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1. Apologies 
No apologies received. 

2. Declaration of Interests 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a conflict 
arises between their role as a member and any private or other external interest they might have. 
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3. Te Whanau Hou Grovetown Lagoon 
(Clr Hope) (Report prepared by Justine Johnson) C230-001-G01-02 

Purpose of Report  
1. To provide an update on Te Whanau Hou Grovetown Lagoon Incorporation restoration work at the 

Grovetown Lagoon.  

Executive Summary  
2. Restoration of the Lagoon began in 2002 when local iwi brought to the attention of MDC the degraded 

state of the area and the water quality.  Since that time local iwi, MDC, the Grovetown community, and 
Department of Conservation (DOC) have been working together to enhance the Lagoon.   

3. The Community Management Plan for the Lagoon is dated 2003 and although there have been other 
work plans created the original Community Management Plan has not been updated since then.  Work 
has begun with the Foundation members of Te Whanau Hou in conjunction with Council to write a new 
management plan under the Reserves Act 1977. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
4. Te Whanau Hou Grovetown Lagoon Incorporated (Society) is restoring Grovetown Lagoon and its 

tributaries.  The Society aims to reverse the degradation that has occurred, by planting trees, 
controlling predator pests, eradicating weeds, and also improving public access.  Restoration of the 
Lagoon began in 2002 when local iwi brought to the attention of MDC the degraded state of the area 
and the water quality.  Since that time local iwi, MDC, the Grovetown community, and Department of 
Conservation (DOC) have been working together to enhance the Lagoon.  The 2020 aerial photograph 
below is taken from above Wairau Bar Road looking west across to Grovetown Lagoon with 
Grovetown Township beyond at the top of the photograph.  

 
Figure 1 Aerial Photograph of Grovetown Lagoon 

Finance and Infrastructure 
5. There is support for the project from MDC of a contracted coordinator $15,000 per annum.  MDC 

Reserves and Amenities Section funds the Society $12,000 per annum for running costs.  For the 



 

Environment – 10 June 2021 – Page 3 

investment, MDC receives a high return as volunteers undertake much of the labour.  In addition to the 
Council funding the society is sponsored by Dog Point Vineyard, Isaac Conservation and Wildlife Trust 
is the principal sponsor in conjunction with its wholly owned Marlborough subsidiary Simcox 
Construction.  Department of Conservation and Council have granted the project funds for weed 
control works.  

6. The loop track around the outside of the lagoon was opened in April 2019 with the final section of the 
track being the completion of the boardwalk across Kelly’s Creek.  The boardwalk cost $90 000, an 
engineered structure which was funded by the Rata Foundation, Lions Foundation, Redwood Trust, 
Pelorus Trust and Garden Marlborough.  A toilet and car park were installed late 2020 earlier 2021 
and was funded from the Long Term Plan 2018.  The infrastructure has enabled the community to 
enjoy the lagoon with visitor numbers of 150 people per weekend day.  

Community 
7. The society has volunteers working at the Lagoon every week, both on site and at the shade house 

situated at Grovetown School.  There are Sunday working bees every six weeks.  Corporate planting 
days have been popular with wine companies, Outward Bound and RNZAF volunteering, however this 
has been impacted by Covid.  The society gets referrals from Volunteer Marlborough and the 
Department of Corrections also undertake tasks.  School groups come to the lagoon for education or 
to volunteer; 11 classes in 2020.  Blenheim Lions have funded and built a noticeboard at the corner of 
Steam Wharf Road.  The Society has over two hundred and fifty members on its newsletter emailing 
list.  Te Whanau Hou is a registered Charity and receives donations of goods and services or through 
the ‘Give a Little’ page.  

Environment 
8. The plants for the project are propagated by volunteers from seed collection in the ecological district.  

In addition to the school shade house, an additional shade house was built and then extended in 2021 
to house the plants.  975 trees were planted in 2020.  Tens of thousands of native plants have been 
planted over the duration of the project and the margins of the Lagoon are now home to a thriving 
native ecosystem.  The land area of the project has extended over time with Council purchasing land; 
the Society now manages approximately 40 hectares.  Weed control works are undertaken by a 
combination of volunteers and contractors dependant on the species and control method.  

9. The society started a predator control program in 2017.  There are 80 traps at the lagoon which are 
monitored weekly by volunteers.  There are trap lines both around the outside of the Lagoon and 
internally on Māori Island.  There are no public walkways on Māori Island but is a good bird nesting 
habitat.  Rats are the main target species; see the graph below of the trapping record since May 2017. 

 
Figure 2 Graph of Predators trapped at Grovetown Lagoon - Monthly Catch Totals 

Next steps 
10. The Community Management Plan for the Lagoon is dated 2003 and although there have been other 

work plans created; the original Community Management Plan has not been updated since then.  
Work has begun with the Foundation members of Te Whanau Hou in conjunction with Council to write 
a new management plan under the Reserves Act 1977. 
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Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Justine Johnson (10 minutes). 

Author Justine Johnson, Te Whanau Hou Grovetown Lagoon Coordinator 

Authoriser Peter Hamill, Environmental Scientist - Aquatic Ecosystems, Environmental Science and 
Monitoring 
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4. Catchment Care Funding Principles 
(Clr Hope) (Report prepared by Peter Hamill) E355-021-03-001 

Purpose of Report  
1. To ratify the funding principles for landowner support for the Catchment Care Programme. 

Executive Summary  
2. The Catchment Care Programme is an outcome of the non-regulatory provisions prescribed in the 

Proposed Marlborough Environmental Plan (PMEP) designed to develop a collaborative catchment 
enhancement plans in degraded catchments to help protect or improve water quality outcomes. 

3. The Committee will recall that Catchment Care starts with community meetings to discuss water 
quality issues, followed by a Catchment Condition Survey, a data analysis phase, private consultations 
with individual farmers and then implementation of the required mitigations pursuant to a catchment 
enhancement Plan (fencing, planting, Dung Beetles etc) 

4. Catchment Conditions Surveys have been completed in a number of designated catchments and key 
priority areas have been identified where fencing, planting and other mitigation methods will provide 
environmental enhancements.   

5. The priority areas will be eligible for funding assistance from the government grants of up to $6.00 per 
metre of fencing materials, the provision of maintenance of wetland and riparian plantings for two 
years following planting and a grant of $2000 per farm pack of Dung Beetles. 

6. The overarching funding principles as proposed require funding to be targeted to at risk and degraded 
catchments as defined in the PMEP. 

7. Priority action is determined by the outcomes from Catchment Condition Surveys. 

8. Best practice industry mitigation outcomes are to be achieved with a focus on implementation of a 
range of integrated mitigation methods within a catchment, while achieving the minimum standards 
prescribed under the National Environmental Standards. 

RECOMMENDATIONS  
1. That the report be received. 
2. That the Funding Principles are accepted and incorporated into the Catchment Care 

programme.  

Background/Context  
9. The Committee will recall that the Ministry of the Environment (Mfe) has funded $600,000 for a five 

year period as a contribution towards the $1.7 million Catchment Care Programme.  This funding is 
sourced from the Public Waterways and Ecosystem Restoration (PWER) fund.  Additional funding for 
the Te Hoiere Exemplar Project is expected soon from MfEs Freshwater Improvement Funds and 
DOCs Nga Awa fund. 

10. The Catchment Care Programme is aligned to objectives in the Proposed Marlborough Environment 
Plan (PMEP), requirements of the National Policy Statement for Freshwater and outcomes of the 
Kotahitanga Mo Te Taiao Alliance Strategy. 

11. The Catchment Care Programme is a new initiative designed as an implementation method under the 
(PMEP) to protect or improve water quality in specified degraded water bodies in the region.  

12. In practical terms, the programme will see Council working closely with landowners and catchment 
communities in a collaborative model to identify and implement key mitigations such as fencing off 
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critical source areas, stock access to rivers, wetlands, planting of riparian areas and distribution of 
dung beetles.  These actions will all to help reduce loss of contaminants in runoff and groundwater to 
waterways. 

13. The Catchment Condition Survey identifies information such bank erosion, fencing, riparian buffers, 
critical source areas, in-stream conditions, weeds and fish barriers.  This data is collected in a 
nationally leading GIS data collection software package developed in-house.  These surveys help to 
identify areas with the greatest need and potential to keep our waterways healthy for future 
generations. 

14. Analysis of this data across an entire catchment provides a way to prioritise where landowners could 
act for the best cost/benefit to meet water quality goals.  Following the data collection and analysis, a 
meeting with the landowner outlines the survey findings, and develops goals and priorities that form an 
action plan.  The surveys and the post-survey landowner consultations give catchment communities 
the ability to contribute in a common-sense way to the prioritisation and planning so all can agree on 
where to act, to get the best value for money, while seeking to achieve water quality catchment 
objectives that would not necessarily be meet on its own by the minimum standards evoked by the 
National Environmental Standards for fresh water. 

15. The action plan then identifies priority areas for landowners to focus on that will improve water quality 
or enhance and protect wetlands.  The Catchment Condition Surveys prioritises fencing of all 
waterways into four levels; High, Medium, Low; and Not Required.  Consideration is given to the 
recently enacted Section 360 RMA Stock Exclusion rules to ensure landowners will meet their 
compliance obligations. 

Next steps 
16. Through discussions with landowners and staff the following funding principles for providing 

assistance are proposed. 

17. The overarching guiding principles for funding assistance are; 

1. The funding will be targeted to the at risk and degraded catchments as defined in the PMEP 

2. Priority action is determined by the outcomes from Catchment Condition Surveys. 

3. Best practice industry mitigation outcomes are to be achieved with a focus on implementation of 
a range of integrated mitigation methods within a catchment, while achieving the minimum 
standards prescribed under the National Environmental Standards. 

18. Fencing 

18.1 The cost of installing a full seven wire (or netting) fence, including labour costs approximately 
$18.00 per metre. The material cost is approximately $6.00 per metre and labour cost the 
remainder. 

18.2 Fences identified as priority to install, as a product of the Catchment Condition Surveys will be 
eligible for funding assistance of up to $6.00 per metre of fencing materials.  

18.3 This contribution of up to $6.00 per metre for materials will cover all of the materials with the 
landowner responsible for the installation costs.  This allows the landowner the option of 
undertaking the installation of the fence themselves (therefore not incurring any additional 
external costs) or, to employ a contractor.  

18.4 If a full seven wire (or netting) fence is not required to protect the waterways but a less robust 
fence is sufficient (for example a two wire fence), the cost is reduced and the funding eligibility 
will be reduced to cover the actual cost of the fencing materials for the two wire fence.  
Landowners can choose what fencing materials they prefer (new or recycled posts, waratahs 
etc).  Where fences are in difficult locations or have excessive bends requiring more strainers, 
consideration will be given to lifting the $6.00/metre cap at Councils discretion. 
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19. As funding is limited the fences identified as High Priority will initially receive funding and when all 
landowners in the catchment have been approached and agreed on areas to be fenced and remaining 
catchment budget then be reallocated to Medium and then Low Priority fences. 

20. In cases where stock exclusion fencing removes the supply of stock water (for example where stock 
drink directly from streams), consideration will be given to contributing toward installation of reticulated 
stock water.  The scale of such contributions will remain within the discretion of the Council and will 
require approval of the Team Leader Land and Water.  Allocation of such contributions will be based 
solely on the scale of the environmental benefits that would be gained from such a contribution. 

Planting 
21. Planting riparian margins and wetlands requires an investment over several years as without ongoing 

maintenance, high weed pressure results in high plant mortality. 

22. The maintenance of approved plantings for two years will be covered as part of the funding grant with 
the purchase and planting of the plants covered by the landowners.  Council will source and make 
available suitable plants to be purchased by the landowners at cost to plant in areas identified as part 
of the Catchment Condition Survey.  

Dung Beetles 
23. Dung Beetles are part of the solution for improving water quality as they remove faecal matter from the 

ground surface reducing overland flow of contaminants.  They can also make a significant contribution 
to pasture productivity (up to 35% increases) and reductions in fertiliser costs. 

24. Dung Beetles are purchased in “Farm Packs” which includes four different species of beetles that are 
released at different times of the year.  Each farm receives a selection of four species suited to the 
local environment in 3-4 deliveries each made up of over 1000 beetles. 

25. Each farm pack costs $6,000 and landowners can get a grant of $2,000 towards the purchase of the 
farm pack.  Orders of 10 farm packs or more receive a $1000 discount from the supplier.  Catchment 
groups are encouraged to order as a group and Council provides a free service to deliver and release 
the beetles to farms.  There are limited funds available and therefore farm packs will be distributed 
around the catchment to get a spread of releases which will speed up the establishment of the beetles 
across the catchment. 

Implementation and Monitoring 
26. Council has obligations to funders to document the allocation and completion of the funded 

mitigations.  

27. The method used is a GIS based system that maps the preferred location and size of mitigations, 
creates a record of the agreement between landowners and Council, alerts Land Resource Officers of 
proposed completion dates to enable follow-up and facilitates documentation of completed works. 

28. The GIS system also enables funders to access near real-time data on project progress. 

29. Landowners will need to sign a Landowner Agreement to allow monitoring of completed work.  This to 
ensure work has met the original goals of the mitigations. 

30. Landowners are expected to invoice Council for material costs for reimbursement, and at the same 
time supply information such as photographs of work and total hours worked on the projects to meet 
reporting requirements. 

 

Author Peter Hamill, Environmental Scientist - Aquatic Ecosystems, Environmental Science and 
Monitoring 

Authoriser Alan Johnson, Environmental Science and Monitoring Manager 
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5. Soil Quality Monitoring Report 2020 
(also refer separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) (Report Prepared by Matt Oliver) E355-001-001-20 

Purpose of Report 
1. To receive report on Soil Quality Monitoring for 2020. 

Executive Summary  
2. In this investigation, soils were sampled from thirteen monitoring sites that included four vineyards, 

three pasture sites and six cropping sites.  These sites represented 11 different soil types from three 
soil orders.  

3. This year’s results are consistent with all previous years.  While many sites show good soil quality, 
most soils show the effects of human land use.  Soil compaction, excessive levels of nitrogen and 
phosphorus and loss of soil carbon remain the consistent theme of this work.  Hot water carbon 
(HWC) testing introduced last year showed that 90% of samples failed to reach the target; indicating 
Marlborough soils may have low microbial activity and face risks of structural degradation. 

4. The Soil Quality Monitoring Programme has been operating for 20 years now.  This is now a nationally 
significant dataset.  This data has documented clear downward trends in soil quality. 

5. A set of guidelines has been developed to address the soil quality issues of concern for each land use. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
6. Regional councils (and Unitary Councils) have a responsibility for promoting the sustainable 

management of the natural and physical resources of their region.  Under Section 35 of the Resource 
Management Act (1991), one of the physical resources that we have a duty to monitor and report on is 
soil.  Specifically, to report on the “life supporting capacity of soil” and to determine whether current 
practices will meet the “foreseeable needs of future generations”.  To help meet these goals, the 
Council undertakes a soil quality monitoring programme that involves collecting soil samples from a 
network of sites that represent the main land use activities and soil types within the region and 
analysing these samples for a suite of soil physical, biological and chemical properties that have been 
shown to be robust indicators of soil quality.  The aim of this report is to summarise both the current 
state of, and the long-term trends in, soil quality in the Marlborough region as determined by the 
results of soil analysis from sampling across a range of land use activities and soil types.  

Soil Quality Monitoring 
7. In this investigation, soils were sampled from thirteen monitoring sites that included four vineyards, 

three pasture sites (including two dairy sites) and six cropping sites.  These sites represented 11 
different soil types from three soil orders. 

8. This year’s results are consistent with the previous 20 years’ worth of results.  While many sites show 
good soil quality, most soils show the effects of human land use with soil quality indicators for many of 
these falling outside target ranges.  76% of sites (mostly vineyards) reported soil compaction 
measurements outside the target range.  These results put these soils at risk of poor aeration and 
impeded drainage which may potentially affect pasture production and predispose the soil to surface 
runoff, nutrient loss, erosion and flooding.  While soil compaction may not be permanent, it clearly 
should be avoided and remediated where necessary.  A range of beneficial management options to 
prevent and remediate soil compaction are outlined in the report. 
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9. A new soil quality test was introduced last year.  HWC measures the easily available sources of 
carbon in the soil and provides indications on the level of microbial activity within the soil.  In addition, 
HWC can help understand what risks are posed to soil structure, nutrient availability and water 
retention from a loss of this soil carbon fraction.  A provisional target of >1900 mg/kg has been set.  
This year, 19 of the 21 samples failed to reach this target providing worrying support for last year’s 
poor results.  Although more samples are required, Marlborough soils may have low microbial activity 
and face risks of structural degradation. 

10. The long-term analysis introduced in 2016 has been repeated this year.  The results from a new set of 
samples confirm the concerns outlined in the 2016, 2017 and 2018 reports that soil compaction, soil 
organic matter loss and loss of nutrients to water are significant problems for Marlborough.  

11. A new addition to the soil quality report this year is specific guidance for landowners on how to 
improve soil quality.  Each land use that has an identified poor trend in soil quality data now has a 
guidance note that can be used to: 

11.1 Understand when soil quality is compromised and; 

11.2 What actions should be taken to rectify poor soil quality. 

Next Steps 
12. The Soil Quality Programme has consistently shown slow degradation in Marlborough’s soil quality for 

some years now.  Utilising these identified trends, a set of guidelines have been developed to address 
poor soil quality.  

13. Staff are developing a non-regulatory education programme based on these guidelines for landowners 
to be delivered by Land Resources staff under the Catchment Care Programme.  A developed 
programme will be presented at a future Environment Committee. 

14. Following the development of the education programme, the guidelines would be suitable for 
incorporation as permitted activity standards in the MEP following appropriate consultation with land 
users.  

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Matt Oliver (15 minutes). 

Attachment 
Attachment 1 – Soil Quality in the Marlborough Region 2020 report is available on Council’s website via the 
following link https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings  

 

Author Matt Oliver, Environmental Scientist- Land Resources 

Authoriser Peter Hamill, Environmental Scientist - Aquatic Ecosystems, Environmental Science and 
Monitoring 

  

  

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:2c0j9p9731cxbytfzpma
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6. Nitrate – N in Groundwater & Connected Streams SoE 
Report 
(also refer separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) (Report Prepared by Peter Davidson) E345-007-001 

Purpose of Report  
1. To present the MDC state of the environment (SoE) report entitled Marlborough Groundwater and 

Connected Surface Water Nitrate-N State of the Environment Report. 

Executive Summary  
2. Irrigated mature vineyard under Wairau Plain conditions leaches Nitrate-N but at low levels relative to 

other land uses. 

3. Long-term median Nitrate-N concentrations in groundwater at Wairau Valley, Rai River Valley and 
Tuamarina River Valley are moderately high from an aquatic ecology perspective. 

4. A more detailed analysis of how recent Nitrate-N concentrations match the PMEP aquatic ecology 
targets will be contained in a follow-up MDC scorecard in 2021. 

5. Nitrate-N concentrations at all SoE sites are currently well below the maximum allowable value for 
human consumption in the Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand (2005/2018). 

6. The highest measured Nitrate-N levels in Marlborough water resources are found in groundwater and 
mimicked in connected springs or aquifer fed streams. 

7. Levels of Nitrate-N in groundwater are primarily driven by land use activities, particularly artificial 
fertiliser use and stocking rates. 

8. Soil type, climate and irrigation rates influence Nitrate-N leaching rates and their timing, but are not the 
prime drivers of excessive Nitrate-N levels in Marlborough groundwater. 

9. Managing excessive levels of Nitrate-N in groundwater can only be effectively achieved by managing 
land use and limiting nutrient limits. 

10. Nitrate-N enters groundwater in a diffuse manner meaning it can’t be intercepted by riparian 
management tools like fencing or planting channels. 

11. The current MEP permitted activity Nitrate-N application rate of 200 kg/ha/year is an order of 
magnitude higher than current usage and probably historical Wairau Plain loadings averaged over the 
Wairau Plain land area. 

12. For those Wairau Plain aquifer SoE sites where sufficient length of record (30 years or more) exists, 
there is generally a long-term declining trend in groundwater Nitrate-N levels and those of connected 
streams. 

13. This decline is consistent with the dominant Wairau Plain agricultural land-use changing from mixed 
farming (sheep and arable) to vineyard from the mid-1980s onwards. 

14. Recent Nitrate-N concentrations since 2014 have tended to be lower for the Wairau Plain probably 
because of the drier climatic conditions experienced leading to reduced rainfall leaching. 

15. Confined aquifers act as natural sinks for Nitrate-N due to their reducing biochemical conditions, and 
the further inside the confined part of the aquifer the more assimilation occurs. 

16. Climate change predictions are still too vague to translate into implications for Nitrate-N leaching to 
aquifers 60 years out. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
17. The topic of Nitrate-N in groundwater has a very high profile nationally.  In the Canterbury province 

where the same alluvial gravel type aquifers predominate as in Marlborough, Nitrate-N levels for some 
shallow aquifers are above 50 percent of the Maximum Allowable Value for human health (Drinking 
Water Standards for New Zealand – 2005 (2018)). These levels have implications for the aquatic 
health of groundwater fed streams with much lower Nitrate-N limits. 

18. One of the focuses of the government’s National Policy Statement for Freshwater management is on 
the effects of nutrients on the aquatic ecology on wetlands, streams and aquifers. 

19. The Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan (PMEP) contains aquatic ecology limits for Nitrate-N to 
maintain the health of surface waters, and these same annual median and maximum concentration 
thresholds also apply to shallow groundwater in the same Freshwater Management Unit (FMU). 

20. Nitrate-N is more difficult to treat than microbial contaminants, especially in the volumes required for 
municipal supply to a population the size of Blenheim.  All of the inhabitants of the Wairau Plain rely 
on groundwater for drinking and it’s in everyone’s interest to maintain acceptable levels of nutrients in 
our aquifers.  

21. Marlborough is fortunate from a water demand and nutrient perspective that the predominant land use 
for the Wairau Plain, Wairau Valley and Awatere River Valley is vineyard.  Grape plants have low 
irrigation and nutrient needs compared to dairy and arable land uses. 

22. The 2021 SoE report focused on long term trends and the link between groundwater or spring quality 
and land use both current and historical.  A follow-up MDC SoE report will analyse current Nitrate-N 
levels in shallow groundwater relative to the PMEP aquatic ecology thresholds. 

Presentation 
A short powerpoint presentation will be given by Peter Davidson to summarise the key findings of the report 
(15 minutes). 

Attachment 
Attachment 1 – Marlborough Groundwater and Connected Surface Water Nitrate-N State of the Environment 
Report is available on Council’s website via the following link https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-
council/meetings           

 

Author Peter Davidson, Groundwater Scientist 

Authoriser Alan Johnson, Environmental Science and Monitoring Manager 

 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:2c0j9p9731cxbytfzpma%20
https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:2c0j9p9731cxbytfzpma%20
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7. The Marlborough Coastal Marine Area: Environmental 
Issues and Scientific Information Needs for Environmental 
Management 
(also refer to separate report available on Council’s website) 

(Clr Hope) (Report Prepared by Oliver Wade) E325-003-005 

Purpose of Report  
1. To provide an update to the Committee on the findings of a report describing environmental issues in 

the Marlborough coastal marine area (CMA) and scientific information needs for environmental 
management. 

2. There will be a short presentation by Dr Hilke Giles (Pisces Consulting). 

Executive Summary  
3. MDC is committed to developing a more collaborative and integrated approach to managing the 

Marlborough CMA. 

4. This report provides a foundation for this approach by: 

4.1 Describing existing information on environmental issues in the Marlborough CMA. 

4.2 Identifying science information needs for managing the Marlborough CMA described in existing 
regulatory and non-regulatory documents. 

4.3 Identifying preliminary information gaps to inform a more strategic approach for collecting 
scientific information.  

5. This report was prepared in collaboration with the Department of Conservation (DOC) and Fisheries 
New Zealand (FNZ). 

6. This report identifies that there has been a significant amount of scientific information collected about 
the environmental issues in the Marlborough CMA.  The challenges identified with aligning scientific 
information collection and addressing environmental issues highlight the need for a collaborative and 
integrated approach to data collection and the management of the Marlborough CMA. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received.  

Background/Context  
7. The Marlborough CMA is exposed to a variety of stressors both anthropogenic and natural and 

substantial ecosystem change has occurred. 

8. Environmental issues of relevance identified for the CMA through this report are: 

8.1 Sedimentation and suspended sediment; 

8.2 Habitat modification and impact on species; 

8.3 Water and sediment quality degradation; 

8.4 Marine pests; 

8.5 Marine litter; 
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8.6 Climate change 

9. These issues are connected and can combine to cause cumulative effects. 

10. This report describes the: 

10.1 Environmental issues in the Marlborough CMA; 

10.2 Current knowledge of the state of the Marlborough CMA in relation to these issues; 

10.3 Scientific information needs derived from regulatory and non-regulatory documents of relevance 
to environmental research and monitoring of the Marlborough CMA; 

10.4 Science information needs identified on a national level relevant to the Marlborough CMA; 

10.5 Preliminary information gaps identified for each environmental issue.  

11. This report concludes that a large volume of environmental information has been collected in relation 
to the Marlborough CMA.  This information is being actively utilised by MDC and others involved with 
management of this area. 

12. This report also concludes that a number of key challenges exist for addressing environmental issues: 

12.1 Meeting agency scientific information needs through existing information or current projects; 

12.2 Aligning and coordinating scientific work being carried out in the Marlborough CMA; 

12.3 Expanding the collection of environmental information currently centred on the Marlborough 
Sounds to the wider CMA; 

12.4 Consistent use of indicators of environmental health throughout the Marlborough CMA; 

12.5 There is a lack of recognition of te ao Māori in most scientific investigations, monitoring or 
indicators; 

12.6 Cumulative effects are difficult to account for through current information collection. 

13. This report is not designed to lead to recommendations for addressing environmental issues on its 
own.  Instead, it is intended to be one of many sources of information that will inform discussion 
around more integrated management of the Marlborough CMA.  Addressing scientific information gaps 
and developing solutions for the identified environmental issues will require research, integration and 
collaboration, including recognition of te ao Māori.  

Next Steps 
14. The report will be made available via the Council website. 

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Dr Hilke Giles (Pisces Consulting) (15 minutes). 

Attachment 
Attachment 1 – The Marlborough Coastal Marine Area: Environmental issues and scientific information 
needs for environmental management Giles (2021) report is available on Council’s website via the following 
link https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings 

Author Oliver Wade, Environmental Scientist – Coastal 

Authoriser Alan Johnson, Environmental Science and Monitoring Manager 

 

https://www.marlborough.govt.nz/your-council/meetings?item=id:2c0j9p9731cxbytfzpma%20
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Summary of decision-making considerations 

Fit with purpose of local government 

The proposal enables democratic local decision-making and action by, an on behalf of communities and 
relates to providing a public service and it is considered good-quality and cost effective. 

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 □ □ 
 

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 
There are no known financial implications. 

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

Engagement 
 No engagement is proposed. 

Risks: Legal / Health & Safety etc 
There are no known significant risks or legal implications as. 

Climate Change Implications 
Climate change has wide ranging implications for the marine environment as stressors such as ocean 
acidification, sea level rise and sea temperature increase become ever more prevalent.  This report 
describes the current state of knowledge and preliminary information needs in relation to climate change.     
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8. New Burning Guides Heading Into Winter 
(Clr Hope) (Report prepared by Sarah Brand, Shelley Lines and Grace Tocker)   E360-006-02 

Purpose of Report  
1. To present the updated burning guides under the proposed Marlborough Environment Plan and details 

of air quality complaints received.  

2. To provide information on regulatory changes and options for non-regulatory programmes to address 
air quality issues and complaints. 

RECOMMENDATION  
That the report be received. 

Background/Context  
3. During the winter months, Blenheim Airshed often exceeds the National Environmental Standard for 

Air Quality (NESAQ) for PM10 when emissions from domestic home heating coincide with 
meteorological inversion conditions preventing dispersion of the particulate matter (PM).  

4. The last air emission inventory for Blenheim (2017) showed that 90% of the anthropogenic particulate 
matter emissions originate from home heating (mainly wood smoke), with industry, transport and 
outdoor burning contribute the remaining 8%.  

5. Particulate matter is known to have serious health effects, causing respiratory as well as 
cardiovascular problems and premature death with prolonged exposure to above acceptable levels. 
Therefore, any measures which reduce the production of particulate matter are to be encouraged. 

6. Monitoring of the Blenheim Airshed shows that there has not been an improvement (decrease) in PM10 
concentrations in Blenheim since 2006. No trend has been evident. 

7. The Ministry for the Environment is working towards amendments to the NESAQ which would look to 
move the focus from the current PM10 daily average standard to a PM2.5 daily average standard of 
25μg/m3 and an annual average PM2.5 standard of 10μg/m3.  

8. Monitoring of PM2.5 over the last four years has shown that the Blenheim Airshed will not meet these 
proposed new standards and will actually significantly breach these standards.  

Year Number of times PM2.5 exceeded the 
proposed daily average standard of 

25μg/m3 

Number of times the Blenheim 
Airshed would breach the proposed 

guidelines 

2017 72 69 

2018 61 58 

2019 33 30 

2020 45 42 

  

9. Management measures to reduce PM10 concentrations to meet the NESAQ have been included in the 
proposed Marlborough Environmental Plan (pMEP). Predictions based on a 2012 assessment 
suggested that concentrations would reduce from 2012-2018 in the absence of regulation, however 
this has not occurred. 
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10. With the lack of a decreasing trend of PM concentrations to meet the NESAQ, the measures in the 
pMEP are an important part of the package of measures that are needed to reduce PM and achieve 
the NESAQ standards. Other measures include non-regulatory behaviour change programmes and 
education targeting household operation of wood burners. 

11. To increase public awareness of the pMEP regulatory measures and provide non-regulatory 
education, the Council’s “Burning Guides” have been updated and refreshed. 

12. The major regulatory changes from the WARMP & MSRMP to pMEP focus on whether burning is 
occurring within or outside the Blenheim Airshed.   

 
Figure 1: Map of the Blenheim Airshed 

13. Outdoor burning within the Blenheim Airshed is now a prohibited activity unless the fire is used 
exclusively for the cooking or smoking of food for non-commercial purposes (all year), or is a brazier 
but is not used during the months of May, June, July or August, and does not involve the burning of 
any prohibited fuels/materials. This applies to all zones within the Airshed. 

14. There are new permitted activity standards in relation to the use of indoor burners for domestic 
heating. These rules are complex but a summary of the standards relating to indoor burners is outlined 
below:   

14.1 Discharge from an enclosed pellet burner of any age, and installed at any time is permitted. 

14.2 Discharge from an enclosed wood burner installed after 1 September 2005 is permitted. 

14.3 Discharge from any indoor open fire is prohibited (unless the fire is used exclusively for the 
cooking or smoking of food for wholesale or retail sale).  

14.4 Discharge from any small scale solid fuel burner not described above is permitted until the 
burner reaches 15 years of age. 
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14.5 Discharge from any small scale solid fuel burner installed after 9 June 2016 is permitted. 

15. A small scale solid fuel burning appliance means an appliance designed to burn solid fuel or a mixture 
of those fuels for the purpose of domestic space heating with a net heat output of up to 40 kilowatts. 
This includes:  

• Solid-fuel burning open fire (use within the Blenheim Airshed is prohibited), 

• a pot belly stove,  

• a domestic range / stove,  

• a wood burner,  

• a pellet burner,  

• a multi-fuel burner 

16. The majority of complaints that the Council receive relate to two major areas; outdoor and domestic 
burning, and as such, these areas are the current focus.  

Compliance – Burning complaints (calendar year) 
17. Over the previous three years, Council have received more outdoor burning complaints than domestic 

or commercial burning complaints 

 
Figure 2: The number of burning related complaints received in 2019, 2020, and 2021 broken down into 

outdoor burning, domestic burning, and commercial burning. 

The outdoor burning complaints have stemmed from properties both within the Blenheim Airshed and 
outside the Blenheim Airshed. More outdoor burning complaints have occurred on properties outside 
the Blenheim Airshed. Complaints regarding outdoor burning are received throughout the year, 
although most of these come in between the months of May – October.  
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Figure 3: Outdoor burning complaints from 2019-2021 separated by whether the burning took place either 

within or outside of the Blenheim Airshed. 

The reasons for these outdoor burning complaints include burning within the Airshed, burning of 
unauthorised materials, burning during a fire ban, and a smoke nuisance generated from the burning 
activity. Burning generating a smoke nuisance and burning of unauthorised materials are the most 
common causes of complaint.   

 
Figure 4: Different reasons for outdoor burning complaints in the Marlborough Region from 2019-2021. 

18. The most common responses from the public when approached by the Compliance Team regarding 
outdoor burning in the airshed:- 
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• Being unaware of the rules 
• Didn’t know what the Airshed was 
• Was used for cooking food 
• Didn’t care about the rules 

19. Domestic burning complaints have also been categorised by whether they occur within or outside of 
the Blenheim Airshed. More domestic burning complaints appear to have occurred within the 
Blenheim Airshed where the close proximity between neighbours may be increasing the likelihood of 
domestic burning causing a nuisance to other properties. Domestic burning complaints occur most 
often during the months of June – August.  

 
Figure 5: Domestic burning complaints received by Council categorised by whether the burning occurred 

within or outside of the Blenheim Airshed. 

20. The reasons behind complaints regarding domestic burning between 2019 and 2021 include the 
burning of unauthorised materials, burning of coal, and the generation of a smoke nuisance from 
domestic burning. Smoke nuisance complaints doubled from 2019 to 2020. This could potentially be 
due to more people working from home due the covid-19 pandemic in 2020 where they are likely to be 
affected by domestic burning in the neighbourhood.  
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Figure 6: Domestic burning complaints received by Council between 2019 and 2021 categorised by the 

reason for the complaint, which includes the burning of unauthorised materials, burning coal, and a 
smoke nuisance caused by domestic burning. 

New Burning Guides 
21. Outdoor Burning Pamphlet 

The key information surrounding outdoor burning has been condensed into a single page flyer to give 
to members of the public at educational events/workshops or during Compliance site visits as a result 
of a complaint being received. This flyer covers topics such as the Blenheim Airshed, what materials 
to/not to burn, and how the rules apply to each zone.  

22. Good Practice for Outdoor Burning Booklet 

A thorough guide for outdoor burning, including factors to consider before, during and after lighting an 
outdoor fire. It also highlights the value in using the “Check It’s Alright” webpage on the FENZ website.  

23. Solid Fuel Burner Regulations 

The pMEP regulations and rules surrounding different solid fuel burning appliances have been 
summarised into a single page leaflet. This leaflet defines each type of burner, the regulations that 
apply to each type of burner, and how the rules differ between zones.  

24. Domestic Woodburning Guide 

A one-page flyer has been compiled with information on how to get the best out of your domestic 
woodburner. It provides advice on the type of wood to buy, when to source wood for the winter, the 
lifespan for appliances and flues, what not to burn, and the standards that apply to certain appliances.  

Non-Regulatory Programmes 
25. In light of the increase in complaints associated with air quality, and with the Marlborough Environment 

Plan becoming fully operative, it is suggested that this would be a good time to engage in some non-
regulatory work programmes for air quality. 
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26. It is proposed that these programmes would take the form of informative and practical campaigns 
aimed at increasing the understanding of air quality rules, health effects and most importantly what 
actions individuals can take to continually improve our air quality. 

27. The new burning guides will be distributed to all cooperating agencies and handed out at all site visits 
in response to domestic or outdoor burning complaints.  

28. Council’s Building department have confirmed that the one page flyer Domestic Woodburning – Burn 
Right and Outdoor Burning Guide will be sent out with issued Building Consents for Log Fires.  

29. We have engaged with Heating Marlborough about providing our burning guides with all new fires 
purchased/installed and potentially running some workshops on effective and efficient domestic 
burning after their busy winter season.  

30. Along with the burning guides, a letter will be sent to agencies such as Kaingaora - Housing NZ, law 
firms, real estate agencies, and property management companies to inform them of our focus to 
improve air quality in Marlborough. Included in this letter will be information on disposing of green 
waste/grass at an authorised greenwaste facility as an alternative to outdoor burning.  

31. All new information collated into the refreshed Burning Guides will be available on the MDC website 
with helpful links to additional sources of information. We also have the ability to include some/or all 
Burning Guides into the Information for Residents packs that are distributed to all new property 
owners.   

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Sarah Brand, Shelley Lines and Grace Tocker (15 minutes). 

 

Author Sarah Brand, Environmental Scientist; Shelley Lines, Senior Environmental Protection 
Officer, and Grace Tocker, Environmental Protection Officer 

Authoriser Jamie Clark, Compliance Manager 
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9. Marlborough District Council Dog Control Policy and Dog 
Control Bylaw Review 

(Clr Arbuckle) (Report prepared by Jane Robertson) E305-003-001-01 

Purpose of Report  
1. The purpose of this report is for Council to adopt the draft Marlborough District Council Dog Control 

Policy and Bylaw 2021 with effect from 1 August 2021 

Executive Summary  
2. This report details the background and context to the Dog Control Policy and Dog Control Bylaw 

Review. It also sets out the submissions received and the recommendations which have been made. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. That Council approve the Recommendation Report of the Hearings Panel  to the Marlborough 

District Council and Submitters in respect of the proposed Dog Control Policy and Dog Control     
Bylaw 2020 (including Appendix One). 

2. That the draft Marlborough District Council Dog Control Dog Policy May 2021 is adopted                
effective 1 August 2021. 

3. That the draft Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaw May 2021 is adopted                           
effective 1 August 2021. 

For the purpose of this report the following terminology is used; 

• Current Policy means the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Policy August 2012 

• Current Bylaw means Chapter 4 of the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaw 2010 

• Proposed Policy means the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaw September 2020 
which was the version that was publically notified on 18 September 2020 

• Proposed Bylaw means the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaw September 2020 
which was the version that was publically notified on 18 September 2020 

• Recommendation Report means the Recommendation Report of the Hearings Panel  to the 
Marlborough District Council and Submitters in respect of the proposed Dog Control Policy and Dog 
Control Bylaw 2020 

• Draft Policy means the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Policy May 2021 proposed to 
come into effect on 1 August 2021 

• Draft Bylaw means the Marlborough District Council Dog Control Bylaw May 2021 proposed to 
come into effect on 1 August 2021 

Background/Context  
3. The Dog Control Act 1996 requires territorial authorities to make dog control bylaws. The previous 

Dog Control Policy and Bylaw Review conducted by the Marlborough District Council was completed 
in August 2012. Under section 159 of the Local Government Act 2002 local authorities must review 
bylaws every 10 years. 

4. The process to review the Dog Control Policy and to amend the Dog Control Bylaws is set out in 
section 10 of the Dog Control Act 1996 and in the Local Government Act 2002. 

5. Following the Environment Committee meeting on 27 August 2020, Council approved the 
commencement of the review of the current Policy and current Bylaw. 
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6. A Hearing Panel consisting of Chair, Councillor Arbuckle, and Councillors Taylor, Sowman and Faulls 
were appointed to hear submissions on the Dog Control Policy and Bylaw Review and make 
recommendations to Council on the proposed Policy and Bylaw following deliberations on the 
submissions received. 

7. The public notification on the proposed Policy and proposed Bylaw commenced on 18 September 
2020 and the submission period closed on 9 November 2020. Letters were sent to all registered dog 
owners in the Marlborough District to give notice of the proposed Policy and proposed Bylaw review. 

Submissions and Hearings  
8. Council received 679 submissions on the proposed Policy and proposed Bylaw including a petition 

with 699 signatures opposing dogs being on-leash on the Taylor River.  

9. Of the submissions received, 72 submitters indicated that they wished to speak to their submissions. 

10. Hearings were held at Council on 30 November and 1 December 2020. There were 36 submitters that 
had indicated that they wished to speak to their submissions but either withdrew prior to the Hearing 
date or did not appear at their allocated time. 

11. The proposal to require dogs to be on-leash on the section of the Taylor River from the Quays near 
Raupo café to the Burleigh Bridge received strong opposition and the most submissions. 

12. With regard to the proposal to allow dogs to be on-leash and under control in the Blenheim Central 
Business District (CBD) a robust response was received with submissions both for and against the 
proposal. 

13. There was a strong response in opposition to the proposal to prohibit dogs from Pollard Park. 

14. Restricting dog access to Ward Beach and the Wairau Valley Golf Course and Recreation Reserve 
area also received a number of submissions.  

15. There were also submissions received in Picton with regard to the proposal to change to on-leash 
areas at the Victoria Domain Reserves, Esson’s Valley and Tirohanga Tracks. 

Recommendations and rationale 
16. The Hearings Panel undertook a number of site visits and deliberated over a number of days. 

17. The recommendations have attempted to achieve a balance between the control of dogs and 
recognition of the community benefits of responsible dog ownership. The Hearings Panel has 
endeavoured to provide opportunities for the exercise and recreational needs of dogs and their owners 
whilst recognising the need to minimise danger, distress and nuisance to the community generally. 

18. The recommendations are expanded further in the attached Recommendation Report. Appendix One 
alphabetically goes through all of the recommendations on topics and locations in the proposed Dog 
Control Policy and Bylaw. 

19. The Hearings Panel made some amendments to the proposed Policy and proposed Bylaw to take into 
consideration the recommendations that have been made. The draft Policy and draft Bylaw are also 
attached to the Recommendation Report. 

20. Where a topic or location received no submissions the Hearings Panel considered there has been no 
further information for it to take into account regarding that matter and has recommended that the 
Policy and Bylaw for the topic or location as proposed should be adopted. 

21. It has been recommended that the draft Policy and draft Bylaw should come into effect from 1 August 
2021. This date has been chosen as it avoids the particularly busy registration period for Animal 
Control as dog registration fees need to be paid by 31 July 2021 before the late fees are applied. It 
would provide time to enable correct signage to be in place and the Dog Exercise Area Smart Map to 
be updated.  



 

Environment – 10 June 2021 – Page 24 

Summary of recommendations  
22. A full list of the recommendations and consideration of all topics and locations is detailed in the 

attached Recommendation Report and Appendix One. 

23. Along the Taylor River Reserve dogs are allowed off-leash from Taylor Dam to the Henry Street bridge 
on the Blenheim town side and to the Alfred Street bridge on the true left bank (west side) and both 
sides of Riverside park north of the Sinclair Street rail bridge. 

24. Dogs are allowed on-leash in the Blenheim Central Business District. 

25. In Pollard Park, Churchill Glade and Waterlea Gardens dogs are allowed on-leash but they are 
prohibited from the Blenheim golf course and the Baden Powell corner grassed area, BBQ picnic 
areas and the children’s playground. 

26. At Victoria Domain Reserves dogs need to be on-leash on the formed walking and shared walking and 
biking tracks but are prohibited from the mountain bike tracks and are allowed off-leash on the lower 
Picton to Waikawa Track. 

27. Dogs are allowed on-leash at the Wairau Valley Golf Course and Recreation Reserve. 

28. At Ward Beach dogs are allowed on-leash in the car park and on the beach, north of the boat 
launching area to Chancet Rocks and south of the boat launching area to Needles Point. Dogs are 
allowed off-leash at the Ward Beach boat launching area. However, dogs are prohibited at Ward 
Beach north beyond Chancet Rocks to Marfells Beach and south beyond Needles Point to the 
Marlborough District Council boundary due to ecological reasons. 

Next steps 
29. Under the Local Government Act 2002, Council cannot delegate the power to make a bylaw to a 

committee. Consequently, the final decision on the making of the Dog Control Bylaw must be made at 
the next full Council meeting. 

30. Media releases will be prepared with key messages about the decisions from the Dog Control Policy 
and Dog Control Bylaw review 

31. A signage review will be required to ensure that the correct signage is in place when the new bylaw 
comes into effect. 

32. The Council Dog Exercise Smart Map will need to be updated to have the correct dog prohibited, dog 
on-leash and dog off-leash areas for when the new bylaw comes into effect.  

33. Other matters which were raised through the submission process that were outside the scope of the 
Dog Control Policy and Bylaw review will be collated and referred to Council’s Parks and Open 
Spaces Section. 

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Jane Robertson, Council’s Animal Control Contract Manager 
(15 minutes). 

Attachment 
Attachment 1 – Recommendation Report of the Hearings Panel to the Marlborough District Council and 
Submitters in respect of the proposed Dog Control Policy and Dog Control Bylaw 2020     Page [26] 

 

Author Jane Robertson, Animal Control Contract Manager 

Authoriser Jamie Clark, Compliance Manager 
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 Summary of decision-making considerations 

Fit with purpose of local government 

The review of the Dog Control Policy and Dog Control Bylaw is required by the Dog control Act 1996 and the 
Local Government Act 2002. 

Fit with Council policies and strategies 

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
LTP / Annual Plan X □ □ 
Financial Strategy X □ □ 
Infrastructure Strategy □ □ X 

Social well-being □ □ □ 
Economic development □ □ □ 
Environment & RMA Plans X □ □ 
Arts & Culture □ □ X 

3 Waters □ □ X 

Land transport  □ □ X 

Parks and reserves X □ □ 
Nature of the decision to be made 
The relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral land, water, sites, wahi tapu, 
valued flora and fauna, and other taonga have been identified and considered in determining access for 
dogs in public places. 

Financial considerations 
The review has been budgeted for in the Dog Control budget. 

Significance  
The recommendation is considered significant under Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. These 
recommendations that have been made affect the whole of the Marlborough District and all residents in 
Marlborough are potentially interested these decisions.     

Engagement 
The Special Consultative Procedure was followed as per section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 
Public consultation is required for a minimum of 4 weeks but the submission period was open for just over    
6 weeks to give the public plenty of opportunity to have their say.   

A communications plan was developed and the Council website has been regularly updated with the next 
steps.  

Risks: Legal / Health & Safety etc 
The legal risks for the Council in adopting a new dog control policy and control bylaw have been managed 
through engaging a legal review to ensure compliance with the Dog Control Act 1996 and that the special 
consultative procedure was followed in accordance with section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 

Climate Change Implications 
There are no known climate change implications to this decision. 

 



 

Environment - 10 June 2021 – Page 26 

Attachment 1 
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Appendix One:  

Recommendations on topics/locations in the proposed Dog Control Policy and Bylaw 

Topic/Location 
Proposed  Policy & 
Bylaw  that went out for 
public consultation 

Draft Bylaw            
Proposed to come into effect 
1 August 2021 

Submission summary Recommendations and 
consideration rationale  

A & P Park 

Dogs are prohibited from 
the whole of the A & P park 
including the car parks 
except that dogs are 
allowed at: 

• The annual A & P 
Show; 

• Any authorised dog 
obedience courses; 

• Any other activities 
as authorised in 
writing by Council. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
whole of the A & P park 
including the car parks except 
that dogs are allowed at: 

• The annual A & P Show; 

• Any authorised dog 
obedience courses; 

• Any other activities as 
authorised in writing by 
Council. 

 

One submission was received #: 470 
which indicated that as a Farmers' 
Market stallholder that they would like to 
see dogs (leashed) allowed into the 
market area. Failing that, they 
suggested that the blanket ban on dogs 
at A & P Park should be relaxed to allow 
dogs to be tethered near the perimeter 
walls, where there is shade and water is 
provided. The submitter felt that this 
would save animals being left in hot cars 
and would enable more dog owners to 
attend the market for a longer period. 

 

Recommendation  Status quo.  

Consideration The Hearings Panel are aware that some 
people do currently hitch dogs at the entrance to A & P 
Park when attending the Farmers Market.  

The proposed bylaw ability to authorise in writing may 
help to future proof any other activities. The food health, 
safety and hygiene regulations may restrict dogs in the 
Farmers Market area.  

Clarification has subsequently been sought from one of 
the Environmental Health Inspectors and the only 
restrictions around food are in food preparation areas 
under the Food Act 2014. 

Athletic Park 

Dogs are prohibited on the 
grounds that surround the 
enclosed oval except that 
dogs are allowed on-leash 
only on the formed 
pathway solely to access 
the riverbank from Brewer 
and Stratford Streets.  A 
direct route must be taken 
and the dog and owner 

Dogs are prohibited from 
Athletic Park including the 
grounds that surround the 
enclosed oval except that dogs 
are allowed on-leash on the 
formed pathway when taking a 
direct route solely to access the 
Taylor riverbank from Brewer 
and Stratford Streets.   

Note: dogs are allowed on-leash 
in the arboretum area south 
west of the oval. 

There were 5 submissions received 
about Athletic Park. 

All of the submitters requested to keep 
the ability to walk dogs on-leash through 
Athletic Park to access the Taylor River 
and several wanted to allow dogs’ on-
leash in the arboretum to the south-west 
of the athletics track. 

Recommendation Dog prohibited area including the 
grounds that surround the enclosed oval except that 
dogs are allowed off-leash on a direct route on the 
formed pathway to access the Taylor riverbank from 
Brewer and Stratford Street. Note: Dogs are allowed 
on-leash in the arboretum area south west of the oval.  

Consideration Site visit undertaken 2 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel felt that Athletic Park was a unique 
case because it links to Taylor River and it has a shady 
arboretum area adjacent to the Taylor River.  
The Hearings Panel suggested removing the wording 
“must not stop” in the proposed bylaw. It was felt that 
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Topic/Location 
Proposed  Policy & 
Bylaw  that went out for 
public consultation 

Draft Bylaw            
Proposed to come into effect 
1 August 2021 

Submission summary Recommendations and 
consideration rationale  

cannot stop within the park. the arboretum south west of the oval track was a nice 
shaded area that could be developed further by the 
Parks and Open Spaces Team. 
At the Hearings Panel’s request one of the submitters 
provided suggested wording and a map defining the 
arboretum area. 

Auckland Street 
Reserve 

Dogs are allowed except 
dogs are prohibited on the 
Picton Skate Park. 

Dogs are allowed off-leash in 
Auckland  Street Reserve - 
except dogs are prohibited on 
the Picton Skate Park. 

No submissions received. Recommendation Status quo for dogs to be off-leash in 
the Auckland Street Reserve (except dogs are 
prohibited from the Picton Skate Park). 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel recognised that this was a popular 
area for dogs to be off-leash that was well defined open 
space and sufficient sight lines. At the time of the site 
visit it was noted that there was plenty of evidence of 
dog fouling which had not been picked up which was 
disappointing given that there is a rubbish bin and bag 
dispenser. 

Ballinger Park 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash in 
Ballinger Park. 

One submission opposed dogs being 
prohibited from Ballinger Park 

Recommendation To allow dogs to be on-leash  

Consideration Site visit undertaken 2 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel felt that there was sufficient  open 
green space to allow dogs on-leash at Ballinger Park 

Beach Road Reserve 
Dogs are allowed off-leash. 

Dogs are allowed off-leash in 
Beach Road Reserve. 

No submissions received. 

 
Recommendation status quo dog off-leash area. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel noted that this was a large open 
space suitable to have dogs off-leash. There is a rugby 
goal post which has been put in at the community’s 
request but this is not a formal sports ground. 

The Hearings Panel recognised that the policy makes 
provision for the exercise and recreational needs of 
dogs and their owners and was satisfied that there was 
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sufficient space and sight lines.  

Beacons Road 
Reserve 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Beacons Road Reserve. 

There was one submission received 
opposing dogs being prohibited from the 
Beacon Road Reserve 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from the Beacons 
Road Reserve. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that the 
Beacons Road Reserve is a newly acquired reserve 
due to its ecological values. 

The nearby Wairau Lagoons Walkway which is 
Department of Conservation land prohibits dogs and it 
was therefore considered desirable to also keep the 
Beacons Road Reserve as dog prohibited. 

Blenheim Central 
Business District 
including the Quays 

Dogs allowed on-leash. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash in 
the Blenheim CDB. 

The proposal to allow dogs to be on-
leash and under control in the Blenheim 
Central Business District (CBD) received 
a robust response; a number of 
submissions were received both for and 
against allowing dogs on-leash in the 
Blenheim CBD. 

Almost 80 submissions were received 
which were supportive of allowing dogs 
in the Blenheim CBD including from the 
Blenheim Business Association. 
Submitters detailed that the CBD should 
be on-leash so that dogs and their 
owners could gain access to the Taylor 
River and frequent cafes. Submitters 
commented that it would be good for the 
retail sector and help to encourage dog 
owners to linger longer in town. There 
were a number of comments that 
Blenheim was not dog friendly and well 
behind other New Zealand towns and 
cities where many dogs and their 
owners can enjoy time together out in 

Recommendation To allow dogs into the Blenheim 
CBD. 

Consideration The proposal to allow dogs into the 
Blenheim CBD was a contentious issue.  

Several reasons persuaded the Hearings Panel to allow 
dogs into the Blenheim CBD. Central living with more 
people residing in the central business district has 
recently been permitted in the Proposed Marlborough 
Environment Plan and the Hearing Panel felt that policy 
setting should support and encourage this. The 
Blenheim Business Association (BBA) submitted in 
favour of this throughout the process and according to 
their survey the majority of business owners supported 
this change. It was the opinion of the Hearings Panel 
with regard to the issue of dog fouling that responsible 
owners should clean up after their dogs.  

The Hearings Panel has been provided with information 
from Marlborough Roads on rubbish bin emptying and 
cleaning frequency. This information helped to form the 
Hearing Panel’s recommendation because the daily and 
weekly cleaning regimes are in place.  

By making this recommendation, the Hearings Panel 
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public places.  

Submitters opposing allowing dogs in the 
Blenheim CBD expressed concerns 
regarding dogs being a hazard for the 
elderly and children. Disability assist 
dogs and their vulnerability to attack 
were mentioned. Submitters believe that 
the centre of town is no place for dogs, 
not everyone likes or feels comfortable 
around dogs and dogs can be 
intimidating even if on-leash.  The issue 
of fouling, who will clean up and odour 
were raised by a number of submitters.  
It was noted that businesses have 
enough problems to contend with 
without having to remove dog faeces 
and urine from the pavement. It was 
also raised that dogs can carry diseases 
which are transmissible to people. 

 

noted that there is likely to be an increased need for 
bags, bins and the frequency of empting and cleaning. 
Careful consideration will be required as to the location 
of any rubbish bins.  

It was noted that the BBA have indicated that they want 
to be involved in solutions. The Hearing Panel heard 
about the Marlborough Mile in the Blenheim BBA 
submission regarding pop up play areas. 

The Hearings Panel heard through the process that a 
number of submitters support allowing dogs into the 
Blenheim CDB but they would not personally bring their 
dogs into town. The example of the Picton CBD is that 
the town accommodates dogs on-leash and 
predominately people take their dogs into town to 
access cafes. 

It was acknowledged that some people noted 
vulnerability but the Hearings Panel felt this could be 
managed by compliance with dog owner dog owner 
obligations which are specified in s 5 of the Dog Control 
Act 1996 that dogs must be under control at all times. 

A number of submitters noted the one month trial in 
October 2019 when dogs were allowed in the Blenheim 
CBD. There were no complaints reported to Animal 
Control during this time. Weight was given to this even 
though it was a short trial period. 

The Hearings Panel did consider various options such 
as Market Street specifically being prohibited. However, 
this was viewed by the Hearings Panel as being 
complicated for compliance management. 

It was noted that the bylaw only applied to footpaths 
and public areas. It is up to individual business owners 
to decide if they welcome dogs into their premises. 
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During the hearings on 1 December 2020, the Hearings 
Panel requested that the BBA provide supplementary 
information from the survey that they conducted of 
business owners specifically so the data could be used 
at the deliberations meeting. No additional information 
was received from the BBA despite follow up requests. 

The Hearings Panel considered that there could be 
temporary exclusion of dog access for specific events 
by way of public notice. This would be when there is 
intense public use of the CBD and there is the need to 
enable large numbers of the public to use the streets 
and public amenities such as during the Christmas 
Parade, a concert or a Market Day. 

The Hearings Panel felt that there was good continuity 
by allowing dogs’ on-leash in the Blenheim CBD down 
to the Quays, Riverside Park and Taylor River. 

The Hearings Panel confirmed that the space under the 
stairway in the Forum has easements for pedestrian 
rest and recreation. 

Brayshaw Museum 
Park 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Brayshaw Museum Park. 

One submission was received wanting 
dogs to be allowed on-leash at the 
Brayshaw Museum Park. 

Recommendation To prohibited dogs from the 
Brayshaw Museum Park. 

Consideration Brayshaw Museum Park is on 
Department of Conservation land but this is 
administered by the Council. 

The Hearings Panel considered that this is a risky site 
to have dogs because of the machinery, trains and 
small children. Family events are also held in the 
Brayshaw Museum Park. 

Children’s 
Playground 
Exclusion Zone 

At any children’s playground 
dogs must be 3 metres away 
from the outside edge safety 
surfacing (external to the 

Ten submitters supported the proposed 
increasing of the exclusion of dogs 
within 10 metres of any children’s 
playground - whether or not the balance 

Recommendation Dogs must be 3 metres away from 
the outside edge of playgrounds or play equipment 
safety surfacing (external to the playground) or where 
this is not possible dogs must be on-leash on the 
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Dogs are prohibited within 
10 metres of any children’s 
playground - whether or 
not the balance of the area 
is designated as a Dog 
Off-Leash area or a Dog 
On-Leash Area. 

playground) irrespective of the 
area being a dog on-leash or 
dog off-leash area.               

Note: where this is not physically 
possible dogs must be on-leash 
on the formed pathway or 
footpath (except in dog 
prohibited areas).   

of the area is designated as a dog 
off-leash area or a dog on-leash Area. 

Sixteen submitters considered that the 
proposed exclusion of dogs within 10 
metres of a playground is not practical 
or workable and should be removed or 
reduced.   It was pointed out that there 
would be difficulties in getting to the 
Picton dog exercise area and the 
Auckland Street Skate Park has to be 
passed.   

Submitters noted that they walk their 
dogs at the same time as taking children 
to play in the playgrounds at parks such 
as Pollard Park.  

The limit in the current bylaw is 3 metres 
and some submitters considered this 
limit should be retained others suggest 
reducing the 10 metres to 5 metres. 

formed pathway or footpath (except in dog prohibited 
areas). 

Consideration Site visits were made to a number of 
playgrounds on 2 and 9 December 2020 including 
Ballinger Park, Omaka Landings, Burleigh Park, 
Waikawa foreshore and Pollard Park. 

There was discussion on the playground exclusion 
zones and a number of other territorial authorities have 
a 10 metre dog exclusion zone from children’s 
playgrounds. The set back in the 2002 Dog Control 
Bylaw had an exclusion zone of 15 metres before it was 
changed to 3 metres in the current bylaw.   

The Hearings Panel was provided with no strong data 
to support an increase in the children’s playground 
exclusion zones for dogs and there was no evidence a 
10 metre exclusion zone was more effective than a 3 
metre zone. Responsible owners should have their 
dogs under control at all times. A 3 metre exclusion 
zone enables dogs and families with children to walk 
together and visit their local playgrounds.  

The Hearings Panel considered that the current 3 metre 
exclusion has been satisfactory and that no complaints 
have been reported to Animal Control. Although the 
Hearings Panel did note the need of the policy 
provisions to minimise the danger, distress and 
nuisance to the community and to have unimpeded 
access to public places that are frequented by children 
and to also use public amenities without fear of attack 
or intimidation of dogs. It was felt that the current 3 
metre exclusion zone provided for that. 

Confirmation was received from the Parks and Open 
Spaces Team Manager that every Council managed 
playground or piece of playground equipment has some 
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type of safety surfacing underneath, whether it is 
matting or bark. The Hearings Panel wanted the 
wording to be specific about the dog being 3 metres 
away from a playground surfacing to avoid any issues 
about length of dog leash. 

The Hearings Panel considered that dogs should be 
allowed on formed pathways in reserves that allow dogs 
on-leash regardless of the proximity to playgrounds 
provided that the dogs are on-leash and under control. 
There needs to be a district wide rule that makes it clear 
for any new reserves and pocket park playgrounds that 
are developed in the future that are not listed in the 
schedules. It was agreed that the dog must be 3 metres 
away from the edge of the playground safety surfacing 
(matting or bark).  

If the 3 metre exclusion zone cannot be achieved such 
as at Omaka Landings or at Burleigh Park then dogs 
are allowed on-leash on the formed pathway or footpath 
except in dog prohibited areas. As dogs are proposed 
to be excluded from some playgrounds there are 
choices for people who do not like dogs. 

Dog Fees and 
Charges 

S37 of the Dog Control Act 1996 
deals with territorial authorities 
setting fees for registration and 
control of dogs. 

Continue with annual review of 
fees. 

Five submissions were received on the 
topic of dog fees and charges.  

There were suggestions to not increase 
the fees, having a reduced dog 
registration fee for outlying rural areas, 
reducing the registration for Dogs New 
Zealand financial members and/or those 
who have completed Dogs NZ approved 
Canine Good Citizen courses.  

One submitter also queried why 
category one dogs need to be neutered 
when many people who keep a dog 

Recommendation Status quo with the required annual 
review of fees. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that there are 
currently a variety of categories for dog registration fees 
and that the fee structure needs to be easy to 
administer.  

The categories are linked back to the Dog Control Act 
1996 legislative requirements and the fees are reviewed 
annually. Other thoughts and ideas have been 
considered by the Animal Control Sub-Committee such 
as the old dog category. It was noted that if the fees 
were lowered for one particular category then other fees 
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entire for the purpose of breeding, can 
also be and are responsible owners yet 
have to pay the higher standard fee.. 

may have to be increased to cover the costs of the 
animal control services function. 

Dog Parks  Eleven submitters were supportive of 
expediting plans to build a dog park in 
Blenheim similar to the dog park at 
Renwick. 

Four submissions were received 
opposing construction of a dog park in 
Blenheim. 

Four submissions were received 
specifically supporting the construction 
of a dog park at Waitohi Domain in 
Picton. 

One submitter supported the Auckland 
Street Reserve as a valuable dog 
exercise area. 

Recommendation No decisions made. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel felt that some of the 
submissions may not have been in favour of dog parks 
as it may have been perceived by some people that dog 
parks could be a substitute for off-leash areas on the 
Taylor River Reserve.  

It was discussed that the Taylor River is not a dog park 
as it was referred to in several of the hearing 
submissions. Dog Parks are considered by the 
Hearings Panel to be fenced areas for dogs to run, 
exercise and socialise off-leash. A dog park is 
considered to have exclusive use for dogs and owners. 
The Taylor River Reserve is a shared space for the 
people of Marlborough. No user has greater priority 
over others. 

Site visits were made to potential dog park sites at 
Waitohi Domain in Picton on 9 December 2020 and 
also at the end of Wither Road in Blenheim on 25 
November 2020. The Hearings Panel considered 
following up on future dog parks for both Picton and 
Blenheim should be referred to the Animal Control Sub-
Committee once the bylaw review has been completed.  

Education   One submission was received 
supporting the continuation of providing 
education and training. 

Recommendation No decisions made. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel recommended that 
the education that is provided for under the Animal 
Control Contract does need to be highlighted for 
example Clued Up Kids, attendance at public events 
and the educational sessions undertaken at preschools, 
schools and businesses. 
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During the hearings Annie MacDonald indicated that 
she would be able to assist in bringing the various 
parties together and suggested that a public event 
would be a potential opportunity for further education. 

Endeavour Park 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from 
Endeavour Park. 

Note: dogs are allowed on-leash 
on the Joseph Sullivan Drive 
footpath to access various 
tracks. 

 

One submitter suggested that there 
needs to be improvement to existing 
signs at Endeavour Park, more 
enforcement, no parking at upper 
carpark for dogs to run around carpark 
and onto the park, and an all-weather 
track alongside Endeavour Park on the 
Endeavour Heights Reserve side. 

Recommendation Status quo that dogs should be 
prohibited from Endeavour Park. Note that dogs are 
allowed on-leash on the Joseph Sullivan Drive footpath 
to access various tracks. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel supported prohibiting dogs 
because of the sports grounds.  

The Hearings Panel discussed that Joseph Sullivan 
Drive has been established since the previous bylaw 
was reviewed and it is confusing that the fencing is in 
between the road and the footpath. The Hearings Panel 
considered that specific note needs to be made that 
dogs are allowed on-leash on Joseph Sullivan Drive 
footpath and that clear signage is needed. 

Endeavour Heights 
Reserve/Endeavour 
Stream/Huia/Ranui 
Street Walkway 
Dogs are allowed off-leash. 

Dogs allowed off-leash. One submission received commenting 
that on the proposal to remain as an off- 
leash area noting that it is potentially 
more hazardous being a shared 
pathway and as there is a paddock that 
often has horses in it. 

Another submitter suggested Endeavour 
Heights Reserve should change from 
dog off-leash to dog on-leash. 

Recommendation Status quo to keep dogs off-leash 

Consideration The Hearings Panel felt it was logical to 
keep this as an on off-leash area and noted that this 
could link in with having dogs off-leash on the lower 
track. Nevertheless, it was noted that dogs must be 
under control at all times. 

The terminology of the lower track on Victoria Domain 
was discussed and it was noted that this needs to 
reflect the tracks names as detailed in the Draft 
Reserves Management Plan for Victoria Domain 
Reserves and also be consistent with the signage that 
is already there.  

The Hearings Panel discussed having one off-leash 
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track that is the lower track in Victoria Domain closest 
the town side and recognised that dogs need to be on-
leash for the rest of the Victoria Domain for ecological 
reasons and prohibited from the mountain bike tracks. 

Esson’s Valley and 
Tirohanga Tracks 
Dogs allowed on-leash. 

Dogs are allowed off-leash on 
the Esson’s Valley and 
Tirohanga Tracks. 

Sixteen submitters opposed changing 
Essons Valley and Tirohanga tracks 
from dog off-leash to dog on-leash 
areas. 

 

Recommendation Status quo for dogs to be allowed off- 
leash. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken to the track 
entrances 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel’s thinking was to keep the Esson’s 
Valley and Tirohanga Tracks off-leash because of the 
submissions received and that these are shady areas 
where dogs can exercise when it is hot. This is also one 
of the few hilly public places in the district where dogs 
can be walked off-leash. 

The Hearings Panel recognised that people treat the 
district as their playground and was surprised to learn 
that people from Blenheim specifically bring their dogs 
to these tracks. Reference will need to be made back to 
the relevant submissions. 

During the cruise ship season there is high usage by 
locals and these areas provide options for dog off-leash 
access. It was noted that there is parking at Esson’s 
Valley. 

Ferry Bridge Picnic 
Area 
Dogs are allowed on-leash. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash at 
the Ferry Bridge Picnic Area. 

One submission received which 
recommended extending the dog on-
leash area to include the whole project 
area. 

Recommendation Allow dogs on-leash.  

Consideration The Hearings Panel were supportive of 
allowing dogs on-leash to extend to the whole project 
area which is currently being undertaken as part of the 
Small Townships project work. 

French Pass  One submission received which wanted 
French Pass to be included as a dog on-
leash area. 

Decision No decision made. 

Consideration The key concern raised by the submitter 
was around the need for clear signage about dogs 
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being on-leash and in French Pass. 

The Hearings Panel felt it would be useful to invite Dave 
Hayes from the Department of Conservation (DOC) to 
talk to the Animal Control Sub-Committee to help clarify 
signage in the bays. It is technically a full on-leash area 
and the proposed bylaw does take care of it.  

The Hearings Panel referred to the DOC website which 
does have a process in place for dog access on 
conservation land and permits may be sought from the 
local DOC office. Animal Control is included on the 
DOC website. It was recommended by the Hearings 
Panel that Council should have a joint working 
relationship with DOC which could include discussions 
around reporting and signage. 

Grovetown Lagoon 
Dogs are allowed on-leash. 

Dogs on-leash at the Grovetown 
Lagoon.  

 

One submission received supporting the 
proposal to have dogs on-leash at the 
Grovetown Lagoon for the protection of 
native birds nesting in the area. 

Recommendation Support proposal to have dogs on-
leash at the Grovetown Lagoon.  

Consideration This is a new area and the Hearings 
Panel agreed with the submitter and proposal to have 
dogs on-leash. The growing ecological importance of 
the Grovetown Lagoon area was noted. 

Harling Park 
Dogs are prohibited from 
the fenced Japanese 
Garden.  

Note: dogs are allowed off-
leash in the balance of the 
park. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
fenced Japanese Garden.  

Dogs are allowed off-leash in 
the balance of the park. 

One submission was received to make 
Harling Park off-leash. 

Recommendation Status Quo dogs are prohibited from 
the fenced Japanese Garden area and dogs are 
allowed off-leash in the balance of the park. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 25 November 2020. 

The Hearings Panel noted that dogs are prohibited from 
the fenced Japanese garden area for cultural reasons.  

The issue of a lack of bin, bags and signage was 
raised. 

Non-Walkers  
Exercising Dogs 

Any person on a bicycle, electric 
bike, non-motorised scooter,  a 
mobility scooter or any other 

Five submissions were received on the 
topic of cyclists exercising dogs; one 
was supportive and noted that when 

Recommendation The Hearing Panel were satisfied 
with the requirements detailed in the proposed bylaw for 
cyclists exercising dogs and how this has been 
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Proposed bylaw was 
restricted to cyclists. 

self-propelled, electric or 
motorized transport whilst 
exercising a dog must: 

• Keep the dog under control 
at all times; and 

• At all times carry on their 
person bag(s) to immediately 
remove dog faeces;  

• At all times carry a leash 
with them; and 

• At all times in any public 
place including roads the 
dog must be on-leash except 
in off-leash Areas and 
comply with Dog Prohibited 
Area requirements. 

dogs are trying to keep up with their 
owners they are at their happiest and 
the other four submissions noted 
concerns about the practice that cyclists 
don’t pick up after their dogs and welfare 
or safety concerns. 

 

articulated but did want this to be broadened to include 
mobility scooters and other forms of transport such as 
e-bikes and scooters. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel considered that the 
proposed bylaw includes personal responsibility to keep 
dogs under control, immediately remove any dog 
fouling and carry a leash at all times. It was discussed 
that it could be expanded further to include any person 
on a mobility scooter, ebike and various forms of 
scooters whilst exercising a dog must also to keep dogs 
under control, immediately remove any dog fouling and 
carry a leash at all times. 

To cover the issue raised by several submitters about 
animal welfare with cyclists exercising dogs this is 
outside the scope of this bylaw review process. Any 
animal welfare concerns should be referred to the 
SPCA to investigate. 

Marlborough 
Equestrian Park 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs allowed on-leash at the 
Marlborough Equestrian Park.  

 

One submission was received to 
suggesting making the Marlborough 
Equestrian Park a dog on-leash area. 

Recommendation To have dogs on-leash at the 
Marlborough Equestrian Park.  

Consideration This is a new area which has been 
developed since the last bylaw review. The Hearings 
Panel agreed with the submitter to have dogs on-leash 
to reflect practices already in place. There is already 
clear signage at the entrance to the Marlborough 
Equestrian Park to keep dogs on a lead. 

Marshall Place 
Reserve 

 One submission was received 
suggesting that it would be very useful 
to have a dog poo bin at either end of 
Marshall Place Reserve – either at 
Marshall Place or the Boathouse 
Theatre end. 

Recommendation No decision but the suggestion for a 
bin to be placed at either end of Marshall Place 
Reserve was noted and will be referred to the Parks 
and Open spaces Section at Council. 
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McKendry Park 
Dogs are allowed on-leash. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash at 
McKendry Park. 

One submission was received 
suggesting that McKendry Park should 
be a dog off-leash area. 

Recommendation To have dogs on-leash at McKendry 
Park.  

Consideration There was one submitter that wanted to 
have dogs off-leash at McKendry Park however the 
Hearings Panel felt that there were better places to 
have dogs off-leash. The main concern raised by the 
Hearings Panel was that Murphys Creek is on one side 
which does have ducks and the area is used by school 
children. 

Memorial Park 
Entrance 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
grassed areas in the Memorial 
Park Entrance way and allowed 
dogs on-leash on the formed 
pathway. A direct route through 
must be taken. 

 

Three submissions were received 
regarding the Memorial Park and Marina 
Entrance. Issues were raised about 
signage, dogs not being on-leash in the 
marina area and that the Memorial Park 
is used for car parking in summertime. 

One submitter specifically supported 
allowing access for dogs on-leash 
through the Memorial Park Entrance and 
another submitter opposed this.   

Recommendation Prohibit dogs from the grassed areas 
in the Memorial Park Entrance way and allow dogs on-
leash on the formed pathway. A direct route through 
must be taken. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel noted that the Surrey Street 
entrance access way to Memorial Park (which is dogs 
off-leash) is used for emergency services. The hearings 
Panel wished to allow safe pedestrian access to the 
reserve on the formed pathway. 

Menacing Dogs S33C, S33E & S33EA of the 
Dog Control Act 1996 deals with 
menacing dogs and dogs 
belonging to breed or type listed 
in Schedule 4 need to be 
classified as menacing. 

One submission was received opposing 
that menacing dogs should be muzzled 
in public spaces purely based on their 
breed. 

Muzzling dogs which have been classified as menacing 
is a legislative requirement in the Dog Control Act 1996 
and outside the scope of the bylaw and policy review. 

Microchipping S36A of the Dog Control Act 
1996 deals with microchipping 
requirements. 

One submitter queried why is it 
compulsory for all dogs to be 
microchipped as well as being 
registered and also having to wear a 
registration tag. 

Microchipping dogs is a legislative requirement in the 
Dog Control Act 1996 and outside the scope of the 
bylaw and policy review. 

If dogs are microchipped it is much easier to reunite any 
lost and found dogs with their owners. 
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Motuweka/Havelock 
Pathway 
Was not included 

Dogs are allowed on-leash for 
the full length of the 
Motuweka/Havelock Pathway. 

One submission received proposing that 
dogs should be on-leash. 

Recommendation To allow dogs on-leash for the full 
length of the Motuweka/Havelock Pathway.  

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that the new 
Motuweka/Havelock Pathway is under construction and 
due to be completed in 2021.  

The Hearing Panel agreed with the submission received 
that the area of the new Motuweka/Havelock Pathway 
through the cemetery should be on-leash in keeping 
with the rest of the pathway. It is understood that the 
pathway is not in the cemetery itself but through the 
native bush along the bank. 

Nelson Square 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs be allowed on-leash in 
Nelson Square. 

 

One submission was received which 
noted that dog walkers are frequently 
seen at Nelson Square. 

Recommendation To allow dogs on-leash in Nelson 
Square. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel considered that Nelson Square 
could potentially be an on-leash area for dogs. There 
are already rubbish bins which would be easy to attach 
a bag dispenser to; there is updated seating, some new 
plantings and some shade. The area would not be 
suitable to be off-leash because of the proximity to the 
road surrounding it. However it would provide a logical 
location for ferry traffic to stop.  

In the past Nelson Square used to be a cricket ground 
but cricket is no longer being played at this location nor 
is it used as a sports ground. 

The Hearings Panel felt that it was not appropriate to 
have dogs off-leash because of traffic safety concerns 
and because Nelson Square is surrounded by a road. 

The Hearings Panel noted that in practise the area is 
being used despite Auckland Street Reserve being 
close by. The Hearing Panel considered that having 
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dogs on-leash was an appropriate use of the space.   

Omaka Landings 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from Omaka 
Landings. 

There was one submission received in 
opposition to prohibiting dogs from 
Omaka Landings 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from Omaka 
Landings. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 2 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel agreed that dogs should be 
prohibited from this space because of the small space 
containing children’s playground equipment and flying 
fox. 

Okiwi Bay  One submission was received that they 
did not understand why dogs had to be 
on-leash in Okiwi Bay and they 
suggested that an area for having dogs 
to exercise off-leash could be in the area 
behind the houses down by the green 
waste area. 

Recommendation No recommendation made. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that the issues 
for Okiwi Bay are similar to French Pass. There is a 
need for clear signage in Okiwi Bay.  

The Hearings Panel considered the green waste area 
was not suitable as an off-leash area due to congestion 
and lots of vehicle movements. 

There are a number of options for dog exercise in Okiwi 
Bay with Kaimiko Stream Reserve and Ruataniwha 
Place Reserve both being off-leash areas and Okiwi 
Bay Esplanade Reserves and Tunnicliffe Reserve are 
on-leash areas. 

Picton Central 
Business District 
Dogs on-leash town 
Basin and Fisherman’s 
Reserve - includes car 
parks. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash in 
the Picton CBD. 

Four Submissions were received 
supporting the proposal to continue to 
allow dogs in the Picton Central 
Business District 

Recommendation Status Quo to allow dogs on-leash. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 
One dog was seen on-leash. 

The Hearings Panel’s thinking was to keep dogs on- 
leash as there have been very few issues and on-leash 
access is required for the multiple access points to 
jetties and boat launching facilities on London Quay. 
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Picton Foreshore 
Dogs are prohibited 
including the car park and 
the beach adjacent to the 
Reserve. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Picton foreshore. 

 

Note: dogs are permitted on-
leash only to access jetty and 
boat berthing facilities. 

One submission appreciated that 
prohibiting dogs from the foreshore 
could alleviate the confusion that many 
people seem to have over what has / 
has not been allowed. They did note that 
this confusion could be avoided with 
clearer signage. 

Another submitter opposed prohibiting 
dogs from the Picton foreshore and was 
concerned that dogs would not be 
legally allowed to access water 
transport. 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from the Picton 
foreshore.  

Consideration The Hearings Panel’s was satisfied with 
the proposal to prohibit dogs from the foreshore for 
avoidance of any doubt. 

The Hearings Panel considered that there is intense 
public use and that this is a family picnic area which is 
consistent with the Draft Policy to restrict access. The 
open space is also used for events and a number of 
recreational activities. Picton Foreshore is considered to 
be one of Picton most precious landscapes as noted in 
the Picton Foreshore Reserve Management Plan. 

It was noted that there is an exception with one jetty 
within the Picton Foreshore area where access needs 
to be permitted for dogs on-leash to access the jetty 
and boat launching facilities. 

Pollard Park, 
Churchill Glade and 
Waterlea Gardens 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Baden Powell corner grassed 
area, BBQ picnic areas and the 
children’s playground. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash on 
the balance of Pollard Park, 
Churchill Glade and Waterlea 
Gardens. 

 

Four submissions were received 
supporting the proposal to prohibit dogs 
in Pollard Park. 

100 submissions were received in 
opposition to the proposal to prohibit 
dogs in Pollard Park.  Submitters 
opposing the proposal for dogs to be 
prohibited in Pollard Park indicated that 
the status quo should allow dogs on-
leash. Concerns were expressed that 
many elderly people with dogs that like 
to walk through the park cannot drive. A 
number of submitters noted that in the 
hot summer months the shade in Pollard 
Park is a haven for dogs and their 
walkers. 

Recommendation Status quo to allow dogs on-leash in 
Pollard Park, Churchill Glade and Waterlea Gardens 
and prohibit dogs from the Blenheim golf course. Agree 
to prohibit dogs in the Baden Powell corner to exclude 
dogs around the grassed area, children’s playground 
and BBQ picnic area.  

Consideration Site visits undertaken 25 November and 
2 December 2020. 

The Hearing Panel acknowledged the shade in the park 
and the accessibility of the park for the elderly and 
those that live close to the park. Having dogs on-leash 
does minimise the potential for conflict with other dogs, 
park walkers and children. 

As Pollard Park is a premiere park it was considered 
appropriate to prohibit dogs from the playground area to 
create some dog free playground spaces. The Baden 
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 Powell corner grassed area is a family picnic area, 
schools go there and ladies do Tai Chi etc This fits with 
the policy provisions to minimise the danger, distress 
and nuisance to the community and to have unimpeded 
access to public places that are frequented by children, 
and to also use public amenities without fear of attack 
or intimidation of dogs.  

The Hearings Panel gave particular consideration to 
Churchill Glade. It was noted that some informal sports 
are played there and it is also a public event space. The 
Hearings Panel felt that the informal nature and 
irregularity did not necessitate the need to prohibit 
dogs. 

The Hearings Panel’s view that the prohibition of dogs 
from the Blenheim Golf Course at Pollard Park is in line 
with the general position that dogs should be prohibited 
from sports fields. 

It was noted that submitters commented on the lack of 
signage and need for clarity of signage. 

The Hearing Panel felt that Council does need the 
ability to exclude dogs when there are large events on. 
To manage this, the Hearing Panel decided to include 
provision to enable temporary changes to dog access 
similar to provision in the Auckland City Council Policy 
on Dogs 2019.  

Pound S67 of the Dog Control Act 1996 
deals with provision of pound 
facilities. 

There was one submission received 
suggesting that the location of the 
Pound is not suitable and should be 
moved for animal welfare reasons. 

Recommendation Status Quo. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that the Dog 
Control Act 1996 requirement in section 67 is that every 
territorial authority shall make provision for the proper 
custody, care and exercise of dogs whilst impounded. 

The Hearings Panel noted that the Pound is inspected 
and that it meets the standards for Temporary Housing 
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of Companion Animals Code of Welfare. The Pound 
facility is located in an industrial zone which is preferred 
to avoid barking creating a nuisance after hours. The 
Pound facility is kept clean and hygienic. There is under 
flooring heating to keep dogs warm in cooler weather. 
There are also standard operating procedures in place 
for the Pound Maintenance Policy, Handling of Dogs 
Policy and the Quarantine and Disease Prevention 
Policy. These procedures and policies are also audited.  

Queen Charlotte 
Drive Lookout 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash only 
on the formed pathway at 
Queen Charlotte Lookout. 

 

Two submissions requested that the 
Queen Charlotte lookout should not be 
prohibited to Shakespeare Bay. 

Recommendation To allow dogs only on the formed 
pathway. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel considered that the 
access way should be on-leash rather than prohibited 
as proposed. 

Riverside Park 
Dogs on-leash from the 
Hutcheson Street Bridge to 
the confluence with the 
Ōpaoa River (north side) 
and from the Hutcheson 
Street Bridge to Stuart 
Street (south side). 

Dogs are allowed off-leash on 
both sides of the river north of 
the Sinclair Street rail bridge. 

 
Dogs are allowed off-leash 
along the true left bank (west 
side) from the Hutcheson Street 
Bridge to the formed pathway at 
the Alfred Street bridge.  
  

Note: dogs are allowed on-leash 
along the true right bank 
(Blenheim town centre side) 
between the Hutcheson Street 
bridge and the Sinclair Street rail 
bridge. 

Two submissions were received 
opposing the proposal to have dogs on-
leash in Riverside Park.  

Recommendation Dogs are allowed off-leash on 
Riverside Park north of the Sinclair Street rail bridge on 
both sides of the river and on the west side from the 
Hutcheson street Bridge to Alfred Street bridge. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash from Henry Street to the 
along to the Sinclair street rail bridge. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted the open 
spaces with good sight lines should be dog off-leash 
and the narrow part alongside the Taylor River from 
Henry Street through to the Sinclair Street rail bridge at 
Raupo is more suitable for dogs to be on-leash and this 
stretch is closest to the Blenheim CBD. 

To avoid any confusion Taylor River and Riverside Park 
have been combined together in the bylaw as one 
location as many people would not be aware of where 
the boundaries of Riverside Park are and would more 
than likely refer to parts of Riverside Park as Taylor 
River Reserve. 
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Seymour Square 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are prohibited from 
Seymour Square. 

One submitter wanted dogs to be 
allowed on-leash in Seymour Square. 

Recommendation Status quo to remain dog prohibited. 

Consideration Seymour Square is a premiere park and 
also a memorial which is consistent with the rule that 
dogs are prohibited from all war memorials including 
their grounds.  

Shelly Beach 
Dogs on-leash on the 
formed road leading to the 
Bob’s Bay Track and in the 
area north of the Queen 
Charlotte Yacht Cub 
including on the beach. 

Note: dogs are prohibited 
in the reserve south of the 
Queen Charlotte Yacht 
Club including on the 
grassed area and adjacent 
beach. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
grassed picnic area at Shelly 
Beach. 

 

Note: dogs are allowed on-leash 
on the beach and the road to 
access the Bob’s Bay Track. 

Two submissions were received 
supporting the proposal to prohibit dogs 
from Shelly Beach and there was a 
suggestion to replace dog signage 
which has been taken down. 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from the grassed 
picnic area at Shelly Beach. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 
A dog was seen swimming and fetching a ball. 

The Hearings Panel noted that this is well confined and 
the picnic area has opportunities for play and 
swimming. This links into the tracks that are also on-
leash. 

 

Stadium 2000  
Pocket Park 
Dogs are prohibited. 

 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Stadium 2000 Pocket Park. 

One submission was received opposing 
all of Stadium 2000 pocket park, Kinross 
St, becoming a completely prohibited 
area, as it is the only grassed area to 
the south of the CBD and near longer 
term parking.  The submitter wanted part 
of Kinross St Pocket Park to be 
designated for dogs on-leash. 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from the grassed 
area. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel did not support 
having dogs in the Stadium 2000 Pocket Park as this is 
a place that school children sit on the grass and have 
lunch when attending the Stadium. This is a new park 
that has been established following the demolition of a 
house on the site. 

There was only one submission received and the 
Hearings Panel did not agree with the submitter to allow 
dogs on the green space. 

Sutherland Stream Dogs allowed on-leash between 
Hospital Road and Alabama 

One submission was received 
suggesting making Sutherland Stream a 

Recommendation Dogs on-leash on the Sutherland 
stream walkway between Hospital Road and Alabama 
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Reserve  
Dogs off-leash south of 
Whitehead Park to the 
Wither Hills Redwood 
Street car park. 

Road alongside the eastern 
boundary of Rewi Murray Polo 
Park and Whitehead Park. 

Dogs allowed off-leash between 
Hospital Road and the Wither 
Hills Redwood Street car park. 

 

dog off-leash exercise area. Road and dogs off-leash between Hospital Road and 
the Wither Hills Redwood Street car park. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel recognised that this 
is s shared space used by walkers and cyclists. It is not 
considered practical for dogs to be off-leash as 
Sutherland stream borders private land and rural 
properties. 

Taylor River and 
Riverside Park 
 
Dogs on-leash 

• Along the true right 
bank (Blenheim town 
centre side) of the river, 
from the Burleigh 
Bridge to the Stuart 
Street; and 

• Along the true left bank 
of the river from Doctors 
Creek to the confluence 
of the Ōpaoa and 
Taylor Rivers. 

• From the Hutcheson 
Street Bridge to the 
confluence with the 
Ōpaoa River (north 
side) and from the 
Hutcheson Street 
Bridge to Stuart Street 
(south side). 

Dogs off-leash  

• Along the true right bank 
(Blenheim town centre 
side) of the Taylor River 
from the Taylor Dam to the 
Henry Street Bridge; and  

• Along the true left bank 
(west side) of the river from 
Meadowbank Road to the 
Alfred Street bridge. 

• From the Sinclair Street rail 
bridge (Blenheim town 
centre side) to Stuart 
Street. 

• From the Sinclair Street rail 
bridge (west side) to the 
formed pathway that 
connects to Snowden 
Crescent. 

 

Dogs on-leash  

• Along the true right bank 
(Blenheim town centre 
side) of the river, from the 
Henry Street Bridge to the  

The proposal to require dogs to be on-
leash on the section of the Taylor River 
Reserve from The Quays near Raupo 
café to the Burleigh Bridge has received 
a strong response in opposition with 
almost 400 submissions received on this 
issue.  

The Taylor River is a popular area to 
exercise and socialise dogs. Submitters 
commented that there are very few 
places for dogs to walk without a lead 
and the accessible shared recreational 
Taylor River area close to the CBD has 
such a happy atmosphere with dogs and 
people socializing. The proposed 
changes would result in a significant 
loss of convenience and amenity 
currently enjoyed by dog owners 
especially the elderly. Submitters want 
the Taylor River to remain dog friendly. 
Many commented that they have never 
observed any issues, keep Taylor River 
off-leash and don’t let the minority spoil 
it for the majority. There were comments 
on the mental and physical wellbeing of 
people and dogs by being allowed to 
exercise off-leash.  Numerous 

Recommendation Status quo but allow dogs on-leash 
from the Henry Street Bridge (Blenheim Town side) to 
the Sinclair Street Railway bridge next to Raupo. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 25 November 2020 
and 2 December 2020. 

The Taylor River Reserve was one of the major issues 
and the vast majority of submitters opposed having 
dogs on-leash between the Burleigh Bridge and Stuart 
Street on the Blenheim town side.  

The Hearings Panel acknowledged the carefully thought 
out submissions, civic mindedness and reasonableness 
of the submissions. The significant number of 
submissions on the issue of dogs off-leash on the 
Taylor River and the petition which was tabled with 699 
signatures was noted. 

Many submitters value off-leash dog walking in this 
shared area. Submitters commented that it was 
unrealistic to limit off-leash walking to the west side of 
Taylor River. Many submitters noted that the off-leash 
area is working well apart from minor issues raised.  

The Hearings Panel noted that there is always going to 
be some conflict and heard that there have been limited 
numbers of infringements issued and complaints 
reported over the last 10 years.  
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Dogs off-leash 

• Along the true right 
bank (Blenheim town 
centre side) of the 
Taylor River from the 
Taylor Dam to the 
Burleigh Bridge; and  

• Along the true left bank 
(west side) of the river 
from Meadowbank 
Road to the Doctors 
Creek Bridge. 

Sinclair Street rail bridge; 
and 

• Along the true left bank of 
the river from the Alfred 
Street Bridge (Leeds Quay) 
to the Sinclair Street rail 
bridge.          

  3.

submitters made comments about their 
dogs not being able to enjoy swimming 
in the river if they had to be on-leash 
and swimming is a great way for dogs to 
cool off in summer. The smooth pathway 
to walk on especially for elderly which is 
accessible for those with mobility 
scooters is also good when it is wet. The 
importance of having off-leash areas 
given increase of infill housing and 
reduced section sizes was also 
mentioned. In the winter, after work, 
none of the few proposed off-leash 
areas are safe for the many women, 
older and disabled people who walk 
their dogs off-leash. Submitters do not 
want to have to drive to an off-leash 
area and increase CO2 emissions. At a 
time where more and more people are 
suffering mental illness and obesity, 
people should not be deterred from 
owning dogs and exercising. There are 
direct health benefits to the mind and 
body through regular exercise and 
owning pets. The issue of dogs getting 
tangled up if they are on lead causing 
serious incidents with cyclists was also 
raised.  Submitters commented that dog 
fouling along this area would not change 
by having dogs on-leash. 

 

Note a petition received with 699 
signatures. 

Note 11 submissions were received that 

Submitters commented that education and an increased 
presence of Animal Control Officers would be the 
preferred way of resolving any issues.  

With regard to the area closer to the Blenheim CBD and 
the narrowest section of the riverside the Hearings 
Panel considered it to be more appropriate for dogs to 
be on-leash for the section from the railway bridge – to 
the Alfred Street Bridge on the west side and to the 
Henry Street entrance on the Blenheim town centre 
side.  It was identified that this would give a possible 
area for people who do not like dogs to have a choice 
about using the area knowing that dogs should be on-
leash. This would provide a dog safe space to walk 
from the Henry Street Bridge towards Raupo which 
leads to town and also links back to the policy 
provisions to minimise the danger, distress and 
nuisance to the community and to have unimpeded 
access to public places, and to also use public 
amenities without fear of attack or intimidation of dogs. 
The Hearing Panel felt that the Henry Street Bridge was 
a logical place to delineate, place signage and to 
enforce.  

The Hearings Panel recognised that the policy makes 
provision for the exercise and recreational needs of 
dogs and their owners and was satisfied that there was 
sufficient space and sight lines. The Hearings Panel 
noted from the site visit undertaken that there was 
rugby field size of land for dogs to run around, 
opportunities for dogs to swim in the river to cool off and 
that the pathways made the area from the Burleigh 
Bridge towards Henry Street accessible.  

It was noted by the Hearings Panel that although the 
area is off-leash it does not preclude people from 
having their dogs on-leash. The Hearings Panel did 
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supported having dogs on-leash noted 
that undisciplined and unruly dogs make 
walking the Taylor River an unpleasant 
experience. 

 

emphasize that when dogs are off-leash that they must 
be under control as per the definition given for control in 
the proposed bylaw. 

The Hearings Panel noted the number of nuisance 
complaints and rush/attack incidents over the last 10 
years. In weighing up this data it was considered that it 
did not sway the Hearings Panel and did not meet the 
threshold for the significant change to require all dogs 
to be on-leash. 

The Hearings Panel supported an increase in the 
presence of Animal Control and of patrolling of the 
Taylor River area. 

The Hearings Panel gave due consideration to the 
issues of conflict with cyclists which were detailed in the 
submissions. However, the speed of cyclists was 
outside the scope of this bylaw review. Other issues 
which were raised including the cyclists, bins, bags, 
toilets and signage will need to be referred through to 
the relevant area with Council processes. 

Specific comments were made with regard to the 
placement of additional rubbish bins and bags, 
increasing the frequency of emptying and also about 
having additional toilets. 

Victoria Domain 
Reserves  

Dog are prohibited except 
from the formed shared 
walking and biking tracks. 

Note: dogs are permitted 
on-leash on the formed 
shared walking and biking 

Dogs are allowed on-leash on 
roadways and formed walking 
tracks, on shared walking and 
biking tracks. 
Note: dogs are prohibited on the 
mountain bike tracks and the 
balance of the domain. 
Note: dogs are allowed off-leash 
on the lower Picton to Waikawa 
track. 

There were 13 submitters opposed to 
changing Victoria Domain tracks from 
dog off-leash to dog on-leash areas. 

One submitter wanted dogs to be 
prohibited on the track to Bob’s Bay to 
enhance safety for all tracks users and 
to support volunteer trappers. 

One submitter commented on retaining 
prohibiting dogs from the designated 

Recommendation Dogs to be on-leash on Victoria 
Domain Reserves except dogs are prohibited from the 
mountain bike tracks and dogs are allowed off-leash on 
the lower Picton to Waikawa track but not on 
Endeavour Park. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel noted that the Draft 
Reserve Management Plan Victoria Domain Reserves 
was currently out for consultation.  

The ecological and cultural input from Te Ati Awa was 
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tracks. 

Note: dogs are prohibited 
on the designated 
mountain biking tracks. 

mountain bike trails and suggested 
replacing the no dog signs that are 
missing on the mountain bike trails. 

 

 

also noted in their submission. 

The Hearing Panel supported the proposal to limit dog 
access to be on-leash for ecological and recreational 
reasons. It was noted that Victoria Domain Reserves 
are well used which fits the policy to restrict access 
when there is intense public use, some tracks are 
narrow and there are limited sight lines. 

The Hearings Panel discussed whether there are 
enough off-leash areas in Picton as this is a change to 
go from off-leash to on-leash in Victoria Domain.  

The Hearings Panel considered that the lower track be 
an off-leash to provide one off-leash track on Victoria 
Domain. This would give balance and options and is 
considered to be for more urban walkers. 

Waikawa Bay 
Foreshore Reserve 
Dogs are prohibited from 
the grassed area, 
playground and adjacent 
beach. 

Note: dogs are permitted 
on-leash in the balance of 
the reserve only to access 
jetties and boat launching 
facilities. 

Dogs are prohibited in the 
grassed area, playground and 
adjacent beach.  

Note dogs are permitted on-
leash in the balance of the 
reserve only to access jetties 
and boat launching facilities. 

No submissions received. Recommendation Status quo dogs are prohibited in the 
grassed area, playground and adjacent beach. Note 
dogs are permitted on-leash in the balance of the 
reserve only to access jetties and boat launching 
facilities. 

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020 
The Hearings Panel noted the current signage at the 
playground stated that dogs were not allowed within 15 
metres of the playground. This is a family area which is 
particularly busy over summertime. 

Wairau Valley Loop 
Track 
Was not included. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash on 
the Wairau Valley loop Track. 

One submission received 
recommending that the new Wairau 
Valley Loop Track area is included as an 
on-leash area for dogs. 

Recommendation To allow dogs on-leash on the 
Wairau Valley loop Track 
Consideration The Hearings Panel considered the 
Wairau Loop Track in conjunction with the Wairau 
Valley Golf Course and Recreation Reserve. They were 
mindful of creating consistency between the 2 areas.  
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Wairau Valley Golf 
Course & Recreation 
Reserve 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash in 
the Wairau Valley Golf Course 
and Reserve. 

One submitter supported dogs being 
prohibited from the Wairau Valley Golf 
Course and Recreation Reserve 
because of issues of uncontrolled dogs 
affecting stock. 

There were 14 submissions received in 
strong opposition to the proposal to 
prohibit dogs from the Wairau Valley 
Golf Course and Recreation Reserve. 
Submitters queried where else that they 
could take their dogs apart from along 
SH63. 

Recommendation To allow dogs on-leash on the 
Wairau Valley Golf Course and Recreation Reserve. 

Consideration The Hearings Panel discussed the issues 
of uncontrolled dogs in rural areas with stock. There 
have been complaints received by Animal Control and 
issued noted by the submitter. 

The Wairau Valley Golf Course and Recreation 
Reserve is a shared space adjacent to rural land and 
there are limited other options with State Highway 63. 
Courtesy to existing landowners and stock is important. 

It was noted that prohibiting dogs would create issues 
with accessing the loop track. This loop track is due to 
be completed in 2021 which will give additional 
recreational opportunities. 

The Wairau River does provide an off-leash area option 
for dog owners. 

Waitohi Domain –
Picton Dog Park  
Dogs are prohibited unless 
this becomes a designated 
dog park exercise area. 

Dogs are allowed off-leash at 
Waitohi Domain. 

Four submissions were received 
specifically supporting the construction 
of a dog park at Waitohi Domain in 
Picton. 

 

Recommendation To allow dogs off-leash.  

Consideration Site visit undertaken 9 December 2020. 

The Hearings Panel did note that there were a number 
of submissions made to support proceeding with the 
construction of a dog park at Waitohi Domain. 

The site visit that was undertaken by the Hearings 
Panel noted that there is already some fencing and 
landscaping in place which would support a dog off-
leash exercise area at this location.                             
The Hearings Panel considered that recommending the 
establishment of a dog park at Waitohi Domain could be 
outside of their remit and will refer the matter to the 
Animal Control Sub-Committee to consider the 
establishment of a dog park at Waitohi Domain in 
conjunction with the redevelopment of the area.  
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Topic/Location 
Proposed  Policy & 
Bylaw  that went out for 
public consultation 

Draft Bylaw            
Proposed to come into effect 
1 August 2021 

Submission summary Recommendations and 
consideration rationale  

Ward Beach 
Dogs are prohibited. 

Dogs are allowed on-leash in 
the car park and on the Ward 
Beach, north of the boat 
launching area to Chancet 
Rocks and south of the boat 
launching area to Needles 
Point.  

Dogs are allowed off-leash on 
the Ward beach boat launching 
area 

Dogs are prohibited on the Ward 
beach north beyond Chancet 
Rocks to Marfells Beach and 
south beyond Needles Point to 
the Marlborough District Council 
boundary. 

Three submitters supported prohibiting 
dogs from Ward Beach including the 
East Coast Protection Group Inc. 

37 Submissions were received opposing 
dogs being prohibited from Ward Beach 
some amendments were also suggested. 

Recommendation Dog on-leash area in the reserve, car 
park and on the beach, north to Chancet Rocks and 
south to Needles Point. 

With dogs being prohibited on the beach north beyond 
Chancet Rocks and south beyond Needles Point. 

Consideration The submissions received included 
suggestions for Marfells Beach however the Hearings 
Panel were unsure if they could include Marfells Beach 
as this was not part of the proposed bylaw. The East 
Coast Protection Group did recommend prohibiting 
dogs along the whole east coast.  

It was recognised by the Hearings Panel that the area 
has ecological overlays and that the landscape is 
special. The Hearings Panel requested a copy of the 
Technical Report on Marlborough’s East Coast which 
was prepared by Council in 2019, including Map 3 
which shows the various uses of the East Coast. 

The Hearings Panel noted that the bulldozer area is 
being used and that in there is a resource consent 
allowing the boat launching provisions and commercial 
use. This also allows public use and small boats are 
allowed to launch from this location.  

Wearing or display 
of current 
registration tags 

S46, S50 & 51 of the Dog 
Control Act 1996 deals with 
wearing, displaying and offences 
relating to dogs wearing proper 
labels or discs. 

Two submitters opposed dogs having to 
wear display and wear their registration 
tags 

Wearing or display of current registration tags is a 
legislative requirement in the Dog Control Act 1996 and 
outside the scope of the bylaw and policy review. 

 

Whitehead Park 
Dogs are prohibited except 
that dogs are allowed on-
leash only on the formed 
pathway on the eastern 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
sports fields (being croquet and 
bowling greens) and on-leash 
for the balance of the park.  

 

Two submitters opposed dogs being 
prohibited from Whitehead Park 

Recommendation To prohibit dogs from the sports 
fields (being croquet and bowling greens) and allow 
dogs on-leash for the balance of the park.  

Consideration The Hearings Panel felt that having some 
on-leash area was a continuation of Sutherland Stream 
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Topic/Location 
Proposed  Policy & 
Bylaw  that went out for 
public consultation 

Draft Bylaw            
Proposed to come into effect 
1 August 2021 

Submission summary Recommendations and 
consideration rationale  

boundary and solely to 
access the Sutherland 
Stream walkway.  A direct 
route must be taken and 
the dog and owner cannot 
stop within the park. 

walkway and a compromise to deal with uncontrolled 
dogs and the issue of dog fouling. 

Wither Hills 
Dogs are prohibited from 
the Mountain Bike Tracks 
and Taylor Pass Road car 
park but does not include 
the Redwood Street car 
park or the Sutherland 
Stream Reserve. 

Dogs are prohibited from the 
Wither Hills. 

 

Two submitters wanted the Wither Hills 
opened up for dogs. 

 

Recommendation Status quo that dogs are prohibited 
from the Wither Hills. 
Consideration The Wither Hills is a working farm which 
has stock and therefore not suitable to have as a dog 
exercise area.  
There were also several submissions that recognised 
that dogs are prohibited on the Wither Hills and this 
gives people choices for walking if they do not like 
dogs. 
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10. Efficient Use of Water in Marlborough 
(Clr Hope) (Report prepared by Victoria Rhind and Chanelle Seabrook) E360-006-01 

Purpose of Report 
1. To provide an update on addressing efficient use of water in the region through resource consenting 

and monitoring. 

Executive Summary  
2. Inefficient allocation and use of water is potentially a significant issue in Marlborough, given that many 

water resources are at or are approaching full allocation. 

3. The main efficient use model used by applicants in Marlborough is IrriCalc which uses existing soils 
information and modelled climate data to provide estimates of water use for a list of different crop 
types and provides a reasonable use volume at daily, monthly and yearly rates. 

4. To ensure efficient use of water for irrigation, the Council will generally not grant water permits to use 
water for irrigation purposes at a rate that exceeds the reasonable use calculation provided by IrriCalc. 

5. All water take meters provide data via telemetry, manual submissions or on request. These meters 
should be verified every five years.  

6. There are minimum flow requirements for many Marlborough Rivers, with restriction and rationing 
provisions included in consents to protect these minimum flows.    

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
7. Inefficient allocation and use of water is potentially a significant issue in Marlborough, given that many 

water resources are at or are approaching full allocation. Once allocation limits have been reached, 
the Council is unable to continue allocating water to other users. To give effect to the National Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM), there are a number of Objectives and associated 
Policies in the Proposed Marlborough Environment Plan (PMEP) aimed to achieve efficient water use 
for any given activity. Some examples of these policies can be seen below, this is not an exhaustive 
list: 

• Policy 5.7.1 – When resource consent is to be granted to use water, every proposed use will be 
authorised by a separate water permit.  

• Policy 5.7.2 – To allocate water on the basis of reasonable demand given the intended use. 

• Policy 5.7.3 – Water permit applications to use water for irrigation will not be approved when the 
rate of use exceeds the reasonable use calculation, except where the applicant can 
demonstrate that they require more water based on property specific information. 

• Policy 5.7.4 – Require water permit holders to measure, record and transfer the information 
from their water take using a meter and data management system that is capable of recording 
real time information, and transmitting this to the Marlborough District Council via telemetry 

8. Every Water Permit applied for, whether it is a replacement of an expiring consent or a permit for a 
new take and use, must take into consideration the NPSFM, and the Objectives Policies and Rules set 
out under the PMEP.  
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IrriCalc 
9. Irrigation is used to replace any deficit in soil moisture in order to maintain crop health and growth. 

Climate and the properties of the soil in which the crop is growing are the main determinants of soil 
water availability and therefore irrigation demand. One of the ways in which efficient use of water can 
be achieved is by ensuring that the allocation to the user does not exceed that which is reasonably 
required for the use. For irrigation a reasonable use model can be used to estimate water demand for 
the crop, based on the soil type(s) and climate that exist at the property. The main model used by 
applicants in Marlborough is IrriCalc which uses existing soils information and modelled climate data to 
provide estimates of water use for a list of different crop types and provides a reasonable use volume 
at daily, monthly and yearly rates. Since June 2016 all water permit applications that seek to irrigate 
crops, must provide an IrriCalc assessment with their application.  

10. To ensure efficient use of water for irrigation, the Council will generally not grant water permits to use 
water for irrigation purposes at a rate that exceeds the reasonable use calculation provided by IrriCalc. 
However, the PMEP does have an explicit policy that enables water users to provide site specific 
information to demonstrate a reasonable use requirement that differs from IrriCalc. For non-irrigation 
uses, such as industrial or commercial water uses, the allocation will be assessed on a case-by-case 
basis. 

Impact on change of crop type 
11. When Council is notified of a land use change involving a conversion in crop type it is Council’s 

protocol to provide notification to the consent holder via letter or email. These notifications detail that a 
replacement permit is required to reflect the change in water allocation due to the change in crop type. 
The amount of water allocated in the new permit is based off IrriCalc and water availability for that 
FMU. 

Monitoring of water takes 
12. All water take meters provide data via telemetry, manual submissions or on request. Marlborough 

District Council currently receives majority of the water meter data in the region via telemetry. The 
“Resource Management (measurement and Report of Water Takes) Regulations 2010” originally 
required all freshwater takes that are greater than 5 litres per second to record water taken daily and 
to provide this data annually. They also required these meters to be verified as accurate every five 
years. These original regulations had a staged implementation which prioritised larger takes and were 
implemented between 2010 and 2016. Since these regulations took effect in 2010 there have been 
two significant amendments to them. The first took effect in 2016 which required all water consent 
holders for every water take over 5 litres per second to have a measuring device installed, provide 
continuous records of water use annually and have the device independently verified by an accredited 
company. The most recent amendment to these regulations took effect on 3 September 2020. These 
amendments include recording water take data at 15 minute intervals and providing this data daily. 
The roll out of implementing these newly added regulations is staged over 6 years (2020 - 2026), with 
larger takes being prioritised first.  

13. Water takes that are less than 5 litres per second and are only required to provide data as outlined in 
their conditions usually provide manual meter readings or csv files from data loggers. These records 
are uploaded online to the Water Meter System or submitted to the MDC water inbox. MDC has 
software which provides an alert when telemetered data has stopped being provided. These 
non-compliances are first followed up with the data host. If the data host confirms the issue requires 
an infield water meter specialist the non-compliance is highlighted to the consent holder to resolve. 
This software also has the capability to provide alerts when a water meter has abstracted more water 
than its allocated amount. 

14. Verification of a water meters is the process of proving the accuracy of the installed meter. Irrigation 
New Zealand has developed The Water Measurement and Reporting Industry Accreditation 
Programme (Blue Tick Programme) to give permit holders greater certainty that service providers will 
deliver services that meet industry best practice, comply with the regulations and meet permit 
conditions. Marlborough District Council requires all meter verifications to be undertaken by an 
approved Blue Tick provider. Water takes that are greater than 5 litres per second are required to be 
verified every five years as per the “Resource Management (measurement and Report of Water 
Takes) Regulations 2010”. Water takes not triggered by the regulations may require to be verified as 
part of their consent. 
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Water take shut offs 
15. The Wairau Awatere Resource Management Plan and the proposed Marlborough Environment Plan 

include minimum flow requirements for many Marlborough Rivers, with restriction and rationing 
provisions included in consents to protect these minimum flows.  In some cases a river may also have 
a multi class allocation, usually A, B, and C classes, with class C being the least reliable and therefore 
first to be rationed or restricted, and class A the most reliable.  Rationing and shut off levels are based 
on a flow monitoring site at a fixed location in the catchment; flow data is displayed on Council’s 
Environmental graphs page, and summarised on the Irrigation status page. 

16. Under the proposed Marlborough Environment Plan the aquifer FMU’s also have minimum levels at 
which water permit holders can be restricted, and along the coast there are also conductivity limits to 
protect the aquifers from salt water intrusion. 

17. Consent holders have the option to sign up to receive irrigation status notifications via Antenno alerts 
or group e-mails. An alert or email is sent when a river reaches a shut-off level for the first time each 
season. It is then the responsibility of the consent holder to check the Irrigation Status page to 
determine their water availability. 

Duration of consents 
18. The PMEP has a policy to assist decision makers to determine the appropriate duration of water 

permits. Policy 5.3.14 of the PMEP outlines that the duration of water permits should generally: 

a) not be less than 20 years for take from a non-over-allocated Freshwater Management Unit 
(FMU) 

b) not be more than ten years for a take from an over-allocated FMU i.e. the Wairau, Benmorven, 
Brancott, Omaka and Riverlands Aquifers.  

c) not be more than ten years when the take is from a FMU that does not have default 
environmental flow in the PMEP.  

 
19. The circumstance in (a) reflects a desire by water users for longer water permit terms in order to 

provide the certainty required to make long-term investment decisions. It also recognises that there is 
certainty regarding the sustainability of water abstraction from a FMU when limits are set by rules in 
the PMEP. 

20. The circumstances in (b) and (c) reflect situations where there is uncertainty regarding the 
sustainability of abstraction, either because the resource is over-allocated or because there is a lack of 
knowledge to set specific environmental flows/levels. A shorter term is an effective means of 
managing this uncertainty as it allows the sustainability of the existing abstraction to be reassessed 
against the provisions of a reviewed PMEP after its current ten year life. The policy also recognises 
that there may be other factors involved with a specific proposal that influence the determination of 
appropriate duration. 

S128 provisions 
21. In relation to water permits, under section 128 of the Resource Management Act the Council has the 

ability to review conditions of a water permit when a regional plan is made operative to align existing 
consent with the new plan requirements in relation maximum or minimum levels or flows or rates of 
use of water.  

22. Policy 5.2.26 of the PMEP states that where necessary, the Council will review the conditions of 
existing water permits authorising the taking of water within 24 months of the PMEP (or any 
subsequent plan changes) becoming operative to ensure that relevant environmental flows and levels 
are met.  

23. Similarly, Policy 5.5.5 of the PMEP looks to resolve over-allocation of the Benmorven, Brancott and 
Omaka Aquifer Freshwater Management Units by reducing individual resource consent allocations on 
a proportional basis, based on the total allocation available relative to each individual’s irrigated land 
area, or equivalent for non-irrigation water uses (excluding domestic and stock water). The reductions 
will be achieved by reviewing the conditions of the relevant water permits under s128 to reallocate the 
available allocation fairly across all relevant users.  
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Ballot for water source 
24. Policy 5.9.1 of the PMEP outlines that once an allocation limit is reached and that part of the water 

resource is fully allocated, any water that subsequently becomes free to allocate to other users will 
only be made available to those users through a system of ballot.  

25. A ballot is considered by water users to be the most equitable way to determine who should receive 
the water given the likely competition for the water amongst existing users. It avoids the situation of a 
person gaining access to water in preference to other potential users based on the nature of the use 
or because they were first to make an application. The ballot system is yet to be established.  

Current status of FMU for allocation. 
26. The majority of the regions water resources are fully or over-allocated.  The Wairau River is the main 

resource that has allocation available, as well as high flow water in other rivers that is suitable to be 
taken and stored in storage dams. 

27. It should be noted that some of the allocation limits set in the Proposed Marlborough Environment 
Plan are under appeal, the outcome of which may have an impact on the status of water allocation in 
the relevant FMU’s in the future. 

Presentation 
A short presentation will be given by Victoria Rhind (Environmental Planner – Resource Consents) and 
Chanelle Seabrook (Environmental Protection Officer – Compliance and Monitoring) (10 minutes). 

 

Author Victoria Rhind, Environmental Planner and Chanelle Seabrook, Environmental Protection 
Officer 

Authoriser Gina Ferguson, Consents and Compliance Group Manager 
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11. Resource Consent Hearings Update  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Sue Bulfield-Johnston)  R450-004-22 

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

with update as to changes in practice following Covid19. 

Executive Summary  
2. This report provides a rolling summary of hearings scheduled and completed for applications for 

resource consent.  Since the onset of Covid19 and the Level 4 Lockdown a practice has been 
implemented to consider extension of timeframes and online hearings where appropriate. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the report be received.  

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

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

Applications that have been scheduled for hearing 
4. At the time of writing this report twenty hearings have been completed and the decision issued in the 

year commencing 1 July 2020.   A further four hearings have taken place  as scheduled and are in 
adjournment pending receipt of further information.    A table listing these hearings is attached at 
Attachment 1.  

5. Hearings have been set down for applications for resource consent as follows:  

Date U Number and 
Name 

Details Planner Commissioner/Committee Where 
being held 

Monday 
31 May 

U200770 – 
Sanford Limited 

Land Use 
(Activity) and 
Discharge 
Permit (To Air) 

Adrienne 
Gravatt 

Commissioner Besier Council 
Chambers  
9.00am 

Tuesday 
29 June and 
Wednesday 
30 June if 
required 

U140294 & 
U140296 - The 
New Zealand King 
Salmon Company 
Limited 
Combined 
Hearing 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm) 

Peter Johnson Commissioner S McGarry Council 
Chambers  
9.00am 

Thursday 
1 July 

U190930 – 
Totaranui 250 
Trust 

Coastal Permit 
(Structure) x2 
Land Use 
(Activity) 

Sarah 
Silverstar 

Commissioner Welsh Council 
Chambers  
9.00am 

Tuesday 
6 July 

U200493 – Kuku 
Holdings Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm) 

Peter Johnson Commissioner S McGarry Council 
Chambers  
9.00am 

Wednesday 
7 July  

U201026 – 
Moetapu Bay 
Community Jetty 
Incorporated 

Coastal Permit 
(Structure) 

Sarah 
Silverstar 

Commissioner S McGarry Council 
Chambers  
9.00am 

6. Requests have been received to set hearings down for the following applications.  No dates have 
been identified at the time of drafting this report.  
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Timeframe for hearing 
extended under s 37 to 
1 November 2021 

U190500 – Avora 
Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Structure) x2 

Peter Johnson 

The applicant has 
requested a delayed 
hearing. 
Date to be advised.  

U160675 - The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited and Te 
Atiawa o Te Waka-a-
Maui Limited 

Coastal Permit (Marine 
Farm) 

Peter Johnson 

This hearing has been 
deferred.  Hearing date 
to be advised 

U190438 – The New 
Zealand King Salmon 
Company Limited 

Coastal Permit (Marine 
Farm)  

Peter Johnson 

The applicant has 
requested this hearing 
be postponed to late 
2021 and s37A has been 
applied.  

U200060 – S M Madsen 
(for Scott Madsen Family 
Trust) 

Coastal Permit (Marine 
Farm) 

Peter Johnson 

Working towards setting 
a date for hearing in 
August.  Extending 
timeframes under s 37 
for provision of evidence 
due to scale and 
complexity of application. 
A panel of three 
independent 
commissioner will be 
assembled including 
cultural and hydrological 
expertise 

U200349 – Marlborough 
District Council 
(For the Flaxbourne 
irrigation scheme project) 

Water permit (Take 
water) x2 
Land Use (Activity) x3 
Land Use (River bed or 
Surface Activity) 
Land Use (Gravel 
Removal) 

Summer Denize 

Agent has agreed to 
extending timeframes for 
hearing under s 37 
pending legal advice for 
the applicant 

U200055 – T G McLeod Land Use (Building 
Land Use (Activity) x2 
Discharge Permit (To 
Land) 

Summer Denize 

Application processing 
suspended under s 91A 
to enable applicant to 
consult with the parties 
to the hearing 
Combined hearing 
requested as 
applications for adjacent 
forestry blocks that will 
be harvested together. 

U200980 - Marberry 
Estates Limited 
and 
U200998 - McLachlan, D 
I; Yealands, A M; King, G 
D; Tarrant, M G; Watson, 
B C 

Land Use (Land 
Disturbance) 

Fliss Morey 

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

 

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

Authoriser Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager 
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Attachment 1 
The following hearings have taken place in the year commencing 1 July 2020 

Hearing 
Date 

U Number and 
Name 

Details Planner Commissioner/Committee Status 

Friday 3 July U190460 – Circle 
K Limited 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Clr D Oddie (Chair) 

Clr J Arbuckle 

Clr B Faulls 

Consent 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Friday 7 July U190397 - C A & 
C C Aston 

S357A 
Objection to 
condition 

Ian 
Sutherland 

Commissioner A Besier Objection 
dismissed 

Decision 
issued 

Friday 7 July U191112 – AM & 
D A Campbell and 
O J Foster 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Jenny 
Folster 

Commissioner A Besier Consent 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Thursday 9 
July 

U060329 – P J 
Woolley 

S136 transfer 
of water permit 

Glen Parker Commissioner M Williams Application 
refused 

Decision 
issued 

Monday 
27 July 

And 

Tuesday 28 
July if required 

U190470 – 
Simcox Quarry 
Limited – 
Reconvened 
Hearing 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Fliss Morey Commissioner S Berry Consent 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 1 
September 

U161142 – 
Marlborough 
Aquaculture 
Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Marine Farm) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner J Mills 

Clr D Oddie 

Hearing 
Adjourned 

Wednesday 
2 September 

U200218 - 
Marlborough 
District Council 

Discharge 
Permit (To 
Water) x5 

Glen Parker Commissioner C Welsh Consent 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
22 September  

U190483 – Beirne 
& Smith  

Coastal Permit 
(Seawall) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Commissioner C Welsh Application 
refused 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
13 October 

U200049 – JAHM 
Investments 
Limited & Others 

Water Permit 
(Take Water 
and Use 
Water) 

Glen Parker Commissioner John Maassen Application 
granted in 
part 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
24 November 

U191050 – 
Burkhart Fisheries 
Limited 

Coastal Permit 
(Disturb 
Foreshore or 
Seabed) 

Peter 
Johnson 

Clr Arbuckle 

Clr Oddie 

Clr Faulls 

Application 
granted 

Decision 
issued 
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Hearing 
Date 

U Number and 
Name 

Details Planner Commissioner/Committee Status 

Thursday 
3 December 
2020 

U200094 - Kainga 
Ora - Homes and 
Communities 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation) 
Land Use 
(Land 
Disturbance ) 
x 2 
Land Use 
(Building) 

Tracey 
Hewitt 

Commissioner M Williams Consent 
Granted 

Decision 
issued 

Friday 
11 December 
2020 

U190172 – 
Dunford, B J and 
M L 
Reconvened 
Hearing 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation) 
Water Permit 
(Take Water & 
Use Water) 
Land Use 
(Activity) 

Ian 
Sutherland 

Commissioner S McGarry Application 
refused 

Decision 
Issued 

Thursday  
17 December 
2020 

U190814 - 
Rarangi Golf Club 
Incorporated 

Water Permit 
(Take Water, 
Use Water, 
Use Water) 

Glen Parker Commissioner D Caldwell Application 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
12 January  

U200556 – M R 
Newman/Newman 
Excavations  

Land Use 
(Activity)  

Jenny 
Folster  

Commissioner Craig Welsh  Application 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Wednesday 
27 January 

U200311 – 
Cowslip Valley 
Vineyards Limited 

Water Permit 
(Take Water, 
Use Water, 
Dam Water) 
Land Use 
(River Surface 
of Bed Activity) 
 

Glen Parker Clr D Oddie (Chair) 

Clr J Arbuckle 

Clr B Faulls 

Application 
granted 

Decision 
issued 

Thursday 
28 January  

U060359 – P J 
Woolley 

S357B 
Objection to 
costs 

Anna 
Eatherley 

Commissioner J Mills Objection 
upheld in part 

Decision 
issued 

Monday 
22 February  

U200434 - 
Duncan Bay 
Residents 
Association 
Incorporated 

Discharge 
Permit (To Air) 

Land Use 
(Activity) 

Adrienne 
Gravatt 

Commissioner Besier Application 
refused 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
23 February  

U200816 – G K 
Goodsir 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation) 

Ian 
Sutherland 

Commissioner Besier Application 
refused 

Decision 
issued 

Tuesday 
2 March and 
Wednesday 
3 March if 
required 

U191018 -  Ants 
Nest Tabula Rasa 
Limited 

Water Permit 
(Take Water 
and Use 
Water) 

Victoria 
Rhind 

Commissioner R Bannister Application 
Granted 

Decision 
Issued 
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Hearing 
Date 

U Number and 
Name 

Details Planner Commissioner/Committee Status 

Thursday 
8 April 

U200673 - H J & 
M K MacDonald 
(Te Iwingaro 
Trust) 
 
 
 

Water Permit 
(Take Water, 
Use Water) 

Glen Parker Commissioner Williams Application 
granted in 
part 

Decision 
issued 

Monday 
15 March  

U190629 – The 
Awatere River 
Wine Company 
Limited 

Land Use 
(Activity and 
Building),  

Discharge 
Permit (To 
Land) 

Rebecca 
Partridge 

Commissioner J Mills Hearing 
Adjourned – 
directions for 
further 
information 
issued 

Tuesday 
30 March and 
Wednesday 
31 March if 
required 

U191071 – 
Whatamonga 
Farm Limited 

Land Use 
(Land 
Disturbance) 

Fliss Morey Commissioner S McGarry Hearing took 
place as 
scheduled. 
Application 
processing 
suspended 
under s 91A 
pending 
receipt of 
further 
information 
and revised 
conditions 

Tuesday 
13 April  

U200915 - R L A 
Construction 
Limited 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation), 
Land Use 
(Activity) 

Tracey 
Hewitt 

Commissioner Welsh Hearing 
Adjourned – 
directions for 
further 
information 
issued 

Tuesday 
11 May  

U190827 – 
Mohua Wines 
Limited 

Subdivision 
(Allotment 
Creation), 
Land Use 
(Activity) 

Ian 
Sutherland 

Commissioner Williams Hearing 
Adjourned – 
directions for 
further 
information 
issued 

 

 



 

Environment - 10 June 2021 - Page 128 

12. Appointment of Hearings Commissioners  
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Sue Bulfield-Johston)  R450-004-02 

Purpose of Report  
1. The purpose of this report is to present David McMahon, Liz Burge, Rob Lieffering and 

Andrew Fenemor for inclusion on the list of Hearings Commissioners. 

Executive Summary  
2. David McMahon, Liz Burge, Rob Lieffering, and Andrew Fenemor are being submitted to serve as 

Independent Commissioners on matters such as hearings on applications for resource consent.  

3. David McMahon has 35 years experience in urban and environmental plannng.  He is the founding 
director of Resource Management Group Limited established in 2001, which provides consultancy 
services under the Resource Management Act 1991 and other related legislations.  Over recent years 
David has primarly focussed on Commissoiner appointments at both Local Government and EPA 
Boards of Inquiry levels.  David is an accredited RMA Hearing Commissioner under the making Good 
Decisions programme, he does not have the chairs endorsement.   

4. Liz Burge has 27 years experience in environmentlal planning.  She is the Director of Burge 
Consulting Resource Management Limited, which also provides provides consultancly services under 
the RMA.  Her area of expertise cover Te Ao Māori, District and Regional policy, plans and plan 
changes, resource consenting including regional, land use and subdivision.  Liz is also certified as a 
decision maker under the Making Good Decisions programme, she also does not have the chairs 
endorsement. 

5. Rob Lieffering also has over 30 years experience accross the RMA disciplines and has considerable 
decision maker experience both as an Independent Hearing Chair and as a member of a hearing 
panel.  He is accredited under the Making Good decisions programme and has the Chairs 
endorsement. 

6. Andrew Fenemor is a hydrologist and water management researcher and currently a Research 
Associate with Landcare Research, Nelson.  He has over 40 years experience in catchment 
managent, hydrology, water policy and RMA decision making.  Andrew is an accredited RMA 
Commissioner and has the Chairs endorsement. 

7. These three individuals will be a beneficial addition to the Commissioner list as they will widen the 
planning expertise available to us from within the sub group of Commissioners that serve in this 
capacity.  

8. Liz Burge will also bring her extertise in Te Ao Māori, her addition to the list will provide us with more 
options when looking to secure the services of a commissioner with cultural expertise.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. That the report be received.  
2. That David McMahon, Liz Burge and Rob Lieffering are appointed to act as a Hearings 

Commissioner as and when required and that they be advised accordingly. 

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

Council may delegate its function as a consent authority to a Hearings Commissioner. 
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10. Hearings Commissioners can be called on to hear and determine applications for resource consent 
pursuant to section 34A of the Resource Management Act, 1991. 

11. This list of Hearings Commissioners can be beneficially extended with the inclusion of the following 
person as below: 

12. 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. 

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

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

David McMahon 
15. David gained his Masters in Regional and Resource Planning from the University of Otago and has 

practised as a planner ever since.  As a general planning specialist David has worked across the 
broader RMA practice, including policy and plan development and resurce consenting matters.  The 
matters he has heard and determind cover an equally broad array under the RMA, including heritage, 
industrial, infrastructure, utliity, recreation, residential, rural-residentiual subdivision, plan change, etc. 

Liz Burge 
16. Liz has undertaken various commissioner roles including whole Plan, Plan Changes and individual 

resource consent hearings.   These processes have involved varying levels of complexity and have 
crossed all facets of local authorities’ resource management responsibilities.  Liz holds a Bachelor in 
Resource Studies with a focus on Māori Environmental Management.  She obtained her qualification 
through Lincoln University. 

17. In addition to being a commissioner, Liz provides resource management planning advice 
including policy and plan preparation and processes to various organisations from a national, regional 
and local level - including Councils, Māori organisations, Government departments, developers and 
individuals.   She has also prepared Cultural Impact Assessments, resource consent applications and 
variations to consents (for subdivision and land use).  

Rob Lieffering 
18. Rob has a Master of Sc (Hons) in Earth and Soil Sciences, obtained through Massey University and a 

Ph.D in Earth and Soil Sciences, also obtained through Massey University.  He has over 30 years of 
accumulated technical expertise in resource management across the RMA disciplines of land use, 
water, discharge, coastal and subdivision.  Rob has Local Government experience and has served as 
the Consents Manager at North Tasman District Council and Northland Regional Council.   

Andrew Fenemor 
19. Since 2008, Andrew’s RMA work has included being a hearings commissioner for the 60000ha 

Central Plains Irrigation project, changes to the Rakaia Water Conservation Order, the 58000ha 
Hurunui Water Project, ECan's regional plans for the lower Waitaki, South Coastal Canterbury and 
Banks Peninsula, for dairy discharge consents in Otago's Kakanui catchment, and BOP Regional 
Council’s water allocation plan.  Most recently he has been a member of the Freshwater Independent 
Advisory Panel for Minister David Parker’s Essential Freshwater reforms 2019-2020.  Prior to 2002 
Andrew held various water and environmental management roles at Tasman District Council and 
predecessor organisations, as well as in the United States.  Andrew is highly experienced in his field 
of expertise and will be a welcome addition to the Hearing Commissioner list given here are no 
hydrologists appointed to it. 
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Next steps 

20. If approved a contract for services will be provided to David McMahon, Liz Burge, Rob Lieffering and 
Andrew Fenemor. 

Attachments 
Attachment 1 – Summary CV of David McMahon Page [131] 

Attachment 2 – Summary of CV of Liz Burge Page [132] 

Attachment 3 – Summary CV of Rob Lieffering Page [135] 

Attachment 4 – Summary CV of Andrew Fenemor Page [138] 

   

Author Sue Bulfield-Johnston, Administrator and Hearings Facilitator, Advocacy and Practice 
Integration 

Authoriser Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager 

  



 

Environment – 10 June 2021 – Page 131 

Attachment 1 
Summary CV of David McMahon 
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Attachment 2 
Summary of CV of Liz Burge 
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Attachment 3 
Summary CV of Rob Lieffering 
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Attachment 4 
Summary CV of Andrew Fenemor 
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13. Appeals Update 
(Clr Oddie) (Report prepared by Barbara Mead)  R450-004-22 

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

in Regulatory Services as at 26 May 2021. 

Executive Summary  
2. Presently Council is engaged in eight appeals either as intervener or respondent.  They originate as 

follows: 

a) Four relate to resource consents decisions (two granted and two refused, all by independent 
commissioners); 

b) One relates to policy case law (King Salmon principles and Otago Regional Council’s proposed 
plan); 

c) One relates to building compliance (swimming pool covers within this region); and 

d) Two relate to RMA compliance (abatement notice for forestry harvesting issued by this Council 
and abatement notice for mooring location). 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the information be received. 

Background/Context  
3. Outlined below is a brief summary and update as to these appeals:  

a)  EDS v Otago Regional Council (Court of Appeal, MDC as intervener) 

4. This appeal relates to the application of the King Salmon principles to plan development.  The 
question to be answered is “Did the High Court misapply the Supreme Court’s decision in Environment 
Defence Society Inc v New Zealand King Salmon Co Ltd?” 

5. The matter is set down for heairng on 6 and 7 July 2021. 

6. The appeal is of regional and national importance as it seeks to clarify the application of King Salmon 
case law principles (applying specific policies in the NZCPS policies as ‘bottom lines’).  In particular 
whether these can and should be strictly applied to port activites in the same manner as in respect of 
aquaculture activities.  There outcome of this appeal will effect the ability to undertake port activities 
(expansion and/or improvements) and potentially the provisions in the PMEP.  It is also of importance 
given the intention to incoporate King Salmon caselaw into proposed Natural and Build Environments 
Act which will replace the RMA. 

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

7. This appeal has been withdrawn.  The High Court decision and Abatement Notice stands.  The High 
Court decision confirmed that a permitted activity could not become a consented activity and that a 
harvesting consent is requried in addition to consents for tracking that faciliate commercial forestry 
harvesting.  The parties have agreed both the Court of Appeal and High Court costs.  There is an 
application for costs before the Environment Court in relation to that hearing.  
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8. 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. 

c) Woolley (Environment Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 

9. This is an appeal, relates to a decision by an independent Commissioner to decline and appliation to 
transfer water use permit.  The application was a site to site transfer and sought use of the water for 
vineyard irrigation.  The consent provided for use of water to irigate pasture and food crops.  The 
Commissioner declined the application on the basis that it also sought to change the use. 

10. The parties attended mediation on 4 March 2021 and agreement was largely reached.  Draft 
settlement documents have been circulated.  

11. This appeal has particular relevance as it will provide clear guidance as the importance of changing 
use during the process of making an application for site to site transfer. 

d) Omaka Valley Resdience Group (Environment Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 

12. This appeal relates to a decision by an indpendent Commissioner to grant a resource consent to 
continue operating a quarry.  The submitter has lodged a Notice of Appeal in respect of the tonnage 
granted being 90,000 tonnes per annum.  They believe this in contrary to the policies in the plans and 
suggest a tonnage of 50,000 tonnes per annum is appropriate.  They have also filed a Notice of 
Appeal in respect of the PMEP hearings which supports the same position. 

13. The parties attended mediation on 26 February 2021 and agreement was largely reached.  Draft 
settlement documents have been circulated.  

e)  Trustees of Cherrybank Trust (District Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 

14. This appeal relates to a determination by MBIE finding that pool covers are not lawful pool barriers.  
The appellant is a property owner within this region and is appealing the determination.  

15. This matter has been set down for hearing with a date yet to be allocated. 

f)  Beirne & Smith (Environment Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 

16. This appeal relates to a decline of application for retrospective consent.  A seawall had been 
constructed straddling private property and the foreshore.  The application was declined given the 
location of the seawall in the coastal marine area having regard to the current policy framework that 
does not support hard engineering in the first instance and in that location. 

17. This matter is of importance as there will be increasing pressure on property owners to protect their 
private property from climate change effects and therefore increasing pressure on Council and 
decision-makers to enable them to do so. 

18. This matter was adjourned to enable an alternate planning proposal to be explored however the 
appeallant has determined to proceed with the appeal.  Directions will be grated shortly. 

g) Henshaw (Environment Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 

19. This appeal relates to an Abatement Notice in respect of an offsite mooring.  

20. This matter was set down for mediation but adjourned to enable settlement discussions.  These 
discussions are ongoing. 

h) Chateau Marlborough Ltd (Environment Court appeal, MDC as respondent) 
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21. This appeal relates to a subdivsion resource consent which was granted and the appeallant’s concern 
in respect of demolision and construction noise.  

22. The parties attended mediation on 21 May 2021 and agreement was reached.  Settlement documents 
will be drafted shortly. 

Next steps 
23. Regulatory staff will continue to progress these appeals and work to improve best practice. 

Author Barbara Mead, Advocacy and Practice Integration Manager 

Authoriser Gina Ferguson, Consents & Compliance Group Manager 
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14. Information Package 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the Regulatory Department Information Package dated 10 June 2021 be received and noted. 
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