land) 

Land Use 
(Land 
Disturbance) 

Rebecca 
Partridge 

Commissioner  
C Welsh 

Granted 
Decision 
issued 17 
March 
2020 

Thursday 13 
February 

U190593 – J A B 
Tester 

Coastal 
Permit 
(Marine 
Farm) 

Peter Johnson Commissioner 
M Williams 

Granted 
Decision 
issued 9 
March 
2020 

Wednesday 
19 February  

U181062 – P W 
Higinbotom 

Coastal 
Permit 
(Mooring)  

Peter Johnson Commissioner 
C Welsh 

Granted  
Decision 
issued 10 
march 
2020 

Monday 24 
to Thursday 
27 February  

U190470 – Simcox 
Quarry Limited  

Land Use 
(Land 
Disturbance) 

Fliss Morey Commissioner  
S Berry 

Hearing 
adjourned 

Tuesday 3 
March  

U150290 – B W & W 
J Moyes 

S127 
variation to 
Costal Permit 
(Mooring) 

Peter Johnson Commissioner 
C Welsh 

Declined 
Decision 
issued 25 
March 
2020 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/services/resource-consents/resource-consent-hearings
https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/services/resource-consents/resource-consent-hearings
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Date U Number and 
Name Details Planner Commissioner/

Committee Status 

Wednesday 
4 March 

U190820 – E N 
Abdool 

S357B 
objection to 
costs 

Anna Eatherley Commissioner 
C Welsh 

Declined  
Decision 
issued 27 
March 
2020 

Tuesday 31 
March 

U190446 – M D & A 
J Charlton 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
creation) 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Jennifer 
Lancashire 

Commissioner  
J Mills 

Clr B Faulls 

Application 
withdrawn, 
hearing 
cancelled 

17. A hearing had been set down for the following: 

18. Finally, the following hearing has been set down for:  

19. This hearing was initially set down for 28 April through to 1 May 2020.  The applicant’s solicitor 
indicated to Council they would not be sufficiently prepared for a hearing as early as April and so 
requested the hearing be postponed to June/July.  At the time of writing this report the new date 
has been settled on, however in light of the COVID-19 lockdown this arrangement may yet be 
subject to Change. 

Next steps 
20. API will continue to facilitate the hearing process and adapt to the changing environment. 

 

Author Sue Bulfield-Johnston, Administrator and Hearing facilitator, Advocacy and Practice 
Integration 

Authoriser Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager 

  

 

Friday 17 April U190591 – Colonial 
Vineyard Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm)  

Ian Sutherland Commissioner  
C Welsh 

This hearing 
will be held 
remotely 
using zoom. 

1.00pm 

Tuesday 23 
April to June 

U190438 – The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm)  

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner  
J Mills (Chair) 

Commissioner  
S McGarry 

Commissioner  
R Proffit 

Marlb 
Convention 
Centre 

9.00am 
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8. Appointment of Hearings Commissioners  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Sue Bulfield-Johnston) R450-004-02 

Purpose of the report 
1. The purpose of this report is to present the following person for inclusion on the list of Hearings 

Commissioners. 

Executive Summary 
2. Council has the discretion to decide who they employ as an independent Commissioner.  The 

above person meets the accreditation requirements of section 39A of the Resource Management 
Act 1991 and is not a member of the Council or Council staff. 

3. Any further expressions of interest to be included as a Council Hearings Commissioner will be 
forwarded to the Environment Committee for consideration. 

4. Council is not bound to employ the services of a Commissioner once they are appointed before Full 
Council. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Antoinette Besier is appointed to act as a Hearings Commissioner as and when required and 
that she be advised accordingly. 

Background/Context 
5. Under the Marlborough District Council Resource Management Act 1991 Instrument of Delegation 

Council may delegate its function as a consent authority to a Hearings Commissioner. 

6. Hearings Commissioners can be called on to hear and determine applications for resource consent 
pursuant to section 34A of the Resource Management Act, 1991. 

Comments 
7. This list of Hearings Commissioners can be beneficially extended with the inclusion of the following 

person as below: 

Antoinette Besier 
8. Antoinette owns her own practice, Tasman Law, and is a very experienced barrister and solicitor.  

Since obtaining her law degree in 2004 Antoinette has worked in the areas of resource 
management law, property law and local government law. 

9. Prior to obtaining her law degree Antoinette obtained a Masters in Planning from Otago University 
and worked as a planner in both local government and consultancy practice. 

10. Antoinette’s considerable planning, law and RMA experience is set out in her CV and in the table 
attached to her CV. 

11. Antoinette would be a welcome and unique addition to the Commissioner list which currently has 
no decision maker with a combined planning and legal background. 

12. Please find the attached CV and RMA experience for further consideration. 
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Next steps 
13. If approved a contract for services will be provided to Ms Besier. 

Attachments 
Attachment 1  CV - Antoinette Besier Page [39] 

Attachment 2  RMA Experience - Antoinette Besier Page [43] 

Attachment 3  List of current hearings commissioners Page [46] 

 

Author Sue Bulfield-Johnston, Legal Assistant and Hearings Facilitator 

Authoriser Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager 
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Attachment 1 
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Attachment 2 
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Attachment 3 
 

LIST OF CURRENT HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS 
 

Legal 
Mr Richard Fowler QC 
Ms Camilla Owen 
Mr John Maassen 
Mr Ron Crosby 
Ms Shonagh Kenderdine (Judge) 
MEP Plan Hearings 
Mr John Milligan 
Mr Paul Rogers 
Mr Trevor Shiels QC 
Cindy Robinson 
Julian Ironside 
Ms Prudence Steven QC 
Mr David Caldwell 
Ms Andrea Halloran 
Mr Rob Enright 
Ms Helen Atkins 
Mr Martin Williams 
Mr John Mills 
Mr Simon Berry 
Mr Mark Christensen 

Planning 
Mr Jeremy Butler 
Sharon McGarry 
Mary O’Callahan 
Mr Gary Rae 
Mr Mark St Clair 

Maori 
Mr Rawiri Faulkner 
Mr Reginald (Reg) Profitt 
Mr Murray Palmer 
Mrs Glenice Paine 
Ms Jennie Smeaton 

Science & Environmental 
Emma Christmas 
Craig Welsh 
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9. Dog Registration Update  
(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Jane Robertson) E305-001-001  

Purpose of report  
1. To provide an update on Dog Registration for the 2020-2021 year. 

Executive Summary  
2. The dog registration annual fees are due on 1 July 2020.   

3. Due to the Alert Level 4 COVID-19 situation, consideration may need to be given to push some of 
the timeframes for dog registration if the COVID-19 pandemic continues to impact on non-essential 
supply chain and services. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
4. A report on Dog Registration Fees for 2020-2021 was provided to the Environment Committee on 

5 February 2020 which recommended no fee increases to the dog registration and pound fees for 
the 2020/2021 registration year (commencing 1 July 2020). 

5. Dog Registration is one of the core functions for Animal Control. 

6. The dog registration year always runs from 1 July to 30 June every year.  

7. Council is required under section 37 of the Dog Control Act 1996 to publicly advertise at least once 
during the month preceding the start of the registration year (1 July - 30 June).  

8. Dog registration fees are due by 1 July each year. Dog owners are charged a late payment penalty 
(50% of the applicable registration fee) for any payments made after 31 July. If a dog is registered 
for the first time during the registration year a proportional fee is charged.  

9. As of 1 April 2020 there are currently almost 10,500 dogs dogs registered in the Marlborough 
District. 

COVID-19 Impact on Dog Registration 
10. Fastex New Zealand who is the national supplier of dog tags for registration has advised that they 

are not considered an essential service under the supply chain. They will therefore not be 
manufacturing and dispatching dog tags duing the Alert Level 4 lockdown.  

11. Animal Control had ordered the dog tags back in December 2019 for the 2020-2021 registration 
year and they were due to be delivered in early April. At this stage it is not clear when the dog tags 
will be delivered which does create some issues with the issuing of tags, registration receipting and 
processing.  

12. With the COVID-19 Alert Level 4 in place the Animal Control Office has been closed and only 
essential functions are being undertaken by the Animal Control Officers. Some of the data checking 
that is normally conducted prior to registration forms being sent is not able to be done.  
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13. Council uses NZ Post Datamail to formulate, print and send out the dog registration forms to all dog 
owners.  

14. Plans are in place to have the dog registration forms mailed out to all dog owners by the end of 
May 2020. However, this is dependent on testing being completed and the required data set needs 
to be forwarded to Datamail which cannot be undertaken remotely working from home. 

15. Consideration may also need to be given to assist people who are struggling financially to pay off 
their dog registration in instalments. Those experiencing hardship would be encouraged to contact 
the Animal Control Contract Manager or Team Leader at Animal Control to discuss their situation 
and arrange a payment plan. 

Next steps 
16. This year’s upcoming dog registration will need to encourage online payments and internet banking 

to minimise the numbers of people coming into the Animal Control Office. Consequently some 
additional changes may need to be made to the form that is mailed out to all dog owners. 

17. Depending on the length of the COVID-19 Alert Level 4 consideration may need to be given to 
delay registration and potentially push everything out by a month. 

 

Author Jane Robertson, Animal Control Contract Manager 

Authoriser Jamie Clark, Compliance Manager 
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10. Stock Control Update 
(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Jane Robertson) E305-001-001  

Purpose of report  
1. To provide an update to Council on stock control activities undertaken by Animal Control services. 

Executive Summary  
2. Animal Control are required to respond to wandering stock call outs as part of the Animal Control 

Services Contract. 

3. Stock control is an essential service under COVID-19 Alert level 4. 

RECOMMENDATION   
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
4. Maataa Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust has a contract with Marlborough District Council to provide 

Animal Control Services, this contract expires on 31 March 2022. This is a fixed price contract 
which includes 120 stock call outs per annum. For any additional stock call outs there is an hourly 
rate for the Animal Control Officers and a mileage rate which apply. 

5. The contract includes the requirement for Animal Control to immediately respond to any call outs 
regarding wandering stock on roads.  

6. Wandering Stock includes horses, sheep and cows that are roaming loose within the road network, 
and therefore pose a potential hazard to road users, particularly at night. 

7. The Animal Control Officers that respond to stock call outs are warranted under the Impounding 
Act 1955. They also hold firearms licences and have Site Traffic Management Supervisor (STMS) 
qualifications. 

8. During a significant event either the Police or Marlborough Roads can provide additional support 
and traffic management to the Animal Control Officers. 

9. Stock call outs are often received from the Wellington Transport Operations Centre (TOC), in 
particular the status, and change of status, during any incident for SH incidents.  

10. There has been a total of 183 stock call outs from 1 April 2019 to 31 March 2020.  

11. The table below provides a monthly breakdown of the stock call outs since 1 April 2019: 

April 2019 10 
May 2019 19 
June 2019 12 
July 2019 17 
August 2019 21 
September 2019 17 
October 2019 9 
November 2019 11 
December 2019 24 
January 2020 15 
February 2020 18 
March 2020 10 
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Requirement of the Contractor for Stock Control 
12. The Contractor will remove livestock from public places and roads on request. 

13. The Contractor will ensure wandering livestock are promptly secured in an appropriate paddock or 
yard or will impound the livestock, where appropriate. Where required, the Contractor will accept 
livestock for impounding under section 24(2) of the Impounding Act 1955. 

14. The Contractor will ensure there is an appropriate place to be used when necessary for the 
impounding of stock. The current livestock pound is on land owned by Marlborough Sale Yards. 
The Contractor must maintain that pound or any other appropriate place throughout the Term of the 
Contract. 

15. The Contractor will comply with the Impounding Act 1955 in undertaking the following activities: 

• immediately record all complaints or notifications received about livestock being at large in   
public places and roads; 

• maintain a pound register and pound book accounting for all livestock impounded; 

• transport the livestock in a manner appropriate to the stock; 

• feed, water and care for the livestock in a manner appropriate to the stock; 

• notify the owner of the livestock; 

• advertise when owner cannot be found; 

• invoice and receive impounding fees, sustenance fees and transport fees from the owner; 

• release the livestock or dispose of unclaimed livestock. 

• ensure there is no repeat of the escape (for example, poorly fenced or contained 
livestock).  The Contractor will undertake enforcement action, if appropriate. 

COVID-19 Impact on Stock Control 
16. The Animal Control Office at 56 Main Street Blenheim was closed to the public on Monday 

23 March 2020. 

17. Animal Control is considered to be an essential service and is continuing to operate under 
COVID-19 Alert Level 4. 

18. The staff have been provided with additional PPE and they are minimising contact with the public 
where possible and trying to deal with some matters over the phone. 

19. An on call roster is in place for the next month. Call Care are taking calls and text/calling the on call 
Animal Control Officer with details of reported wandering stock. 

20. Animal Control are continue to respond to any stock on roads call outs during Alert Level 4, as a 
public safety activity. 

 

Author Jane Robertson, Animal Control Contract Manager 

Authoriser Jamie Clark, Compliance Manager 
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11. Markets/Events Inspections - Update 
(Clr Faulls)  (Report prepared by Rachel Mercer) E350-004-009-02 

Purpose of report 
1. The purpose of this report is to update the Committee on the inspections undertaken by the 

Environmental Health Team of markets and events in Marlborough from 1 July 2019 to April 2020. 

Executive Summary  
2. Environmental Health Officers continue to routinely inspect markets and events in Marlborough to 

ensure compliance with the legislative requirements and provide the public with confidence in the 
safety of the food they are purchasing from these stalls. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
3. Under the Health Act 1956, the Local Authority is directed to cause inspection of its district to be 

regularly made for the purpose of ascertaining if any conditions likely to be injurious to health or 
offensive exist in the district. 

4. Under the Food Act 2014 a person selling food for human consumption must be registered to do so 
unless they are fundraising or are operating as a one off per year. 

5. Under the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012, a Special Licence is required to sell alcohol at a 
location where a licence is not held.  When a Special Licence is issued it is done so with 
conditions. 

6. Environmental Health Officers inspect all major events where food or alcohol is sold, and inspect 
regular markets throughout the year. 

Current Inspections 
7. The Annual Plan 2019/20 performance target is for 12 or more markets and events to be inspected 

during the year. 

8. To date we have inspected 14 markets and events including: 

• Marlborough Wine and Food Festival  

• Multicultural Festival  

• Marlborough Artisan Market 

• Marlborough Garden Fête  

• Farmers Market twice in this period 

• Picton Maritime Festival 

• Havelock Mussel Festival 



Environment - 23 April 2020 – Page 52 

• Market Day  

• Mistletoe Market 

• Marlborough A & P show 

• Christmas Market  

• Tuia 250 

• Picton Night Market   

9. When inspecting food stall sites we are looking for basic food safety processes and personal 
hygiene solutions for hand-washing if they are cooking on site or handling unpackaged food.   

10. When inspecting alcohol sites we are again checking for legislation compliance.  In particular they 
must display their licence and their duty manager’s name and show compliance with their licence 
conditions.  These conditions may include, for example, fencing and security requirements, 
availability of food and non-alcoholic options, maximum serve size or drinking vessel type. 

11. Of the 14 markets and events inspected, totalling 248 food sites no significant non-compliance was 
noted. An educative approach is usually the first step to resolve any minor issues. 

 

Author Rachel Mercer, Environmental Health Officer 

Authoriser Jamie Clark, Compliance Manager 
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12. Information Package 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 23 April 2020 be received and noted. 
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