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1. Apologies 
An apology from Clr D D Oddie (Deputy), Clr G A Hope (Deputy) and Clr C J Brooks has been 
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. Best Management Guidelines for Salmon Farming in the 
Marlborough Sounds - Benthic Environmental Quality 
Standards and Monitoring Protocol v1.1 
(also refer separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) E325-008-001-001-05 

Purpose 
1. To update the Committee on the latest revision of the benthic environmental quality standards and 

monitoring protocol. 

2. 
 
A short presentation will be given by Nigel Keeley (15 minutes). 

 
3. Nigel Keeley is presently a senior research scientist with the Institute of Marine Research, Norway, 

specialising in benthic environmental interactions with salmon farms.  He is formally from the 
Cawthron Institute and provided scientific advice for the NZ King Salmon Board of Enquiry 
application for new sites in 2013/2014 and subsequently chaired the Benthic Standards Working 
Group that led to the development of the standards. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background 
4. The first version of the best management guidelines for salmon farming in the Marlborough Sounds 

- benthic environmental quality standards and monitoring protocol was published in 2015. 

5. The Benthic Standards Working Group met again in 2018 to review its performance and consider 
some minor alterations and issues that had arisen since its inception. 

6. A revised best management practice guideline document was produced in September 2018 (v1.1). 
[This report is available on Council’s website (refer https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-
council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby]. 

7. This is intended as a guidance document to inform the development and implementation of benthic 
monitoring programmes for salmon farms in the Marlborough Sounds.  

Comments 
8. A brief overview will be given of the Benthic BMP guidelines, including some background about 

how and why they were developed. 

9. A summary of the main changes that were implemented in 2018 will be provided. 

10. Several innovations have occurred in recent years with respect to potential environment monitoring 
methods and Nigel will provide an introduction to some of these future approaches and why they 
have arisen. 

Summary 
11. This will serve as a brief introduction to benthic monitoring procedures and to set the foundation for 

the presentation by Xavier Pochon regarding a new proposed environmental DNA-based method. 

 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby
https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby
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4. A Validated Protocol for Benthic Monitoring of 
New Zealand’s Salmon Farms using Environmental DNA 
(also refer separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) E325-008-001-001-05 

Purpose 
1. To update the Committee on the recent findings of a Cawthron report about using environmental 

DNA (eDNA) to monitor benthic affects around salmon farms. 

2. The Cawthron Report #3400: A validated protocol for benthic monitoring of New Zealand's salmon 
farms using environmental DNA is available on Council’s website (refer 
https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby). 

3. 
 
A short presentation will be given by Xavier Pochon from the Cawthron Institute 
(15 minutes). 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received. 

Background 
4. Monitoring of fish farm effects is costly and time consuming.  Current monitoring involves 

identifying and counting marine invertebrates from sediment samples taken from underneath, and 
at various distances, from each farm.  The presence and abundance of different types of benthic 
invertebrate species is an important component of determining the Enrichment Stage (ES). 

5. There are typically time lags of four to five months from science providers taking seabed sediment 
samples in October/November to the results being reported in February/March each year. 

6. This means by the time the Council comes to consider the monitoring results, the environment may 
have changed, so we cannot be sure any remedial actions will be necessary or accurately targeted.  
Even for farms under best practice guidelines there is still a lengthy delay in processing monitoring 
data and reporting the results to the Council. 

7. To address this, the Cawthron Institute gathered funding in 2014 from Seafood Innovations, 
NZ King Salmon, Ngāi Tahu Seafoods, Ministry for Primary Industries, Waikato Regional Council, 
and Marlborough District Council to explore the use of DNA and RNA analysis of bacterial and 
eukaryotic assemblages for calculating ES, in place of the intensive enumeration of benthic 
invertebrates. 

8. The aim of the research was to reduce reporting times and monitoring costs by exploring the 
usefulness of cutting-edge molecular analyses to characterise effects of fish farms on the seabed. 

9. The method used is known as environmental DNA (eDNA) metabarcoding.  This matches short 
gene fragments from sediments to a reference library of already sequenced microorganisms.  The 
analysis was then compared with current monitoring methods to calculate and calibrate the ES. 

10. Cawthron found that different assemblages of bacteria and eukaryotes had a strong relationship to 
different ES levels associated with different levels of fish farm effects.  They have termed this a 
multi-trophic metabarcoding index (MBI).  It was evaluated that the multi-trophic MBI was nearly 
ready for implementation. 

11. These results were presented in a Cawthron Report (#2980), published in the international 
peer-reviewed literature, and presented to the Environment Committee of the Council (May 2017) 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby
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and to the Benthic Standards Working Group (January 2018).  It was advised that further testing 
from new fish farm sites and New Zealand regions would be necessary to ensure that it was 
robustly validated against the conventional method. 

Comments 
12. In January 2018, the Cawthron Institute was commissioned by Seafood Innovations, NZ King 

Salmon, the Ministry for Primary Industries and Marlborough District Council to further develop and 
validate a standardised, cost effective and defensible molecular-based methodology for assessing 
benthic impacts associated with salmon farming practices in New Zealand. 

13. The new study was able to ground-truth the previously developed molecular index for bacteria 
(b-MBI), eukaryotes (e-MBI) and multi-trophic level (mt-MBI) using sediment samples collected 
during seven years across enrichment gradients of nine New Zealand salmon farms from three 
distinct bioregions in the South Island. 

14. All MBIs yielded strong and highly significant relationships with Overall ES.  The strongest 
relationships (R2 > 0.8) and narrowest confidence intervals were obtained with the bacterial index 
(b-MBI).   

15. The other key findings were that: 

16. DNA analysis was sufficient to determine the bacterial assemblages.  This will result in cost 
efficiencies as the more expensive and technically challenging companion RNA analysis was found 
not to be necessary; and  

17. An automated computer-based pipeline was successfully developed enabling the rapid calculation 
of MBIs for future samples. 

18. Cawthron have evaluated the b-MBI tool as being ready for implementation.  The new report 
(#3400) concludes with a recommended sampling and analysis protocol guideline and discusses 
the necessary steps to enable the implementation of the b-MBI as part of routine salmon farm 
monitoring. 

Summary 
19. The fit-for-purpose bacterial protocol developed in this study will enable rapid, standardised and 

cost effective eDNA isolation and extraction, followed by automatic b-MBI calculation.  The 
affordability and versatility of the b-MBI tool suggests that it could be immediately integrated into 
current monitoring strategies as the primary benthic assessment tool in New Zealand.  This 
approach will reduce analytical costs by at least 50% and the reporting timeframes to an estimated 
four weeks (versus current ~ four months). 
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5. Marine Significant Sites Monitoring and Expert Panel 
Review 2018/19 
(also refer separate reports available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) E325-002-004-02 

Purpose 
1. To update the Council on the findings and recommendations of the 2019 significant sites 

programme. [The Significant Marine Site Survey and Monitoring Programme (survey 5): Summary report 
2019-2019 and Expert panel review of selected significant marine sites surveyed during the summer of 2018-
29 are available on Council’s website (refer https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-
council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby)]. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
1. That the information be received. 
2. That a proposed variation to the Marlborough Environment Plan takes into consideration 

the inclusion of three new significant marine sites at Rat Point, Nikau Bay and Gold Reef, 
and that alterations are made to the spatial extent of two sites (Tennyson Inlet 3.9 and 
Deep Bay 5.7). 

Background 
2. 129 significant marine sites in Marlborough were documented in 2011 (Davidson et al., 2011). 

3. The first survey of existing and new sites began in the summer of 2014/15. 

4. Significant marine sites are scheduled for protection in the proposed Marlborough Environment 
Plan. 

Comments 
5. The 2018/19 monitoring was the fifth round of significant site monitoring.  

6. Eleven sites in total were surveyed.  

 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby
https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:28dhqbm5h1cxbysh5fby


 

Environment - 5 February 2020 - Page 6 

7. Five of these were pre-existing sites.  Of these existing sites, it is recommended that two should 
increase in size (Tennyson Inlet -3.9 and Deep bay -5.7).  None are recommended to reduce in 
size.  

8. Extensive damage was discovered at one existing site - 3.26 Ouokaha Island. 

9. Extensive recovery was discovered at another existing site - 5.5 Hitaua Bay  

10. Three new significant marine sites are proposed at Rat Point, Nikau Bay and Gold Reef. 

11. Three sites in the Kenepuru Sound were surveyed but not considered as significant sites. 

Summary 
12. The fifth year of significant marine site monitoring has clarified the boundaries of five marine sites 

and established three new sites.   
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6. Council Use of Glyphosate-based Herbicides in Public 
Spaces and Near Waterways 

(Clr Hope) E355-005-000 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to present information regarding Council’s use of glyphosate-based 

herbicides in public spaces and near waterways. 

2. The report also considers: 

1. The legal status of glyphosate use in New Zealand and internationally. 

2. The experience of Christchurch City Council. 

3. Alternatives to the use of glyphosate. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. That the report be received. 
2. That Council continue to work with contractors to ensure best practice standards are 

undertaken for the use of glyphosate. 
3. That Council continue to monitor advice from the Environmental Protection Agency on 

glyphosate and amend use and practices as required by the EPA. 
4. That this report be provided to the submitter to the Annual Plan. 

Background 
3. The Marlborough-Kaikōura branch of the Green Party of Aotearoa New Zealand submitted on the 

2019/20 Annual Plan (AP) relating to Council’s use of glyphosate-based herbicides in public 
spaces and near waterways.  The Council decided at that time to commission staff to gather 
information and report back to the Committee on this topic.  

4. The AP submission presented a broad range of information on the health implications of the use of 
glyphosate and the concern around the independence of worldwide scientific studies on the safety 
of the herbicide.  The submission also raised the idea of Council divesting away from 
glyphosate-based herbicide use in public areas, parks, playgrounds and sports grounds, as 
Christchurch City Council has done.  

5. This report describes glyphosate and outlines the current New Zealand regulatory status of the 
herbicide.  Subsequently, the report provides an overview of Council’s annual usage and details 
some information on the experience of the Christchurch City Council and alternatives to glyphosate 
use. 

What is Glyphosate? 
6. Glyphosate is a broad-spectrum, non-selective herbicide that is effective in the control of broadleaf 

plants and grasses.  Glyphosate is an organophosphorus compound and is the active ingredient in 
brands such as Roundup.  The active ingredient acts to inhibit a specific growth enzyme and is 
systemic, being absorbed through foliage and transported to the growing points within the plant.  
This effectively kills the whole plant, but means it is only effective on actively growing plants. 

New Zealand Regulatory Status of Glyphosate 
7. Glyphosate has been used in New Zealand since 1976 and is currently sold under a broad range 

number of different brand names. 

8. The registration and approval of herbicides, such as glyphosate, is a responsibility of both the 
Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) under the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms 
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(HSNO) Act 1996, and the Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) under the Agricultural Compounds 
and Veterinary Medicines (ACVM) Act 1997. 

9. Under the HSNO Act all hazardous substances require approval by the EPA before they can be 
used in New Zealand.  Once approval under the HSNO Act is granted, products which meet that 
approval may be registered under the ACVM Act.  The ACVM Act regulates the importation, 
manufacture, sale and use of all products used in the agricultural and horticultural industries to 
eliminate pests, treat and prevent diseases, and otherwise manage animals and plants.  The 
ACVM Act manages risks to trade, agricultural security, public health and animal welfare, along 
with ensuring compliance with domestic residue standards for pesticides, veterinary medicines and 
other agricultural compounds. 

10. In 2016 the New Zealand EPA commissioned Dr Wayne Temple, a toxicologist and former director 
of the New Zealand National Poisons Centre, to undertake a scientific review of glyphosate.  The 
overall conclusion of his report was that glyphosate was unlikely to be genotoxic or carcinogenic to 
humans and did not require classification under HSNO as a carcinogen or mutagen. 

There were 94 glyphosate products registered under the ACVM Act on 1 June 2016.   
(Note: a single HSNO approval can cover more than one ACVM registered product.) 

International Regulatory Status of Glyphosate 
11. In 2015 the World Health Organisation’s (WHO) International Agency for Research on Cancer 

(IARC) classified glyphosate as “probably carcinogenic to humans”.  While in the same year the 
European Food Safety Authority concluded “the substance was unlikely to be genotoxic or pose a 
carcinogenic threat to humans”.  The Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority 
concluded after the IARC report that “glyphosate did not pose a carcinogenic risk to humans and 
that there were no grounds to place it under formal reconsideration”. 

12. In 2016 relicensing of glyphosate in the EU stalled with member states France, Sweden and the 
Netherlands objecting to the renewal.  However, in late 2017 the majority of the EU member states 
voted in favour of permitting the use of glyphosate for five more years, although France’s president 
pledged to ban glyphosate in France within three years.  Also in 2017 the US EPA undertook an 
evaluation of the carcinogenic potential of glyphosate, disagreeing with the IARC’s assessment and 
concluding that glyphosate was not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. 

13. In January of 2019 French authorities forbid the sale of Roundup 360 and the agricultural minister 
pledged the country would phase out 80% of agricultural glyphosate use by 2021.  This has been 
opposed by farmers’ unions, but many local regions have declared bans.  In July 2019 the US EPA 
confirmed that it continued to find that there was no risk to public health when glyphosate was used 
in accordance with its current label and that glyphosate was not a carcinogen.  However, the 
US EPA’s 2017 ecological assessment did identify ecological risks, which has led to proposed new 
management measures to help farmers use glyphosate in the most effective and efficient way 
possible, which included pollinator protections. 

14. The very prominent legal proceedings and resultant financial settlements in the US, the 
disagreement between governing bodies and a substantial number of worldwide regulatory and 
scholarly reviews on the toxicity of glyphosate in recent years highlights the challenging and 
complex issues surrounding this herbicide. 

Council Glyphosate Usage 
15. The principle use of glyphosate within the Council is for the routine maintenance and control of 

unwanted vegetation (weeds), either for amenity purposes in the case of parks and reserves, 
visibility purposes in the case of roadways, or maintenance of an effective river and drainage 
network.  There is some use of glyphosate within the biosecurity work programmes, but this is 
primarily undertaken on private land to control statutory pests under the Regional Pest 
Management Plan. 
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16. The products used by the Council are detailed below: 

Product Name Active Ingredient EPA Approval No Area of Use 

Drain and river 
reserve HSR000227 450g/L glyphosate Polaris 450 

Deal 510 510g/L glyphosate HSR000133 Roadways 

Lion 360g/L glyphosate HSR000227 Reserves/Parks 

Roundup 360 360g/L glyphosate HSR000227 Reserves/Parks 

Roundup Green 510g/L glyphosate HSR007811 Reserves/Parks 
 

17. The Council has a standard requirement that contractors are: 

1. registered agrichemical applicators; 

2. only apply New Zealand EPA approved agrichemicals; 

3. must follow Council’s Code of Practice for the application of herbicides and associated 
additives into and over water; 

4. must follow NZS 8409:2004 Management of Agrichemicals; and 

5. must follow all product label, SDS and Haznote instructions, including application rates.  

18. Application is predominantly by backpack, with boom spraying used for non-urban roadways and 
some waterways.  For applications into and over water, the Council’s Code of Practice must be 
adhered to.  Over time the use of glyphosate in parks and reserves has been reduced by utilising 
mowing strips, matting in playgrounds, increased mulching and greater use of native plantings.  For 
the roading network the minimum amount of glyphosate is used and within urban areas only 
backpack sprayers are used, which has increased the accuracy of application and reduced the 
volume used. 

19. The majority of herbicide application is undertaken by Council contractors. 

20. The volume of glyphosate-based herbicide utilised for a period of a year across all operational 
areas of the Council is approximately 2774 litres of active ingredient.  The following table provides 
a summary of product usage by different location and areas: 

Location Area Total 
Volume (l) Method Site visits 

per year Reason 

Blenheim (Parks and 
Reserves) 107 Backpack 687 Weed control 

Awatere/Ward (Parks and 
Reserves) 1 Backpack 21 Weed control 

Renwick (Parks and 
Reserves) 53 Backpack 291 Weed control 

Havelock-Sounds (Parks and 
Reserves) 12 Backpack 126 Weed control 

Picton (Parks and Reserves) 12 Backpack 201 Weed control 

Miscellaneous - garden and 
street plots / walk and 

85 Backpack 88 Weed control 
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Location Area Total 
Volume (l) Method Site visits 

per year Reason 

cycleways 

Road Network 728 
Backpack 

and 
Boomsprayer 

whole region Visibility vegetation 
control 

River Drainage Management 1,225 Various whole region Maintenance of 
effective drainage  

River Reserves and Other 
Areas 521 Various whole region 

Weed control and 
maintenance of 
effective drainage 

Total 2,744 
 
Nationwide Groundwater Survey 2018 
21. The Institute of Environmental Science and Research (ESR) recently released the 2018 results of a 

four-yearly nationwide assessment of New Zealand’s groundwater resources, which it has been 
undertaking since 1990 on behalf of 12 regional and unitary councils.  For the first time glyphosate 
was tested for, with 135 wells analysed for glyphosate, glufosinate and their principal metabolites.  
The investigation only had one detection of glyphosate at a concentration of 2.1 ppb, and this was 
not in Marlborough.  This well showed evidence of poor well-head protection and the contamination 
likely came from containers that were stored near the well.  

22. No maximum acceptable value (MAV) for glyphosate in drinking water has been set in 
New Zealand.  New Zealand follows World Health Organisation (WHO) guidelines when setting its 
MAVs, but there is currently no WHO guideline, however, the WHO does have a Health Based 
Value for glyphosate of 900 ppb.  The detected level of 2.1 ppb was far below this value (more than 
400 times). 

Christchurch City Council Case 
23. In 2016 staff at the Christchurch City Council recommended to the Council to consider alternative 

methodologies to glyphosate for open space management in parks and reserves controlled by 
Christchurch City Council.  Staff presented four feasibility options, which included overall financial 
implications and an estimation of the risk to current levels of service: 

1. No change in current practice; 

2. Significant reduction to glyphosate use, limited to sites closed to public and for pest plant 
control, where no other method was practicable.  Utilise a combination of fatty acid 
herbicides and physical techniques; 

3. No use of glyphosate and utilise a combination of fatty acid herbicides and physical 
techniques; or 

4. Physical techniques only. 

24. Christchurch City Council made the decision to proceed with option two and significantly reduce 
glyphosate use in the spaces it controlled.  This was based on financial, council operations and 
minimising risk level to service.  This option was a proactive approach by the Christchurch City 
Council showing it was committed to significantly reducing the potential risk that glyphosate 
presented.  

25. The staff noted that without glyphosate the ability to manage pest plants in all environments, 
particularly associated to waterways and wetland margins, would marginalise Christchurch City 
Council’s ability to meet its obligations to the Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan.  

26. Option two included the use of mulching and infill planting, as well as alternative methodologies 
such as high-pressure steam and manual techniques.  Glyphosate was available as a “last resort” 
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tool for the management of high priority pest plant species where no other practicable methodology 
was available.  Appropriate checks and balances were noted to be required to ensure that 
glyphosate usage did not ‘creep back’.  It was also highlighted that a practical balance was 
required between optimum control levels for the various alternative methodologies and the 
associated costs in delivering the level of service.   

27. In public spaces a combination of fatty acid organic plant-based herbicide, produced by Kiwicare, 
and physical techniques were implemented.  Some initial issues related to smell and effects on 
equipment, but further research and development by Kiwicare has resolved those issues.  The use 
of hot foam did not progress to operational level. 

28. Christchurch City Council confirmed that there has not been an increase in plant pest species since 
moving to the new format, but the frequency of site visits has increased, and some smaller garden 
areas have been returned to lawn. 

Alternatives to the Use of Glyphosate 
29. Alternatives to glyphosate can be considered to fall under three categories; physical control, 

alternative plant derived herbicides and biological controls. 

Physical Control Techniques: 

Thermal techniques High pressure steam 
Heat / burning 

Collapse in leaf tissue cells, but does 
not affect root system directly 

Manual techniques Hand removal and hoeing  
Weedeating / mowing / edging 

Removal and disturbance of whole 
plant 
Plants are controlled by cutting  

Mechanical techniques Large machinery use - 
excavator and dozer 

Removal of whole pest plants in river 
beds, particularly large plants/trees 

Planting techniques High density plantings 
Mulching 

Over time the dense growth of desired 
plants act to supress weeds. 
Thick mulch supresses weed growth 
and makes manual weed removal 
easier  

 
Alternative Plant Derived Herbicides: 

Fatty acids Derived from pine, coconut 
and rape seed  

Contact activity by breaking down 
plant membranes, no translocation to 
plant roots 

Organic acids  Vinegar with 10-20% acetic 
acid 
Citric acid 

Contact activity by breaking down 
plant membranes, no translocation to 
plant roots 

Natural plant oils Pine, cypress, cedar, manuka, 
eucalyptus, clove 

Contact activity by breaking down 
plant membranes, no translocation to 
plant roots 

 
Biological Controls: 

Microorganisms 
(bacteria, fungi)  

Host specific Weed reduction/control, not 
eradication 

Insects Host specific Weed reduction/control, not 
eradication 

Fish  
Livestock 

Aquatic weed control 
General grass control 

Weed reduction/control, not 
eradication 
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30. Combinations of these techniques can be used, for example combining plant derived herbicides 
with steam in a hot-foam weeding system, or manual control techniques assisted by a 
well-considered planting plan and the utilisation of mulching. 

31. Each of these techniques or combination of techniques will have different levels of effectiveness 
in regards to the control of weed species.  This in turn would have impacts on operations, service 
levels and financial budgets.  The choice of control technique should be aligned with the reason for 
the control and the local site characteristics to optimise the benefits of the chosen technique to 
provide the service level needed for an acceptable financial expenditure. 

32. Considerations that are required when assessing each technique also include the type of 
equipment needed, labour requirements, visit frequency, task completion times and level of risk.  
Within the road corridor consideration needs to be given to changes to traffic management levels 
for health and safety purposes.  It should be noted that many plant-based products can still cause 
skin irritation, eye and lung problems and appropriate health and safety procedures should still be 
followed during application. 

Other Information 
33. Resistance of weeds to herbicides is a growing problem worldwide and is particularly concerning to 

the agricultural sector.  In 2017 it was reported that 41 different weed species were resistant to 
glyphosate.  The key driver for this resistance development has been the reliance on the use of 
glyphosate alone.  However, as listed above, there are a wide variety of alternative weed control 
techniques available for use.  Combining several techniques and reducing the reliance on 
glyphosate would assist with reducing the speed at which weed species build resistance. 

34. The NZS 8409:2004 Management of Agrichemicals is due for review this year.  Any amendments 
resulting from this review will be incorporated into the Council’s Code of Practice. 

Summary 
35. Glyphosate is a product that is registered for use in New Zealand and regulated by the Hazardous 

Substances and New Organisms (HSNO) Act 1996, and the Agricultural Compounds and 
Veterinary Medicines (ACVM) Act 1997. 

36. The Council does utilise glyphosate-based herbicides in its public spaces and waterways for the 
control of weeds for amenity purposes and to ensure an effective roading and drainage network for 
the region.  

37. The experience of the Christchurch City Council shows changes are possible but will require 
adjustments to be made to operational, service and financial areas of the current programmes. 

38. Council has utilised many of the alternative methods to reduce the use of glyphosate and Council 
will continue to review its level of service requirements at all sites in order to ensure the use of 
glyphosate is in fact necessary, or other alternative options are explored and expanded.  A more 
detailed investigation into alternative techniques suitable for use in Marlborough could be 
undertaken and assessment made on impacts to operations, service levels, risks and financial 
budgets of the most likely techniques. 

39. Council will continue to work with its contractors to ensure best practice application methodology, 
regulatory standards and options for reducing the dependency on herbicide use, and will review its 
code of practice to ensure it complies with any amendments to the NZS 8409:2004 Management of 
Agrichemicals standard. 
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7. Revision of Building Control Fees Financial year 
2020-2021 

(Clr Sowman) R450-002-B01  

Purpose  
1. The purpose of this report is to consider an increase to the existing “Flat” fees schedule and 

targeted Miscellaneous Building Consent fees to ensure fees keep in line with the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI). Increase to take effect 1 July 2020. 

2. To propose changes to the fees schedule to address concerns raised by building control customers 
and correct inconsistencies found with value of works. 

3. To consider and approve revision of the “Building Control Group Charging Policy”, including the 
ability to make annual Consumer Price Index (CPI) adjustments. (Refer Appendix 1) 

4. To appoint a Hearing Panel to hear and determine any submissions Council may receive on the 
proposed Fees and Policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
That Council: 

1. Consult on the proposed schedule of fees and charges (Appendix 2 and Appendix 3) using 
the special consultative procedures under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 

2. Consult on the proposed Building Control Group Charging Policy using the special 
consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. (Appendix 1) 

3. Approve a sub-committee to hear and determine any submissions received on the proposed 
fees and policy through the consultation process. 

Background/Context  
5. The Building Control Group (BCG) carries out two main functions, that of the Building Consent 

Authority (BCA) and the Territorial Authority (TA).  

6. The current BCG consists of 1 manager, 2 senior building control officers, 1 senior compliance 
officer, 13 building control officers, 3 compliance officers, 4 administration officers, 1 vetting officer 
(permanent part time), 2 PIM officers and 1 permanent part time PIM officer. 

7. The group also contracts Focus Consultancy to process building consents and M & M Contracting 
as the Building Consent Authorities Quality Manager. Focus Consultancy has enabled the group to 
maintain statutory time frames through the busy and demanding industry activity. The M&M 
Contracting continues to assist the BCA in maintaining accreditation as a Building Consent 
Authority. Note: Next re-accreditation audit is scheduled for the second week of May 2020. 

8. One of the main focuses of the last review in 2019 was to consider the officer time spent traveling 
to Zones 2, 3, and 4 inspections and the vehicle cost of that travel especially boat travel. 

9. Boat travel was a main concern for item 6 of last year’s paper. Zones 4a and 4b (Boat travel) were 
created in the 2019-2020 budget round. Unfortunately at the time of writing this paper it is too soon 
to assess the success of those increases, though it is noted that the current budget actuals are 
keeping pace with the projected budget for 2019/2020. 

10. Our present Building Consent “Flat” fee regime was introduced on 1 July 2013. Consents are 
categorised from Band A-F and costs are charged according to value of building and zoning of 
project within the district.  
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11. 2018 Building Control revised its method of providing fee information from the standard fees 
booklet to a Building Control Group Charging Policy document.  

12. At each annual fee review the document will be reviewed and updated to provide clear information 
to the group’s customers. 

13. The Ministry of Business, Innovations and Employment (MBIE) announced in December 2019 that 
they were reducing their building levy from $2.01 per $1,000.00 of value to $1.75 per $1,000.00 of 
value. Introduction date for this change in rate is 1 July 2020. 

Assessment/Analysis  
Activities 
14. There has been no significant change in the building regulatory environment over this past year. 

15. There is no additional information available from Central Government of the impact of the proposed 
Dam Safety programme. Any cost recovery process created from the introduction of that 
programme will require a separate discussion paper.  

16. Forecasted activity for the coming financial year is estimated to be steady and similar to recent 
years 1500 (low) to 1600 (high). 

Discussion 
17. Under the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) the Council has the authority to give effect to the 

decisions it makes under the Act, subject to sufficient consideration of all options.  The Act clearly 
leaves it for the Council to exercise a discretion about compliance with the decision making 
process.  In making any judgement there are various aspects to be assessed, one of which is the 
principles in section 14 of the Act.  One such principle is the need for the Council to undertake 
commercial transactions in accordance with sound business practices. 

18. The Building Act 2004 (section 219 and section 240) empowers the Council and its Building 
Consent Authority to charge for the performance of any function or service under that Act.  A 
Building Consent Authority can refuse to perform a function or service under the Building Act if it 
has not received payment. 

19. To continue to meet the industry and statutory requirements, plus allow for future regulatory 
demands on the TA (such as the proposed introduction of the Dam Safety Programme). The group 
needs to maintain its current number of staff and continue with its current contract agreement for 
processing and quality management. 

20. To ensure that the building control group activities continue to cover costs, a review of the current 
fee structure was required.  

21. The fee structure and the fee levels are reviewed annually.  

22. To avoid a budget short fall and therefore negative impact on rates, the building control group must 
consider the current CPI and consider that effect on the current fees and charges. 

23. Current CPI is approximately 2%. It is proposed to increase flat and miscellaneous fees by 2% 
(rounding to the nearest dollar) to account for CPI. 

24. The most recent review highlighted errors on calculations for Band A, Zone 3. It is proposed to 
correct this error. 

25. Customer feedback: Concern has been raised by Council’s customers that the dollar value for 
Band B, Band E and Band F no longer captures the true costs for low value work. It is proposed to 
increase the selected fee bands to align with current values of minor works.  

 



 

Environment - 5 February 2020 - Page 15 

Proposed 

 
Existing 

 
Proposed 

 

Existing 

 

Proposed 

 

Minor works < $7.500.00
$7,500.01 - $25,000
$25,001 - $50,000
$50,001 - $100,000

$100,001 - $400,000

$400,001 - $800,000

$800,001 - Upward

Band B

Significant projects will be charged 
as new work  with Band A fees.
Dwelling additions,
Commercial additions,
Industrial additions,
Communal additions non-residential,
Outbuildings

Minor works < $5,000
$5,001 - $20,000
$20,001 - $50,000

$50,001 - $100,000
$100,001 - $400,000
$400,001 - $800,000

Band B

Significant projects w ill be 
charged as new work Band A) 
Dwelling addn, Commercial 
addn, Industrial addn, Communal 
addn non res, Outbuildings, 
Removal and demolition, 
Relocated to this site, Ancillary 
buildings.

Band Consent Category Value
($)

Up to $7,500.00
$7,501 - $20,000
$20,001 - $100,000
$100,001 - $500,000
$500,001 and above

Band E Multi use approval 
applications

Band Consent Category Value
($)

Up to $5000
5001-20000
20001-100000
100000-500000
500001 and above

Band E Multi use approval applications

Band Consent Category Value
($)

Up to $7,500.00
$7,501 - $20,000
$20,001 - $100,000
$100,001 - $500,000

> $500,001 refer Band A

Band F

Jetties, swimming 
pools/fencing, retaining walls, 
any other SED design with 
engineer inspections (not 
dams or reservoirs), SED 
conservatory 
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Existing 

 

26. The proposed adjustments should have little effect on the overall budget work as there is no 
increase in actual costs for those consents. 

27. A review of the BWoF process highlighted that re-inspection fees needed to be clarified for their 
responsible officer, and their customers. 

28. It is proposed to change the miscellaneous fees schedule for greater clarity on re-inspection 
process for BWoF and Pool inspections and recognise 2% increase.  

29. It is proposed that Intermediate and Minor PIMS have been removed from the Miscellaneous 
Building Consent Fees table as these are no longer applicable.  

30. Other formatting changes have been made to the Miscellaneous Building Consent Fees table to 
provide greater clarity.  

Option One 
31. Approve recommendations. 

Advantages  
32. The proposed increase to fees will maintain the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer 

demands by maintaining a fully resourced group. 

33. Will avoid additional burden on Council’s ratepayer’s fees to keep pace with CPI.  

34. Will allow the group to maintain its level of service by recovering costs via fees and rate funding.    

35. The increases better align true costs, however, they are still not reflective of a full recovery as 
some funding is still required by rates to offset the costs of the work carried out by the TA. 

Disadvantages 
36. Will increase building regulatory costs to the building industry and Council customers.  

Option Two – Status Quo 
37. Maintain current 2019 – 2020 fee structure. 

Advantages 
38. No increase in building regulatory costs to the building industry and Council customers.  

Disadvantages 
39. No increase to fees will restrict the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer demands by 

maintaining a fully resourced group. 

40. No increase to fees will place additional burden on Council’s ratepayer’s fees to keep pace with 
the CPI.  

Band Consent Category Value
($)

Up to $5,000
$5,001 - $20,000
$20,001 - $100,000
$100,000 - $500,000

> $500,000 refer Band A

Band F

Jetties, Swimming 
pools/Fencing, Retaining walls, 
any other SED design with 
Engineer inspections (not Dams 
or Reservoirs). SED 
Conservatory
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41. Will prevent the group from maintaining its levels of service unless it receives increased rate 
funding for both the TA and BCA.    

Next steps if approved 
42. Proposed fees are to be publicly notified and the special consultative process commence as below: 

5 February 2020 Environment Committee considers the proposed fee 

27 February 2020 Full Council considers the proposed fee 

28 February 2020 Special Consultative Procedure begins 

- Proposed fees published on the Council website 

- Information published in the Marlborough Express and the 
Christchurch Press 

- Information sent to stakeholders by means of email 

30 March 2020 Special consultative procedure ends 

- Submissions analysed and summarised into a report for the 
Hearing Sub-Committee.  

TBA  Hearing held if submitter(s) wishes to be heard.  

TBA Hearing Sub-Committee determine. 

14 May 2020 Decision taken to Full Council for ratification.  

1 July 2020  New fees commence. 
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Author Bill East - Building Control Group Manager 

Authoriser Gina Ferguson – Consents & Compliance Group Manager 

 

Summary of decision-making considerations 
Fit with purpose of local government 

The proposal enables Council to provide good-quality and cost effective service to customers and 
ratepayers. 
Fit with Council policies and strategies 
 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 

LTP / Annual Plan □ □  

Financial Strategy  □ □ 

Infrastructure Strategy □ □  

Social well-being □ □  

Economic development □ □  

Environment & RMA Plans □ □  

Arts & Culture □ □  

3 Waters □ □  

Land transport  □ □  

Parks and reserves □ □  

This proposal contributes to the financial strategy relating to the cost recovery of Building Control 
functions. 
Nature of the decision to be made 
The options do not involve a significant decision in relation to land or a body of water. 
Financial considerations 
Refer body of paper. 

 Significance  
 The decision is considered of low significance under Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy.  

Engagement 
 Refer Next Steps 

Risks: Legal / Health & Safety etc 
Failure to resource the Building Control Group through lack of funding may place the BCA continued 
accreditation at risk. 
 
Climate Change Implications 
There are no known climate change implications to this decision. 
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Appendix 1 
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Appendix 2 

  
 

 

 

2020-2021 - 2% increase
Band Consent Category Value

($) Range Zone 1 
($)

Zone 2 
($)

Zone 3 
($)

Zone 4A 
($)

Zone 4B 
($)

Zone 1 
($)

Zone 2 
($)

Zone 3 
($)

Zone 4A 
($)

Zone 4B 
($)

Single storey 4,490.00 5,358.50 6,807.50 8,805.50 10,772.00 4,580.00 5,466.00 6,944.00 8,982.00 10,987.00
With any part 
more than 
single storey

4,730.00 5,598.50 7,047.50 9,045.50 11,012.00 4,825.00 5,710.00 7,188.00 9,226.00 11,232.00

Single storey 4,860.00 5,728.50 7,178.00 9,175.50 11,142.00 4,957.00 5,843.00 7,322.00 9,359.00 11,365.00
With any part 
more than 
single storey

5,600.00 6,468.50 7,918.00 9,915.50 11,882.00 5,712.00 6,598.00 8,076.00 10,114.00 12,120.00

Single storey 5,720.00 6,588.50 8,038.00 10,035.50 12,002.00 5,834.00 6,720.00 8,199.00 10,236.00 12,242.00
With any part 
more than 
single storey

6,080.00 6,948.50 8,398.00 10,395.50 12,362.00 6,202.00 7,087.00 8,566.00 10,603.00 12,609.00

Single storey 6,770.00 7,735.00 9,345.00 11,565.00 13,750.00 6,905.00 7,890.00 9,532.00 11,796.00 14,025.00
With any part 
more than 
single storey

7,370.00 8,335.00 9,945.00 12,165.00 14,350.00 7,517.00 8,502.00 10,144.00 12,408.00 14,637.00

$1,500,001 - $4,000,000 N/A 10,810.00 11,968.00 13,900.00 16,564.00 19,186.00 11,026.00 12,207.00 14,178.00 16,895.00 19,570.00
$4,000,001 -$10,000,000.00 N/A 13,320.00 14,478.00 16,410.00 19,074.00 21,696.00 13,586.00 14,768.00 16,738.00 19,455.00 22,130.00

<$10,000,001.00

Band Consent Category Value
($) Range Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Minor works < $7.500.00 510.00 703.00 1,025.00 1,469.00 2,146.00 520.00     717.00     1,046.00 1,498.00    2,189.00    

$7,500.01 - $25,000 1,120.00 1,409.50 1,892.50 2,558.50 3,694.00 1,142.00 1,438.00 1,930.00 2,610.00    3,768.00    
$25,001 - $50,000 1,850.00 2,139.50 2,622.50 3,288.50 4,324.00 1,887.00 2,182.00 2,675.00 3,354.00    4,410.00    
$50,001 - $100,000 3,030.00 3,512.50 4,317.50 5,427.50 6,810.00 3,091.00 3,583.00 4,404.00 5,536.00    6,946.00    

$100,001 - $400,000 4,070.00 4,938.50 6,387.50 8,385.50 10,642.00 4,151.00 5,037.00 6,515.00 8,553.00    10,855.00 
$400,001 - $800,000 5,720.00 6,588.50 7,198.50 10,035.50 12,002.00 5,834.00 6,720.00 7,342.00 10,236.00 12,242.00 

$800,001 - Upward
Charged 

as Band A 
work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged as 
Band A 
work

Charged as 
Band A 
work

0 0 0  at ee ab e 
Proposed

Band A

Commercial,
Industrial,
Communal residential,
Communal non-residential,
New dwelling.

Up to $200,000

$200,001 - $400,000

$400,001 - $800,000

$800,001 - $1,500,000

Negotiable Negotiable 
Note: Consents with multiple structures will incure additional inspection fees as required. Refer inspection fee costs.

Band B

Significant projects will be 
charged as new work  with 
Band A fees.
Dwelling additions,
Commercial additions,
Industrial additions,
Communal additions non-
residential,
Outbuildings

N/A

Note: Consents with multiple structures will incure additional inspection fees as required. Refer inspection fee costs.
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Appendix 2 changes 

1. Band A, Zone 3 – correction to fee line  

2. Bands B, E & F – Highlighted increase from < $5,000.00 to < $7,500.00 

3. Bands B, E & F – Highlighted increase from >$5,00.001.00 to < $20,000.00 

 

2020-2021 - 2% increase
Band Consent Category Value

($) Range Zone 1 
($)

Zone 2 
($)

Zone 3 
($)

Zone 4A 
($)

Zone 4B 
($)

Zone 1 
($)

Zone 2 
($)

Zone 3 
($)

Zone 4A 
($)

Zone 4B 
($)

Minor works > $10,000 385 418 440 781 781 393.00     426.00     449.00     797.00       797.00       
Minor works < $10,000 405.00 501.50 636.50 884.50 1,091.50 413.00     512.00     649.00     902.00       1,113.00    

$10,000 - $50,000 550.00 646.50 781.50 1,029.50 1,265.50 561.00     659.00     797.00     1,050.00    1,291.00    

> $50,000 refer Band F
Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged 
as Band F 

work

Charged as 
Band F 
work

Charged as 
Band F 
work

Band Consent Category Value
($) Range Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)

Band D Marquees. Any Standard 
Marquees 260.00 356.50 604.50 739.50 889.50 265.00     364.00     617.00     754.00       907.00       

Band Consent Category Value
($) Range Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Up to $7,500.00 123.00 219.50 380.50 602.50 752.50 125 224 388 615 768
$7,501 - $20,000 235.00 428.00 776.00 1,194.00 1,494.00 240.00     437.00     792.00     1,218.00    1,524.00    
$20,001 - $100,000 368.00 850.50 1,759.50 2,765.50 3,515.50 375.00     868.00     1,795.00 2,821.00    3,586.00    
$100,001 - $500,000 541.00 1,409.50 2,858.50 4,856.50 6,206.50 552.00     1,438.00 2,916.00 4,954.00    6,331.00    
$500,001 and above 824.00 1,789.00 3,399.00 5,619.00 7,119.00 840.00     1,825.00 3,467.00 5,731.00    7,261.00    

Band Consent Category Value
($) Range Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Zone 1 

($)
Zone 2 

($)
Zone 3 

($)
Zone 4A 

($)
Zone 4B 

($)
Up to $7,500.00 405.00 501.50 662.50 884.50 1,034.50 413.00     512.00     676.00     902.00       1,055.00    
$7,501 - $20,000 693.00 789.50 950.50 1,172.50 1,322.50 707.00     805.00     970.00     1,196.00    1,349.00    
$20,001 - $100,000 1,472.00 1,568.50 1,729.50 1,951.50 2,101.50 1,501.00 1,600.00 1,764.00 1,991.00    2,144.00    
$100,001 - $500,000 1,848.00 2,137.50 2,620.50 3,286.50 3,736.50 1,885.00 2,180.00 2,673.00 3,352.00    3,811.00    

> $500,001 refer Band A
Charged 

as Band A 
work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged 
as Band A 

work

Charged as 
Band A 
work

Charged as 
Band A 
work

Band F

Jetties, swimming 
pools/fencing, retaining walls, 
any other SED design with 
engineer inspections (not 
dams or reservoirs), SED 
conservatory 

N/A

Band C
Solid fuel heaters, solar water 
heaters, plumbing, drainage 
and wastewater systems

N/A

Band E Multi use approval 
applications N/A
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Appendix 3 
Changes and increases 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Current 2% increase 2020 - 2021 Proposed Fees (rounded)
Miscellaneous Building Consent Fees (incl of GST unless stated)

To be charged when they apply
Structural component - consultants review fee Consultants fee plus 15% Consultants fee plus 15%
Specialist advice - consultants review fee Consultants fee plus 15% Consultants fee plus 15%
Recovery of charges by New Zealand Fire Service As charged plus 15% As charged plus 15%
Other Agency Charges
Levies (calculated exclusive (net) of GST)
BRANZ Levy - collected on behalf by MDC 

Less than $20,000 No Charge No Charge
$20,000 and greater $1.00 per $1,000 $1.00 per $1,000

MBIE Levy - collected on behalf by MDC 
Less than $20,444 No Charge No Charge

$20,444 and greater $2.01 per $1,000 $2.01 per $1,000

Related Matters
S71 Building Act Title Notations $1,500.00 1,530.00$                                                                                              
S75 Building Act Title Notations $1,500.00 1,530.00$                                                                                              
Lapsing of Building Consent $75.00 77.00$                                                                                                    
Surcharge - receiving hard copy applications. $75.00 77.00$                                                                                                    
Processing of full private BCA applications $160.00 163.00$                                                                                                  
Refusing of building consent (officer time is charged in addition) $160.00 163.00$                                                                                                  
Extension to time to commence building work under a building consent $75.00 77.00$                                                                                                    
Charge Out Rate
Officer charge out rate for work not covered by the Fee Schedule (per hour) $137.00 140.00$                                                                                                  

Building Consent - Additional Inspection fees $160.00 163.00$                                                                                                  
Pool Inspection - Additional Inspection fees $80.00 82.00$                                                                                                    

Plus Inspection travel fees when not part of a consent application - Zone 1 $95.00 97.00$                                                                                                    
Inspection travel fees when not part of a consent application - Zone 2 $123.00 125.00$                                                                                                  
Inspection travel fees when not part of a consent application - Zone 3 $285.00 291.00$                                                                                                  
Inspection travel fees when not part of a consent application - Zone 4A (boat) $505.50 516.00$                                                                                                  
Inspection travel fees when not part of a consent application - Zone 4B (boat) $724.00 738.00$                                                                                                  

Annual charge for all premises with Compliance Schedules $48.00 49.00$                                                                                                    
New Compliance Schedules (for first system) $85.00 87.00$                                                                                                    
New Compliance Schedules (for each subsequent system) $48.00 49.00$                                                                                                    
Inspections for Building Warrants of Fitness (1st hour) $160.00 163.00$                                                                                                  

Inspections for Building Warrants of Fitness (over 1st hour. Charged in 1/2 hour increments) $80.00 82.00$                                                                                                    
Amendments to Compliance Schedules (per system) $85.00 87.00$                                                                                                    
Inspection travel as per zone. $

Application fee (paid on application) $500 510.00$                                                                                                  
Processing fee $1,000.00 $1,000.00 1,020.00$                                                                                              

plus Procesing con't - % of value of work 1.50% 1.50%
plus Inspections and travel costs - evidence  As per MDC fee schedule 
Plus Equivalent building consent fee for project  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Levies, MBIE and BRANZ as per normal building consent  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Services fees  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Development levies  As per MDC fee schedule 

Minor Certificate of Acceptance, see COA brochure
Application fee (paid on application) $500 510.00$                                                                                                  

Plus Procesing con't - % of value of work 1.50% 1.50%
plus Inspections and travel costs - evidence  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Equivalent building consent fee for project  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Levies, MBIE and BRANZ as per normal building consent  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Services fees  As per MDC fee schedule 
plus Development levies  As per MDC fee schedule 

Inspection Fees (Inspection, Time and Travel Costs)

Building Warrants of Fitness & Compliance Schedules

Full Certificate of Acceptance , see COA brochure
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2% increase 2020 - 2021 Proposed Fees (rounded)
Minor Amendments (Minimum of 1 hour charged out as 0.5 increments of 
hourly rate thereafter) $137.00 140.00$                                                                                                  

Application and administration $381.00 389.00$                                                                                                  
Processing @ hourly rate $137.00 140.00$                                                                                                  
Additional inspections required $160.00 163.00$                                                                                                  
Travel as per zone see above see above

Project Information Memorandum (PIM)
Application charge - Intermediate fee $210.00 214.00$                                                                                                  
Application charge - Standard fee $418.00 426.00$                                                                                                  

PIM Minor Applications
Application charge - solid fuel heaters and minor works $49.00 50.00$                                                                                                    

Minor Works up to $25,000 $552.00 563.00$                                                                                                  
Minor Works $25,001 - $50,000 $750.00 765.00$                                                                                                  
Major Works $50,001 - $200,000 $1,211.00 1,235.00$                                                                                              
Major Works $200,001 - $400,000 $1,869.00 1,906.00$                                                                                              
Major Works $400,001 - $1,000,000 $2,660.00 2,713.00$                                                                                              
Major Works > $1,000,000.00

g  g  
type of work and risk Negotiation considering value, type of work and risk

BRANZ and MBIE levies apply to increased value as per "Other Agency Charges"

Schedule 1 Exemption 2 (calculated on average application)

Full Amendments (made up from processing, inspection)
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8. Appointment of Hearings Commissioners  
(Clr Oddie) R450-004-02 

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

Commissioners. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That Mark St Clair is appointed to act as a Hearings Commissioner as and when required and that 
he be advised accordingly. 

Background 
2. Under the Marlborough District Council Resource Management Act 1991 Instrument of Delegation 

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

3. 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 
4. This list of Hearings Commissioners can be beneficially extended with the inclusion of the following 

person as below: 

Mark St Clair 
Mark is a director with Hill Cooper Young Limited, a public policy and resource management 
consultancy based in Wellington and Auckland.  He has more than 25 years resource management 
experience in local government and consultancy roles. 

Mark has considerable experience in statutory resource consent applications and policy 
formulation.  He is accredited under the Making Good Decisions programme and has served as a 
commissioner on a variety of hearings for resource consents, plan changes and policy 
development under the RMA. 

Mark would be a welcome addition to the Commissioner list which is currently light on decision 
makers from a planning discipline. 

Please find the attached CV for further consideration. (Refer Appendix 1) 

Summary 
5. 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. 

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

7. Council is not bound to employ the services of a Commissioner once they are appointed before Full 
Council. 
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Appendix 1 
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LIST OF CURRENT HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS 
Legal 

Mr Richard Fowler QC 
Ms Camilla Owen 
Mr John Maassen 
Mr Ron Crosby 
Ms Shonagh Kenderdine 
(Judge) 
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 

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. Resource Consent Hearings Update 
(Clr Oddie) R450-004-22 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an update as to the applications for resource consent 

scheduled for hearing.  

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Resource Hearing Sub-Committee 
2. 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.   

3. 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.   

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

5. 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.   

6. 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.   

7. 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 at 
the time of writing is currently working on her post course assignment.  A pre-course assignment 
has been completed for which she received excellence.  Clr Croad is registered on the course 
scheduled for March 10 and 11 2020.  Clr Sowman is also registered for this course as a means of 
improving her knowledge of Council function and its duties under the Resource Management 
Act 1991. 

8. The API team have continued to provide a training programme for the newly elected Councillors on 
the Resource Management Act 1991.  The second session is set down for 5 February 2020.  Any 
other interested Councillors are welcome to attend. 

9. Resource Hearing Sub-Committee workshops will also resume and will cover updates on case law, 
issues that have arisen in hearings, process and practice training, etc.  The focus at the moment is 
to introduce the Councillors to the RMA through the training programme described in section 8 
above. 

10. 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.    

11. 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 
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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 for the time being. 

Applications scheduled for hearing 
12. The following hearings took place November 2019.    

 
13. The hearing for u180215 – L J Holt Limited was closed by Commissioner Mills on 

20 December 2019.  The decision is due to be released no later than 31 January 2020. 

14. The hearing for U190357/U140294 – The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited is currently 
adjourned pending receipt of further information as directed by Commissioner Mills.  It is anticipated 
the Commissioner will close the hearing once the current required further information has been 
received.  

15. At the time of writing the November report there was one hearing that had been completed and 
was awaiting a decision.  The decision for U190250 was issued on 19 November 2019 granting 
consent. 

1. U190250 – C N Thornley – 70 Old Renwick Road, Blenheim  - Land Use (Activity) -  To 
establish and operate a childcare centre that will cater up to 105 children on Lot 101 
DP 519274.   

This application was heard by Commissioner Helen Atkins.  The decision was issued on 
19 November 2019 granting the resource consent. 

The application was notified on a limited basis and attracted one submission in opposition 
concerned mainly with matters relating to traffic, both in terms of effects and the age of the 
data (4 years old) and the comparative analysis that formed the basis of in the traffic flow 
assessment. 

16. The hearings set down for January 2020 are as follows.  At the time of writing this report the 
hearing for U190713 - Murphys Developments Marlborough Limited was closed by Commissioner 
Walsh and the decision is due no later than 4 February 2020. 

 

 

 

 

Date U Number and 
Name 

Details Planner Commissioner/
Committee 

Where Being 
Held 

November 2019 

Thursday 12 
November 
2019 

U180215 – L J Holt 
Limited 

Water Permit 
(Take water 
and Use 
Water) 

 

Summer 
Denize 

Commissioner  
John Mills 

Council 
Chambers 

10:30am 

Tuesday 26 
November 
and 
Wednesday 
27 
November 
2019 

U190357 - The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited 

Coastal 
Permit 
(Activity) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner  
John Mills 

Council 
Chambers 

9:00am 
U140294 - The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited 

S127 
variation to 
conditions 
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17. Hearings have been set down for 2020 and are as follows: 

 

Date U Number and Name Details Planner Commissioner / 
Committee 

Where Being 
Held 

January 2020 

Tuesday 14 
January 

U190713 – Murphy's 
Developments 
Marlborough Limited 

Land Use 
(Building), 
Subdivision 
(Allotment 
creation) 

Sarah 
Silverstar 

Commissioner  C 
Welsh 

 

Council 
Chambers 

10:00am 

Tuesday 28 
January 

 

U190102 – Roberts, 
Wilbur Eugene 

 

Land Use 
(Activity and 
Land 
Disturbance), 
Discharge 
Permit (To 
Land) 

Rebecca 
Partridge 

Commissioner  C 
Welsh 

 

Council 
Chambers 

10:00am 

Date U Number and Name Details Planner Commissioner / 
Committee 

Where Being 
Held 

February 2020 

Thursday 13 
February 

U190618 -  Tester, 
Jonathan Blair Allan 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner M 
Williams 

Chart Room, 
Scenic Hotel 

10:30am 

Wednesday 19 
February 

U181062 – 
Higinbottom, Paul 
William 

Coastal Permit 
(Mooring) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner  C 
Welsh 

Committee 
Room 

11:00am 

Monday 24 – 
Wednesday 26 

U190470 – Simcox 
Quarry Limited 

Land Use 
(Land 
Disturbance) 

Fliss 
Morey 

Commissioner S 
Berry 

Marlborough 
Convention 
Centre 

9.00am 

March 2020 

Tuesday 3 
March  

U150290 – B W & W J 
Moyes 

S127 variation 
to Coastal 
Permit 
(Mooring)  

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner C 
Welsh 

Committee 
Room 

11.00am 

Tuesday 17 
March  

U190618 - Clearwater 
Mussels Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner S 
McGarry 

Chateau 
Marlborough 

9.00am 

Tuesday 31 
March 

U190446 – M D & A J 
Charlton 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
creation) 

Land Use 
(Actvity) 

Jennifer 
Lancashi
re 

Commissioner J 
Mills 

Clr B Faulls 

Committee 
Room 

11.00am 
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18. Construction work in Council Chambers is scheduled for three months commencing February.  For 
this reason other venues will have to be secured for hearings.   

19. Additionally a hearing has been set down for:  

 

20. The applicant’s solicitor has recently indicated to Council they will not be sufficiently prepared for a 
hearing as early as April and have requested the hearing be postponed to June/July.  At the time of 
writing this report the new date has not been settled on. 

21. Work is currently underway to schedule hearing on other applications.  These hearings will be 
referenced in the next update 

Of particular interest 
U190470 – Simcox Quarry Limited 
22. This application is for a land Use (Land Disturbance ) consent to extract and process armour rock 

and other aggregates at a rate of up to 90,000 tonnes per annum from an existing quarry on Lot 3 
DP 9808 and Pt Sec 110 Tyntesfield Run, Omaka Dist, together with related quarrying activities, 
including overburden removal and fill; drilling and blasting; crushing, processing and stockpiling of 
rock extracted on site; establishment of stormwater management infrastructure and discharge of 
stormwater to Raupo Stream; mitigation measures for the control of dust; quarry rehabilitation 
works and transport of the quarried product from the site. 

23. The application was publicly notified and attracted 116 submissions of which 114 were in 
opposition and altogether 82 submitters wished to be heard.  This presented a logistical challenge 
in terms of planning the hearing, providing a venue that could accommodate such a large number 
of submitters, ensuring the submitters technical submissions were all received and circulated, and 
managing the volume of material required for the hearing.  To hear from each submitter could 
easily require a week in hearing at the minimum.  

24. Working with key member of the Omaka Valley residents group resulted in all submitters engaging 
Julian Ironside to represent the group.  Together they will present legal submissions, technical 
experts and a representative number of submitters speaking to their submissions.  They anticipate 
they will now only require a single day to present their case.     

25. This hearing is now anticipated to run for two days and a third day is set aside if required. The 
rights of the submitters have not been eroded; in fact it is likely the case put to the decision makers 
will be enhanced.  Further, the cost to the applicant of a week-long hearing has been avoided and 
efficiencies have been brought to the hearing process overall. 

U190438 – The New Zealand King Salmon Company Limited 
26. This application is for a Coastal Permit (Activity) to establish and operate new salmon farms within 

a 1791 hectare site located between 5 kilometres and 12 kilometres due north of Cape Lambert. 

27. It is anticipated the hearing will take up to a week as the application is the first of this type (a large 
scale marine farm operation in the Outer Sounds). 

28. The decision making panel will receive evidence on a wide range effects on the environment 
including effect on the water column, seabed, navigation, marine species, biosecurity , landscape 
and natural character. 

Resource Hearing Sub-Committee Workshops 
29. The next Resource Hearing Sub-Committee workshop/RMA training session is scheduled for 

Wednesday 5 February 2020. 

Tuesday 28 
April to Friday 
1 May 

U190438 – The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm)  

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner J 
Mills (Chair) 

Commissioner S 
McGarry 

Commissioner R 
Proffit 

Marlborough 
Convention 
Centre 

9.00am 
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10. Appeals Update 
(Clr Oddie) R450-004-22 

Purpose  
1. The purpose of this report is to provide an update as to the current appeals/judicial review caseload 

in Regulatory Services as at 20 January 2020. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background 
2. Council has worked diligently to progress a number of proceedings with which it was involved as 

either a party or intervener.  Many have now been resolved and the balance of work shifts to 
determining whether any further legal action is required and incorporating these learnings within 
our best practice guidance and public information resources. 

Training 
3. Sharan Mavi joined the Advocacy and Practice Integration (API) team on 16 September 2019.  

She has completed her Making Good Decision Course and is currently completing her Professional 
Legal Studies Course which will entitle her to apply for admission as a barrister and solicitor. 

4. Sue Bulfield-Johnson has enrolled in a Diploma of Law with Waikato University.  This study is 
being approached incrementally, with Sue enrolling in one paper this semester.  Her continued 
enrolment will be subject to budget availability and consideration of her professional development 
to fulfil her role at the Council.  It is envisaged that this opportunity will support Sue in improving the 
assistance she provides to the Resource Consent Hearing Sub-Committee, Independent 
Commissioners, Resource Consent team and API team in its role monitoring and representing the 
Council as instructing solicitor and/or barrister in various regulatory proceedings. 

5. The API team has also commenced preparing additional training and information sharing 
opportunities for both internal and external stakeholders, diversifying the delivery of these. 

Summary 
6. To assist the Committee please find below a brief summary as to progress with respect to 

proceedings since the previous report. 

EDS v Otago Regional Council (High Court, appeal, MDC as intervener) 
7. 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. 

8. This appeal tested the application of King Salmon case law principles in interpreting and applying 
the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.  King Salmon related to aquaculture rather than ports 
and did not address safety.  Part 2 interpretation has slid up and down a continuum from the time it 
was enacted.  It has moved from prioritising human need (first paragraph of section 5) to prioritising 
environmental need (in (a) to (c) of section 5). 

9. Port Otago has now applied for leave to appeal directly to the Supreme Court.  Marlborough 
District Council has lodged a memorandum in support.  The application for leave will be heard on 
18 March 2020. 
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Aparoa Zindia Limited v Marlborough District Council (appeal) 
10. These proceedings relate to an appeal of an appeal.  The matter relates to an abatement notice 

served in respect of forestry harvesting.  

11. 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. 

12. The hearing took place on 20 September 2019.  The decision has been delivered and Council was 
successful.  The Court agreed that a permitted activity could not be a resource consent activity.  
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.  

13. Zindia have however applied for Leave to Appeal to the Court of Appeal.  Council has opposed this 
application and the parties are now filing submissions with respect to leave with Council’s being 
due 7 February 2020. 

Bilsborough, Eco Cottages NZ Limited 
14. 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. 

15. Council appealed the determination to the District Court.  The manufacturers of the tiny house (Eco 
Cottages) and the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment have given notice they wish to 
be heard.  Eco Cottages has also lodged a cross appeal with respect to whether the tiny house is a 
building. 

16. The matter has been set down for a one day hearing.  It appears a date will be set for end March or 
end April 2020. 

17. Council has prepared an information sheet, which is available on Council’s website, together with a 
hard copy pamphlet. 

Makahi Forestry Limited v MDC 
18. This matter relates to conditions of a resource consent which the consent holder believed were 

uncertain and/or onerous.  Council has reviewed the conditions and amended these to the 
satisfaction of the consent holder.  It is anticipated the appeal will now be withdrawn. 
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11.  Fees Review for the 2020/2021 Dog Registration Year 
(Clr Arbuckle) E305-001-001 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to review the current registration and pound fees for the 2020/2021 

dog registration year. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That there are no changes to the dog registration and pound fees for the 2020/2021 registration 
year (commencing 1 July 2020). 

Background 
2. Council is required under section 37 of the Dog Control Act 1996 to set fees for dog registration on 

an annual basis. The fees must be set by resolution and must be publicly advertised at least once 
during the month preceding the start of the registration year (1 July - 30 June). 

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

4. Council is also required under section 68 of the Dog Control Act 1996 (the Act), from time to time to 
set reasonable poundage and sustenance fees for dogs which are seized and impounded. The Act 
states that local authorities may set different fees for registered and unregistered dogs and set a 
graduated scale of fees for the repeated impounding of the same dog. The fees must be fixed by 
resolution and must be publicly advertised in the local newspaper at least 14 days prior to coming 
into effect. All fees must be paid in full before a dog is released from the pound. 

5. At the Council Budget Meeting on 19 February 2015, an 80/20 allocation between dog owners and 
the community respectively was approved.   

6. There were changes to the dog registration fees and categories for the 2018/2019 year. Prior to 
these changes despite dog fees being reviewed annually there had been no increase in dog 
registration fees since 2009. 

Comments 
7. Maataa Waka Ki Te Tau Ihu Trust has a current contract for Animal Control Services which 

commenced on 1 April 2015. This is a fixed price contract and it expires on 31 March 2020. There 
is an extension period of two periods of two years, with a maximum contract term of seven years.  

8. Council and Maataa Waka are currently negotiating to renew the contract for a further two years 
from 1 April 2020. The next contract will expire on 31 March 2022 with no further renewal 
remaining. 

9. The rebate scheme for owners of more than six dogs in the Marlborough District, where the 
registration fee for the seventh and all subsequent dogs owned was remitted in full was ceased for 
the 2018/2019 dog registration year.  This was ceased to remove any financial incentive for dog 
owners to consolidate dogs kept at one address under one person’s ownership.  

10. Property licences are required if there are more than two dogs on a property (with the exceptions of 
rurally zoned properties where dogs are kept solely for herding stock). Between the 1 July 2018 
until 30 June 2019, 15 property licences were issued. There have been 13 property licences issued 
between 1 July and 31 December 2019. There are 640 properties in Marlborough that have more 
than two dogs (as of 14 January 2019); however these include rural properties with working dogs. 



 

Environment - 5 February 2020 - Page 45 

11. Dog registration fees help to fund a range of services that are designed to help dogs, their owners 
and the wider community such as: 

• Monitoring and enforcing the Dog Control Act 1996 and ensuring compliance with the 
Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaws 2010 and the Dog Control Policy 2012; 

• Responding to and investigating complaints (including dog rushes and attacks on people, 
domestic pets, stock and wildlife, barking nuisance, roaming and lost and found dogs); 

• Providing and maintaining the pound facilities; 

• Providing dog safety education for dog owners, schools and the public; 

• Patrolling public areas, reserves, parks, beaches and sports fields throughout Marlborough; 
and 

• Development of recreational opportunities for dogs including the Renwick Dog Park. 

Categories and Numbers of Dogs Registered In Marlborough 
12. The change in fee structure of the non-working dog fees has resulted in large numbers of dogs 

being microchipped and desexed. 

13. The breakdown of categories and numbers of dogs currently registered and microchipped in 
Marlborough (as of 14 January 2020) is detailed in the table below: 

Registration Category Numbers Registered Numbers Microchipped 

Responsible Dog Owner 
Category 1 

4,912 4,912 

Standard Dog Category 2 
(this includes menacing dogs) 

2930 2,104 

Old Dogs 722 570 

Working  Dogs* 1,820 163 

Dangerous Dogs 9 9 

Total dogs  10, 396 registered                 
(Last year 10,239 as of 14/1/2019) 

7,771 microchipped 
(Last year 7,418 as of14/1/2019) 

Category 1  
Any non-working dog that met all of the criteria below:  
• Microchipped: The dog has been implanted with a functioning microchip transponder of the 

prescribed type and in the prescribed location.  

• Desexed: The dog has been desexed.  

• Classification: The dog has not been classified as dangerous or menacing. The owner has 
not within the previous seven years been classified as probationary or been disqualified from 
owning a dog.  

• Enforcement Action: The owner of the dog has not within the previous seven years been 
convicted of an offence under the Dog Control Act 1996, or within the previous two years, 
committed any infringement offence.  

Category 2  
Any non-working dog that did not meet the criteria of a Category 1 dog. 
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Working Dogs  
* Includes dogs primarily used for herding or driving stock (1820), Disability Assist Dogs (Guide 4 
and Hearing 1), Police dogs (2), DoC (1) and Companion dogs (5).  

Old Dog Category  
Status for the 2019/20 registration year required meeting the following criteria:  

• The dog was registered for the first time on the National Dog Database prior to 1 July 2007 
(i.e. the dog will be over 12 years old for the 2019/20 registration year);  

• The dog did not have to be desexed; 

• The dog only had to be microchipped if registered for the first time on or after 1 July 2006 
(as per section 36A of the Dog Control Act 1996); 

• There had been no infringement under the Dog Control Act 1996 in the two previous 
registration years (i.e. from 1 July 2017 onwards) relating to the dog owned by the person 
applying for the registration; and 

• Dangerous dogs and working dogs were excluded from the old dog category status. 

Fee Proposal for 2020/2021 
14. Based on the current and forecasted costs and revenue of the dog control function, no changes are 

recommended for the 2020/2021 dog registration fees and to keep the same categories. It is 
intended to keep a simple fee structure for ease of administration. 

15. It is proposed to keep the standard fees for payments made by 31 July and late payment penalties 
(50% of the applicable registration fee) if paid after 31 July. 

16. The fees are designed to encourage responsible ownership. Discounts will recognise responsible 
dog ownership and encourage controls on dogs with microchipping and desexing.  

17. No property inspections of responsible dog owners are recommended as this would increase costs 
and require additional Dog Control Officers to undertake inspections.  

18. Responsible dog owner status would require meeting the following criteria: 

• Microchipped: The dog has to be microchipped.  

• Desexed: The dog has been desexed.  

• Classification: The dog has not been classified as dangerous or menacing. The owner has 
not within the previous seven years been classified as probationary or been disqualified from 
owning a dog.  

• Enforcement Action: The owner of the dog has not within the previous seven years been 
convicted of an offence under the Dog Control Act 1996, or within the previous two years, 
committed any infringement offence. 

19. The standard dog owner status would be for any non-working dog that does not meet the criteria 
of a responsible dog owner. 

20. Old Dog Category status for the 2020/21 registration year would require meeting the following 
criteria:  

• The dog was registered for the first time on the National Dog Database prior to 1 July 2008  
(i.e. the dog will be over 12 years old for the 2020/21 registration year as of 1 July 2020);  

• The dog does not have to be desexed; 

• The dog only has to be microchipped if registered for the first time on or after 1 July 2006  
(as per section 36A of the Dog Control Act 1996); 
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• There has been no infringement under the Dog Control Act 1996 in the two previous 
registration years (i.e. from 1 July 2018 onwards) relating to the dog owned by the person 
applying for the registration; and 

• Dangerous dogs and working dogs would be excluded from the old dog category status. 

21. The proposed fees for the 2020/2021 registration year are set out in the fee table below. Pro-rata 
fees are changed when registering a new dog. Rebates are also provided if Animal Control is 
notified of category changes (once dogs have been desexed) or if a dog dies. 

Fee Category 

(All fees and charges are GST inclusive) 

Current 
Fees 2019/20 

Proposed 
Fees 2020/21 

Non-working (Category 1) 
Responsible Dog Owner 

$60  $60 

Non-working (Category 2) 

Standard Dog Owner 

$90  $90 

Working Dog 
10 + working dogs (for each  extra dog) 
Guide, Hearing, Police and Council approved 
Companion Dogs 

$20 
$10 

                $20 
$10 

No fee 

Old Dog  $45  $45 

Dangerous Dog $135  $135 

Replacement Tag $5   $5 

Multiple Dog Property Licence  
(2 or more dogs in urban areas)  

$75  $75 

Seizure fee $100 $100 

Pound Fee – first impounding registered 

            – first impounding unregistered 

$75 

$100 

$75 

$100 

Pound Fee - second impounding $150  $150 

Pound Fee - third impounding and  
subsequent impounding 

$200  $200 

Pound - Daily Sustenance & Care (to cover 
food, exercise, cleaning the pound etc.) 

$15  $15 

Pound - Surrender fee $40  $40 

    Microchipping fee $25  $25 
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22. The table below shows the total revenue for the different registration categories based on the 
current 2019/20 fees and the proposed 2020/21 fees (based on active dog numbers as of 
14 January 2020) (please note these are GST inclusive):  

Category Numbers  Current 2019/20 Fees Numbers  Proposed 2020/2021 
Fees 

Responsible Dog 
owner 

4,746 $285,600 4,912 $294,720 

Standard Dog 2,946 $265,140 2,930 $263,700 

Working Dog* 1,8311 $34,520 1,820* $34,340 

Dangerous Dog 10 $1,350 9 $1,215 

Old Dog 682 $30,690 722 $32,490 

Total Revenue  10,239 $615,540 10,396 $626,465 

* Working Dog Category includes farm dogs primarily used for herding or driving stock, disability assist 
dogs (e.g. Guide & Hearing), Police dogs and Council approved Companion dogs. This allows for 180 dogs 
to have the lower 10+ dog lower fee and 13 companion, Police, DoC, guide and hearing dogs to have no 
fee. 

Summary 
23. Current dog registration fee revenue is forecast to maintain Council’s approved 80:20, fees 

recovery and rates funding split. 
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12. Annual Review Resource Consent Monitoring Fees & 
Charges - Resource Management Act 1991  

(Clr Hope)  E360-006-02 

Purpose 
1. To consider an increase to the existing fee schedule for charges associated with consent 

monitoring activities under Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) for the financial year 
2020/21. 

2. To amend the Resource Management Consent Monitoring Charging Policy (June 2017) to include 
the ability to make Consumer Price Index (CPI) adjustments. 

3. To appoint a Hearing Panel to hear and determine any submissions Council may receive on the 
proposed Resource Management Act Monitoring Fees and Policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. That the report be received; 
2. Agree to recommend that the Council; 

(a) Consult on proposed schedule of fees and charges (Appendix 1) using the special 
consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

(b) Consult on the proposed change to Council’s Resource Management Act Monitoring 
Fees Policy using the special consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local 
Government Act 2002. (Appendix 2) 

(c) Approve a sub-committee to hear and determine any submissions received on the 
proposed fees and policy through the consultation process. 

Background 
4. One of Council’s functions is to ensure that resource use, as facilitated by the granting of consents, 

is sustainable. It is Council’s duty to monitor the exercise of resource consents.  

5. The Environmental Protection Group is responsible for discharging the Council’s ongoing consent 
management responsibilities under the RMA. These include: 

i) The administration and monitoring of resource consents 

ii) The gathering of information necessary to monitor the state of the environment of the region 

6. Resource consents permit consent holders to do something that would otherwise contravene 
the RMA. Marlborough District Council (MDC) administers and monitors the following consent 
types as classified by section 87 of the RMA: 

• Water permit 
• Discharge permit 
• Land use consent 
• Coastal permit 
• Subdivision consent 

7. Section 36(1)(c) of the RMA allows councils to charge consent holders for costs associated with 
the council’s functions in relation to the administration, monitoring and supervision of resource 
consents. 

8. Costs of ongoing administration of Resource Consent files include: 
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1. Acquiring and maintaining computer software that stores information about resource 
consents (and compliance monitoring). 

2. Developing, updating and maintaining the information contained in Council’s databases with 
regard to Resource Consents. 

3. Responding to public and personal enquiries about Resource Consents. These might be in 
the form of Local Government Official Information Act requests, media requests, etc. Council 
is also required to provide information with regard to resource consents to central 
government. 

4. General administration of Resource Consent files. 

9. Methods and frequency of monitoring consents differ depending on the type of consent and 
conditions. Costs associated include staff time and material costs associated with monitoring a 
consent, such as: 

1. Staff time for site visits and inspections; 

2. Staff time to review results, management and/or monitoring plans; 

3. Staff time for the preparation of notification of compliance and updating databases; 

4. Staff time for the preparation of abatement notices and infringement notices; 

5. Staff time for reporting and record keeping; 

6. Travel costs; 

7. Laboratory testing and analysis of samples; 

8. Consultant costs, where they are used to monitor/advise on consents on behalf of Council;  

9. Disbursements, including photocopying and postage costs; and 

10. Any other actual and reasonable costs as incurred.  

10. Fees and charges may be fixed under section 36 of the RMA after using the special consultative 
procedure set out in section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002 and in accordance with section 
36(4) of the RMA. 

Public versus private good  
11. In accordance with section 36AAA, in setting the schedule of fees for administration, supervision 

and monitoring of resource consents, Council has considered the relative benefits to the consent 
holder and the community at large.  

12. It is generally viewed that because the monitoring activity is solely occasioned by the granting of 
consent to an applicant and they directly benefit from it, the consent holder should bear the full 
monitoring cost.  

Council’s Charging Policy-Resource Management Act Monitoring Fees 
13. The MDC Charging Policy for activities undertaken under the Resource Management Act 1991 and 

the Local Government Act 1974 was adopted in February 2007. Council’s charging policy is based 
on cost recovery.  A consent holder is expected to pay the full monitoring costs (100% cost 
recovery).   

14. The current Resource Management Consent Monitoring Charging Policy (June 2017) does not 
include the ability to make CPI increase to fees and charges without public consultation. The 
inclusion of a CPI adjustment to fees under the Policy would remove the requirement to undergo 
special consultative processes for CPI adjustments to fees and align with the Resource Consents 
Charging Policy. 
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Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy 
15. The Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy (contained in its Long Term Plan) states that 60% of 

the Environmental Protection group’s costs should be recovered from individuals (private good) 
and 40% is funded by rates (public good).   

16. The Environmental Protection group’s responsibilities include activities which are generally not cost 
recoverable (0% cost recovery), such activities include: 

1. Responding to environmental incidents 

2. Responding to customer complaints 

3. Reporting and record keeping of incidents/complaints 

4. Permitted activity monitoring 

5. Responding to public enquiries. These might be in the form of Local Government Official 
Information Act requests, media requests, etc. Council is also required to provide information 
with regard to complaints to central government. 

Resource Management Fee Schedule 
17. A review of the fee schedule has been carried out (Appendix 1). An increase of CPI is 

recommended to achieve the group’s private good recovery in alignment with Council’s Revenue 
and Financing Policy with the schedule of fees and charges. 

Goods and Services Tax 
18. The charges described in this document include GST. 

Summary 
19. The current fees were last increased or implemented in 2017/18. 

20. The current fees have been reviewed and it is recommended that there is a 2% increase to the 
Resource Consent Monitoring charges for the 2020/2021 financial year in line with the Consumers 
Price Index (CPI) forecast of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand.   

21. The Marlborough District Council Resource Management Act 1991 - Monitoring Charging Policy 
has been reviewed and it is recommended the ability to make CPI adjustments to Monitoring Fees 
and Charges automatically on an annual basis from the 1 July each year is included. (Refer 
Appendix 2). 

Hearing Panel 
22. It is proposed that a Hearing Panel of Councillors be appointed to hear and decide on any 

submissions. The Hearing Panel to report on the hearing to Council for a final decision on whether 
to adopt the proposed Resource Management Act Monitoring Fees and Policy. 

Option One 
23. Approve recommendations. 

Advantages  
24. This increase will allow the Resource Consent Monitoring fees and charges under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 to assist in covering the cost of the Environmental Protection Team’s 
function in line with Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy. 

25. The proposed increase to fees will maintain the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer 
demands by maintaining a fully resourced group. 

26. Will avoid additional burden on Council’s ratepayer’s fees to keep pace with CPI.  



 

Environment - 5 February 2020 - Page 52 

27. Will allow the group to maintain its level of service by recovering costs via fees and rate funding.    

28. The increases better align true costs. 

Disadvantages 
29. Will increase regulatory costs to Council customers.  

Option Two – Status Quo 
30. Maintain current 2019 – 2020 fee structure. 

Advantages 
31. No increase in costs to the Council customers.  

Disadvantages 
32. No increase to fees will restrict the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer demands by 

maintaining a fully resourced group. 

33. No increase to fees will place additional burden on Council’s ratepayer’s fees to keep pace with the 
CPI.  

34. Will prevent the group from maintaining its levels of service unless it receives increased rate 
funding.    

Next steps if approved 
35. Proposed fees are to be publicly notified and the special consultative process commence as below: 

5 February 2020 Environment Committee considers the proposed fee 

27 February 2020 Full Council considers the proposed fee 

28 February 2020 Special Consultative Procedure begins 

- Proposed fees published on the Council website 

- Information published in the Marlborough Express and the 
Christchurch Press 

- Information sent to stakeholders by means of email 

30 March 2020 Special consultative procedure ends 

- Submissions analysed and summarised into a report for the 
Hearing Sub-committee.  

TBA  Hearing held if submitter(s) wishes to be heard.  

TBA Hearing Sub-committee determine. 

14 May 2020 Decision taken to Full Council for ratification.  

1 July 2020  New fees commence 
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Appendix 1 
Schedule of Fees and Charges  

MDC Consents - Administration, Monitoring & 
Supervision 

Exclusive 
GST 

Current 
Charge $ 

2% 
increase 

Rounding 

Sampling including the contracting of an independent 
consultant 

 
Actual 

 
Actual 

 
Actual 

 
Actual 

Laboratory costs Actual Actual Actual Actual 
Administration fee (monitoring) $34.78 $40.00 $40.80 $41.00 
Site inspection Actual Actual Actual Actual 
Disbursements Actual Actual Actual Actual 
Monitoring Charge-Water take Permits $226.09 $260.00 $265.20 $265.00 
Monitoring Charge-Swing Moorings $56.52 $65.00 $66.30 $66.00 
Environmental Protection Officer $130.43 $150.00 $153.00 $153.00 
Student Environmental Protection Officer  $86.96 $100.00 $102.00 $102.00 
 

Monitoring Charges for Permitted Activity Under the Resource Management (National Environmental 
Standards for Plantation Forestry) Regulations 2017 
                                                          
Environmental Protection Officer (per hour (pro rata))  $130.43 $150.00 $153.00 
Student Environmental Protection Officer (per hour (pro rata))  $86.96 $100.00 $102.00 
Laboratory costs  Variable Actual  
Consultant Variable Actual  
Site Inspection Variable Actual  
Disbursements Variable Actual  
Additional monitoring due to non-compliance  Variable Actual  
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Appendix 2 
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13. Annual Review Resource Consent Processing Fees and 
Charges Schedule 2020-2021  

(Clr Oddie) R450-002-R02 

Purpose 
1. To consider an increase to the existing fee schedule for charges associated with Resource 

Consent processing activities under Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) for the financial 
year 2020/21. 

2. To amend the Resource Consents Charging Policy (August 2017) to include the ability to make 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) adjustments. 

3. To appoint a Hearing Panel to hear and determine any submissions Council may receive on the 
proposed Resource Consents Fees and Policy. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. That the report be received; 
2. Agree to recommend that the Council; 

(a) Consult on proposed schedule of fees and charges (Appendix 1) using the special 
consultative procedure under section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

(b) Consult on the proposed change to Council’s Resource Management Act Resource 
Consents Fees Policy using the special consultative procedure under section 83 of 
the Local Government Act 2002.  

(c) Approve a sub-committee to hear and determine any submissions received on the 
proposed fees and policy through the consultation process. 

Background 
4. The Resource Consent Group is responsible for discharging the Council’s statutory obligations 

under the Act. The Act sets out a range of powers, duties and functions, and the statutory 
processes that must be followed when processing and determining applications for resource 
consent.  

5. The purpose of the Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources. As a unitary authority the Council is responsible for regional, district and coastal 
functions. The Resource Consent Group administers this responsibility under the Wairau/Awatere 
Resource Management Plan, the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan and the 
proposed Marlborough Environment Plan.  

6. There are five types of resource consents that the Council must process; Land Use, Subdivision, 
Coastal, Water and Discharges.  

7. The Resource Consent Group is also required to undertake a number of other functions. These 
other functions include:  

1. The provision of information to potential applicants, interest groups, other Council sections 
and the general public on all resource management matters. Fostering good relationships 
with applicants, submitters, government agencies, iwi and other interested parties is a critical 
element in the provision of a high quality resource consent service.  

2. The maintenance and management of a consents database that is responsive to the needs 
and requirements of central government, applicants, submitters and the general public.  
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8. Fees and charges may be fixed under section 36 of the RMA after using the special consultative 
procedure set out in section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002 and in accordance with section 
36(4) of the RMA.The schedule of charges 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 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.  

Public versus private good  
9. In accordance with section 36AAA, in setting the schedule of fees, Council has considered the 

relative benefits to the consent holder and the community at large.  

Council’s Charging Policy-Resource Consent Fees 
10. The Marlborough District Council Charging Policy for activities undertaken under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 and the Local Government Act 1974 was adopted in February 2007. It was 
last reviewed and amended by the Council in July 2017.  

11. Council’s charging policy is based on cost recovery. An applicant for resource consent is expected 
to pay the reasonable cost of processing the application.  

12. Also section 36(4) of the Act requires that charges for resource consent applications are limited to 
the reasonable costs incurred by the consenting authority in respect of the activity to which the 
charges relate.  

13. Section 1.7 of the Policy allows the Council to automatically adjust the fees to take into account 
annual inflation. The adjustment is based on the producers price index (PPI) - Outputs - 
E:Construction. In 2015, Statistics New Zealand discontinued release of PPI information and 
replaced this with Business Price Indexes.  

14. It is proposed to amend the charging policy to include the ability to make annual Consumer Price 
index (CPI) adjustments to fees and charges.  

Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy 
15. The Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy (contained in its Long Term Plan) states that 60% of 

the Resource Consent group’s costs should be recovered from individuals (private good) and 40% 
is funded by rates (public good).  The Resource Consents groups responsibilities include activities 
which are generally not cost recoverable, such activities include: 

1. The provision of information to potential applicants, interest groups, other Council sections 
and the general public on all resource management matters.  

2. Fostering good relationships with applicants, submitters, government agencies, iwi and other 
interested parties is a critical element in the provision of a high quality resource consent 
service.  

3. The maintenance and management of a consents database that is responsive to the needs 
and requirements of central government, applicants, submitters and the general public.  

4. Reporting to the Ministry of the Environment and other government departments and 
agencies when required. 

5. Responding to public enquiries. These might be in the form of Local Government Official 
Information Act requests, media requests, etc.  
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Annual Review 
16. A review of the fee schedule has been carried out (Attachment A). An increase of CPI is 

recommended to achieve the group’s private good recovery in alignment with Council’s Revenue 
and Financing Policy. 

17. It is considered that the outcome of the fee review strictly adheres to the criteria in section 36 AAA 
of the Act. Specifically, the fixed charge, fixed initial deposit charges and additional charges have 
the sole purpose of recovering the reasonable costs incurred by the Council in respect of this 
activity. Furthermore, the particular person or persons required to pay charges are those that 
benefit from Council’s actions in regard to the processing and issuance of a resource consent.  

Goods and Services Tax 
18. The charges described in this document include GST. 

Summary 
19. The current fees were last increased or implemented in 2019/20.The current fees have been 

reviewed it is recommended that there is a 2% increase to the Resource Consent Processing 
charges for the 2020/21 financial year in line with the Consumers Price Index (CPI).   

20. The  Marlborough District Council Resource Management Act 1991- Resource Consent Charging 
Policy has been reviewed and it is recommended the ability to make CPI adjustments to Fees and 
Charges automatically on an annual basis from the 1st July each year is included. (Attachment B) 

Hearing Panel 
21. It is proposed that a Hearing Panel of Councillors be appointed to hear and decide on the any 

submissions. The Hearing Panel to report on the hearing to Council for a final decision on whether 
to adopt the proposed Resource Management Act Monitoring Fees and Policy. 

Option One 
22. Approve Recommendations 

Advantages  
23. This increase will allow the Resource Consent processing fees and charges under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 to assist in covering the cost of the Resource Consents groups function in 
line with Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy. 

24. The proposed increase to fees will maintain the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer 
demands by maintaining a fully resourced group. 

25. Will avoid additional burden on Councils rate payer’s fees to keep pace with CPI.  

26. Will allow the group to maintain its level of service by recovering costs via fees and rate funding.    

27. The increases better align true costs however they are still not reflective of a full recovery as some 
funding is still required by rates to offset the costs of the work carried out. 

Disadvantages 
28. Will increase regulatory costs to Council customers.  

Option Two – Status Quo 
29. Maintain current 2019 – 2020 fee structure. 

Advantages 
30. No increase in costs to the Council customers.  
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Disadvantages 
31. No increase to fees will restrict the group’s ability to meet statutory and customer demands by 

maintaining a fully resourced group. 

32. No increase to fees will place additional burden on Councils rate payer’s fees to keep pace with the 
CPI.  

33. Will prevent the group from maintaining its levels of service unless it receives increased rate 
funding.    

Next steps if approved 
34. Proposed fees are to be publicly notified and the special consultative process commence as below: 

5 February 2020 Environment Committee considers the proposed fee 

27 February 2010 Full Council considers the proposed fee 

28 February 2020 Special Consultative Procedure begins 

- Proposed fees published on the Council website 

- Information published in the Marlborough Express and the 
Christchurch Press 

- Information sent to stakeholders by means of email 

30 March 2020 Special consultative procedure ends 

- Submissions analysed and summarised into a report for the 
Hearing Sub-committee.  

TBA  Hearing held if submitter(s) wishes to be heard.  

TBA Hearing Sub-committee determine. 

14 May 2020 Decision taken to Full Council for ratification.  

1 July 2020  New fees commence 
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Appendix 1 
Fee Table: Resource Consents 

 Note 
  Information about Council's invoicing policy is given to Clients when their 

application is acknowledged as accepted (or otherwise). Applicants should 
also refer to the Marlborough District Council Charging Policy - Resource 
Management Act, for an explanation as to the structure of costs for a 
resource consent application. 
Council will charge interest on overdue invoices at 15% per annum from the 
date of issue to the date of payment.  In the event of non-payment the 
applicant and/or the agent will be liable for all legal and other costs of 
recovery. 

  The fixed initial application fees listed in the schedule are minimum charges 
for the resource consent applications and are charges “fixed” under 
Section 36 (1) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (they are therefore not 
subject to objection rights). All consent processing charges, which exceed 
the fixed initial application fee are considered to be additional charges 
pursuant to Section 36 (3) of the Resource Management Act 1991 and these 
may be charged on a monthly basis or invoiced at the end of the consenting 
process. 
The final cost of processing each resource consent application will be based 
on actual and reasonable costs, and will include the charging of staff time at 
the rates in the schedule of fees for staff hourly processing rates and 
disbursements. Where charges are lower than the original application fee 
paid a refund will be made. Failure to pay at any stage will result in Council 
stopping the process until the charges are paid. 

Charge 
Type 

Fees are 
GST 
Inclusive 

Minor Resource Consents 
 

Charge $ 
Bore Construction - 

  
Domestic  Flat 

$330.00 
$335.00 

Irrigation  Flat 
$660.00 
$675.00 

   Notified Resource Consents 
 

Charge $ 

All Applications (including subdivisions) Base* 
$5,600.00 
$5,710.00 

Section 127, 128 Base* 
$5,600.00 
$5,710.00 

   Non-Notified Resource Consents 
 

Charge $ 

All Applications but excluding subdivisions.   Base* 
$980.00 
$1,000.00 

Subdivisions (Note: Engineering charges are additional**) Base* 
$1,400.00 
$1,480.00 

   Miscellaneous Consents, Certificate and Permissions 
 

Charge $ 
Registration service for lodgement of change/cancellation of 
consent notice Flat 

$865.00 
$880.00 

Section 124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 136, 139, 139A, 221 Base* 
$980.00 
$1,000.00 

Land Registry Compliance (Certificates, Consents) Flat 
$325.00 
$330.00 

Removal of Building Line Restriction Flat 
$325.00 
$330.00 

Section 348 LGA Right of Way Applications Base* 
$980.00 
$1,000.00 

Deemed Permitted Boundary Activity (refund if application 
rejected, minus rejection charge) Flat 

$680.00 
$690.00 

Rejected Deemed Permitted Boundary Activity application Flat $75.00 
Surcharge – Receiving hard copy applications, lodging online Flat $75.00 
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Transfers   
 

Charge $ 
Water (excluding Section 136 (2)(b)(ii) transfers), Coastal 
(Marine Farm) Flat 

$330.00 
$340.00 

Coastal (Other), Discharge, Land Use Flat 
$108.00 
$110.00 

Water under Section 136 (2)(b)(ii) Base* 
$980.00 
$1,000.00 

   Sections 223, 224 - Approval or deposit of survey plans  
 

Charge $ 
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 

 
Charge $ 

Section 176A Approval of Outline Plan  Base* 
$980.00 
$1,000.00 

Outline Plan Waiver Flat 
$108.00 
$110.00 

   Notice of Requirements or Alterations to Designations  
 

Charge $ 

Non Notified Base* 
$1,400.00 
$1,420.00 

Notified Base* 
$5,600.00 
$5,710.00 

   Statements and Miscellaneous Certificates 
 

Charge $ 

Provide required documentation  Base* 
$330.00 
$340.00 

   Site Inspection 
 

Charge $ 
Disbursements, e.g. boat hire  Actual Actual 
   Engineering Charges - Subdivision and Land Use** 

 
Charge $ 

Engineering - 
  

Evaluation for 1-3 lots Flat 
$575.00 
$585.00 

Evaluation for 4-10 lots Flat 
$1,487.00 
$1,520.00 

Evaluation for 11-20 lots Flat 
$2,507.00 
$2,550.00 

Evaluation for 20+ lots Flat 
$3,922.00 
$4,000.00 

Engineering evaluation for each additional dwelling (Land Use 
Consent) Flat 

$378.00 
$385.00 

   Other Rates and Charges 
 

Charge $ 
Hearings Committee or Commissioner [Local Government 
(Local Authorities Salaries and Allowances) Determination 2001]  Variable Variable 

Hearing Cancellation Fee Flat 
$2,200.00 
$2,240.00 

Environmental Planner/Senior Environmental Planner Per Hour 
$150.00 
$153.00 

Hearings Facilitator Per Hour 
$150.00 
$153.00 

Administration Officer  Per Hour 
$100.00 
$102.00 

Lead Senior Environmental Planner/Resource Consents 
Manager Per Hour 

$180.00 
$182.00 

Consultants (internal or external charges Variable Variable 
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Miscellaneous 
  Certificate (Overseas Investment Act 1973)   

 Up to ½ hour Base* 
$90.00 
$92.00 

 Up to 1 hour Base* 
$180.00 
$184.00 

   *  Base fee is an application fee or notification lodgement fee only. Refer to 
"Marlborough District Council Charging Policy - Resource Management Act"   

 ** Engineering Charges are additional to the base charge. Refer to 
"Marlborough District Council Charging Policy - Resource Management Act" 
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Appendix 2 
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14. Environmental Health Fees 
(Clr Faulls) E350-004-009-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to review the current fees for Environmental Health activities.  

RECOMMENDATION 
That there is no change to the Health Act and Food Act fees for the 2020/2021 financial year. 

Background 
2. Council can set fees for premises registered under the Health (Registration of Premises) 

Regulations 1966 by Council resolution.   

3. Hairdressers, Offensive trades, Camping-grounds and Funeral Directors are required to be 
registered and inspected by Council under the Health Act 1956. 

4. Council has previously determined that premises required to be registered under the Health 
Act 1956 should be self-funding.  Other activities undertaken by the Environmental Health Team 
including monitoring and investigation of nuisance complaints are funded by rates due to their 
public benefit.  This is in line with Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy which requires that 40% 
of the activity is funded through general rates and 60% is funded by licensees. 

5. Council operates a fixed fee system for registrations under the Health Act.  The fixed fee includes 
the cost of registration and annual inspection of premises. 

6. Council Health Act registration fees were last increased on 1 July 2018. 

7. Council can also set fees for premises registered under the Food Act 2014 by the special 
consultative procedure set out in section 83 of the Local Governmental Act 2002.  These fees are 
separated into registration, verification and enforcement costs.  Council is required under the 
Food Act 2014, when fixing these fees, to take into account equity, efficiently, justifiability and 
transparency of costs. 

Comments 
8. The cost of registration and inspection of registered premises under the Health Act 1956 by the 

Environmental Health team is being covered by the current fee.  The current fees under this Act 
are: 

Function Fee (Inclusive of GST) 

Camping Grounds Registration $262 

Offensive Trades Registration $108 

Hairdressers Registrations $178 

Funeral Directors Registration $200 

Transfer of Registration $48 

Additional inspection of registered premises $145 

Inspection on request $145 

Late payment charge for registration renewal $50 per month 
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9. The current fees under the Food Act 2014 are: 

Function Fee (Inclusive of GST) 

New Registration of Template Food Control Plan 
or National Programme 

$254  

$145 per hour spent on processing application 
or educating applicant after the first 2 hours. 

$50 for each extra site 

Renewal of Registration of Template Food 
Control Plan or National Programme 

$108  

$50 for each extra site 

Amendment to Registration $108 fixed fee  

Verification 

Verification including development and 
communication of scope, site visits, corrective 
action follow up correspondence and 
documentation for template food control plans. 

$145 per hour 

Reschedule of Verification $108 fixed fee plus travel if applicable 

Compliance  

Enforcement Activity by Food Act Officer 

$145 per hour 

Monitoring 

Monitoring for food safety and suitability. 

No charge 

Travel Charge 

Zone map 

• Zone One  No Travel Fee 

• Zone Two - $50 

• Zone Three - $85 

• Zone Four - $245 

• Zone Five - Actual Travel Costs incurred. 

Disbursements Actual Cost 

10. These fees are also currently covering the cost of these activities. 

Summary 
11. The current Health Act and Food Act fees were last increased or implemented in 2018. 

12. The current Health Act 1956 and Food Act 2014 fees are covering the cost of the Environmental 
Health function in line with Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy. 
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15. Environmental Health:  Nuisances & Unsanitary Living 
Conditions under the Health Act 

(Clr Faulls) E350-004-009-02 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to inform the Committee on Environmental Health’s responsibility and 

duties in regard to resolving nuisances and unsanitary living conditions and/or hoarding. 

2. 
 
Georgia Murrin will provide a short presentation. (10 minutes). 

RECOMMENDATION 
That this information be received. 

Background 
3. Under the Health Act 1956 (the Act) Council has the responsibility to inspect any conditions likely to 

be injurious to health or offensive and cause all proper steps to be taken to remedy these 
situations. 

4. Council is required to appoint Environmental Health Officers to undertake duties required under 
this Act. 

5. Environmental Health Officers are involved in assisting nuisances, hoarders and/or people living in 
unsanitary conditions to improve their situation. 

6. If the Council is of the opinion that the cleansing of a premises is necessary for preventing danger 
to health or to render the premises fit for occupation, the Compliance Manager or Consent and 
Compliance Group Manager can issue a Cleansing Order. 

7. This order details how a premises is to be cleaned and provides a timeframe for this work to be 
undertaken. 

8. If the cleaning is not undertaken within the specified time frame, the Council can cause the work to 
be undertaken and the cost of this can be placed on the owner or occupier. 

9. It is an offence to fail to comply with the cleansing order.  An offence under this Act can, on 
conviction, lead to a fine not exceeding $500 and a further fine not exceeding $50 for every day on 
which the offence continues. 

10. The issuing of a cleansing order is usually a last resort and officers prefer to work alongside the 
owner or occupier to assist them in improving their living conditions. 

11. In some cases a repair notice and closing order can be issued. This is where any dwelling house 
within that district is, by reason of its situation or insanitary condition, likely to cause injury to health 
of any persons therein, or otherwise unfit for human habitation. 

12. Under a closing order occupants are prohibited to use the premise for human habitation from a 
time specified in the order until such repairs, alterations or works have been carried out to the 
satisfaction of the local authority.  
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Comments 
13. Council Environmental Health Officers have dealt with 14 nuisances in the period of 1 July 2019 to 

date.  They relate to - 5 Vermin, 2 Odour, 1 Insect, 1 litter and 5 Others (relating to Water, odour 
and flies.  

14. There have been three properties with concerns of hoarding and unsanitary living conditions in the 
period of 1 July 2019 to date. 

15. Dealing with issues of hoarding can involve a considerable amount of time and requires a high 
degree of sensitivity from the Officer to achieve a positive outcome. One case Council commenced 
in 2016 was finalised this year just before Christmas after successfully improving the living 
conditions within the dwelling. 

16. This type of activity is considered for public good and therefore funded through the general rates.  
There is limited available resource from other government agencies to assist people in these 
situations. 

17. Referrals to Council of this type of situation come from neighbouring properties, and other agencies 
such as Maata Waka, SPCA and Mental Health. 

18. Once officers are made aware of unsanitary living conditions, we endeavour to work with other 
agencies that could assist, while maintaining the confidentiality of the people involved. 

Summary 
19. Council and its Environmental Health Officers are tasked with ensuring that all proper steps are 

taken to remove any conditions that could be injurious to health or offensive in this district.  

20. The Environmental Health Officers work alongside the people involved and agencies that can 
assist to improve people’s living conditions when necessary. 
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16. Information Package 
RECOMMENDATION 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 5 February 2020 be received and 
noted. 
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