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To the members of the
Upper Waitaki Zone Water Management Committee
MEMBERSHIP
Barry Shepherd
Mathew Bayliss
Jay Graybill
Lisa Anderson
Simon Cameron (Chair)
Russell Armstrong
Sandra Hampstead Tipene

Moeraki Representative (vacant)
John Sunckell
John Wilkie
Richard Subtil
Craig Dawson

Notice is given of the Meeting of the Upper Waitaki Water Zone Management Committee to
be held on Friday 22 September, 2017, at 9.30am

VENUE:

Mackenzie Country Inn, Twizel

BUSINESS:

As per agenda attached

WAYNE BARNETT
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, MACKENZIE DISTRICT COUNCIL

MICHAEL ROSS
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, WAITAKI DISTRICT COUNCIL
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Upper Waitaki Zone Committee Meeting
Friday September 22, 9:30am
Mackenzie Country Inn, Twizel
9:00 am
9:30

Arrive / Cup of tea
Standing Items:
Apologies, Minutes, Correspondence, Regional Committee
update, Facilitator update

9:50

Aquaculture Environment Plans: update on progress

Rick Ramsay

10:15

Mackenzie District Plan Review: early consultation on
issues

Aaron Hakkaart

3&7

11

11:00

Morning tea

11:20

Zone Delivery:
Implementation prioritization
Monthly verbal update
Annual compliance report

Chris Eccleston

Environment Canterbury Long Term Plan

Nic Newman

12:00

20

28
12:30

1:00

General Business
General Public
Close and lunch
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ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY
MACKENZIE AND WAITAKI DISTRICT COUNCILS
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE UPPER WAITAKI ZONE WATER
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE, HELD AT THE MACKENZIE COUNTRY INN,
TWIZEL, ON JUNE 23, 2017 AT 9.30 AM
PRESENT:
Simon Cameron (Chair)
Lisa Anderson
Russell Armstrong
Matthew Bayliss
Sandra Hampstead-Tipene
Barry Shepherd
Richard Subtil
John Sunckell
John Wilkie
IN ATTENDANCE:
Mel Schauer, Zone Committee Facilitator
Mayor Gary Kircher
Mayor Graham Smith
Keri-Ann Andrews, Committee Administrator, Mackenzie District Council
Greg Davis, Administrator
Graham Clarke, ECan
Max Crowe, Waikati District Council,
Craig Davison, ECan
Nadine Domacee, ECan
Chris Eccleston, ECan
Barbara Gilants, ECan
Tama Harris, ECan
Becks Lewis, Reg Comm
Helen Shaw, ECan
Don Rule, ECan COO
Mayors Kircher and Smith left the meeting at 10:15am.
Richard Subtil left the meeting at 12:30pm.

WELCOME:
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting. Peter Ramsden opened the meeting
with a karakia.

APOLOGIES:
Resolved: that an apology be received from Craig Dawson and Jay Graybill.
John Wilkie/ John Sunckell

MINUTES AND MATTERS ARISING:
Resolved: that the minutes of the meeting held on 24 March 2017 be confirmed and
adopted as a true record of the meeting.
Barry Shepherd/ Sandra Hampstead-Tipene
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CORRESPONDENCE:
Mayor Graham Smith reported that Council had received $640,000 funding from the
Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MB) to assist with tourism
growth. He advised the District would receive toilet improvements at Pukaki, the
Dam Lookout site, Lake Wardell sites, Lakeside Drive in Lake Tekapo and toilet
facilities at “the Pines”. He added that Council had been approached by Land
Information New Zealand (LINZ) regarding toilet facilities at “the Pines”. He said
discussion would continue with LINZ to identify how the Pines improvements would
be managed.
Mayor Gary Kircher felt different agencies had to have a coordinated approach
when managing tourism. He added Waitaki District Council had received funding
from the last MB funding round assisting with the establishment of public toilets at
Duntroon and Dunback.
IMPLEMENTATION UDPATE
Mr Eccleston requested feedback from Committee members regarding reporting of
the quarterly implementation report.
The Committee requested the following be reported on:










Update on compliance monitoring, how the Committee is tracking, numbers,
etc.
How the Committee is tracking with progress against the ZIP? Clear evidence
is needed that Committee are making progress against the targets and our
actions/recommendations.
Highlight any zone specific or regional (relevant) issues.
Update on other Zone Committees’ progress: sharing ideas they have proven
success with, etc.
Overview of water quality zone specific issues.
Our zone people – a checklist of key people to go to – list names, roles,
positions, how they can help, and background. This could be done in an
innovative way as well as in hard copy, and included on the UWZC webpage;
including short video clips about what people are doing. Tell a story about the
team that are helping us.
Request made that data/information is presented in a user-friendly form that
can be distributed to the community in a standard format.

Verbal reports for 2 months then quarterly written feedback report to Committee were
requested and success rate of compliance monitoring important to note for the
community.
Concerns were raised about whether all the information passed during meetings is
being implemented efficiently as well as being provided to news media. Good as well
as bad news need to be communicated for positive media purposes. Discussion
about importance of social media to send out messages from community leaders.
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LAKE SNOW – UPDATE
Graeme Clarke, Water Quality & Ecology Science Team Leader, gave a talk on lake
snow and algae lindavia.
Mr Subtil and Mrs Anderson raised the point that everybody’s activities had an
impact on growth of lake snow, not just farmers. Other sectors – e.g. fish and game
– had a role to play in helping stop the spread. Mr Clarke informs the Committee
that lake snow had not been confirmed as invasive, and no confirmed science on
how the mucus develops. The Committee recognises that many farmers had good
practice around this issue. Data needs to put into public arena regarding actual
problem sectors. Media training for Committee members suggested. Is a lead
communications member required? Funding for such a role is available: Richard
Subtil expresses interest, and Simon Cameron and Lisa Anderson also expressed
an interest in fulfilling this potential role.

BIODIVERSITY – PRESENTATION FROM WAIMATE DISTRICT COUNCIL’S
BIODIVERSITY OFFICER
Max Crowe reported he is actively producing media to distribute regarding Waitaki
District Council activities, including writing copy for news media – Fairfax, etc. – as
well as making videos.
Max presented the ecological assessment of the SNA Survey, which included aerial
surveys in coastal areas of the Waitaki. There is some restricted biodiversity due to
established farming, but local farmers are generally happy to engage with District
Councils.
Mr Subtil said the database was already available in current reports on properties via
DoC assessments and tenure reviews to more efficiently fast-forward process.
Message of collaboration with landowners is key so that there is strong
communication and cooperation.
David Stone of Lake Ohau a representative for Mackenzie Country Trust made an
offer to talk to the Zone Committee regarding their collaboration with Council, DoC
and landowners to provide outside money for annual annuity for landowners, to
assist with biodiversity upkeep, including possible buy-outs if an area is large
enough.
Committee wishes to see outcomes of new rules plan. Biodiversity not generally
focused on by Committee.

BRIEFING ON PLAN CHANGE 5 DECISION


The Zone Committee would like the chance at their next meeting in August to work
through the farm portal on two farms. Richard Subtil and Lisa Anderson volunteer
their properties. The Zone Committee would also like wider engagement on the portal
in the near future, run through example farming scenarios. The suggestion was that
there could be drop-ins for people to run through the portal.
o Focus around zones identified in the plan.
o ECan to engage with Farm IQ.
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Mr Craig Davison updated the Committee regarding Plan Change 5, providing a
timeline, tools and benefits, and key changes, with emphasis on the Waitaki region.
Rules had not yet become legal enforcement,
COMMUNICATIONS UPDATE
This item was not specifically addressed as it had been a running thread through
the entire meeting.
PAPER – PRIORITY RECREATION AND AMENITY SITES
Ms Schauer requested Committee members’ feedback regarding priority recreation
and amenity sites in the Zone.
The Committee suggested that Lake Benmore and Haldon Arm Camp be put
together, which was accepted by the Committee.
Identified further suggested sites should be added:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Loch Laird,
Lake Aviemore
Fisherman’s Bend
Lake Alexandria
Lake McGregor.

The Committee agreed Sawdon Stream and Longslip Creek should be removed.
GENERAL BUSINESS:
There was no general business.
NEXT MEETING:
Ms Schauer confirmed the July meeting would be cancelled due to winter conditions
and the Committee would meet jointly with the Lower Waitaki Zone in Otematata on
Friday 18 August from 9:30am to 3:00pm. The main focus of the meeting would be
Plan Change 5.

Peter Ramsden closed the meeting with a karakia

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS
THE CHAIRMAN DECLARED THE MEETING CLOSED AT 1:00PM
CHAIRMAN:

_____________________________

DATE:

_____________________________
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UPPER WAITAKI ZONE COMMITTEE
LOWER WAITAKI SOUTH COASTAL CANTERBURY ZONE COMMITTEE
UNCONFIRMED MINUTES OF A JOINT MEETING HELD IN THE OTEMATATA
COMMUNITY CENTRE, OTEMATATA ON FRIDAY 18 AUGUST 2017, AT 9.30AM
PRESENT

Upper Waitaki Zone Committee Members:
Chair Simon Cameron (Community)
Barry Shepherd (Community); Mathew Bayliss (Community); Lisa
Anderson (Community); Sandra Hampstead Tipene (Runanga);
Moeraki Representative (vacant); Cr John Sunckell (Environment
Canterbury); John Wilkie (Runanga); Cr Craig Dawson (Waitaki
District Council)
Lower Waitaki Zone Committee Members:
Chair Kate White (Community)
Mark Giles (Community), Suzanne Eddington (Waihao Runanga),
Sandra Hampstead-Tipene (Arowhenua Runanga), Andrew Hayes
(Community), Cr Jeremy Holding (Waitaki District Council), Mark
Kingsbury (Community), Cr Miriam Morton (Waimate District
Council), Bruce Murphy (Community), Brent Packman (Community),
Ranui Ryan (Moeraki Runanga), and Cr Peter Scott (Environment
Canterbury)

APOLOGIES

Waitaki MP Jacqui Dean, Cr Russell Armstrong (Mackenzie District
Councillor), Andrew Feierabend (Meridian); Jay Graybill
(Community); Richard Subtil (Community); Ranui Ryan (for lateness);
Elizabeth Rolleston (Community)

IN ATTENDANCE

Nic Newman (Zone Facilitator)
Chris Eccleston (Zone Manager)
Karalyn Reid (Secretary)

Chair of the Lower Waitaki Zone Committee Kate White welcomed members to the meeting,
and asked Peter Ramsden to open the meeting with a karakia.
Members of the Lower and Upper Zone Committee members, ECan staff and members of
the public introduced themselves.

APOLOGIES
Apologies were received from Waitaki MP Jacqui Dean, Cr Russell Armstrong
(Mackenzie District Councillor), Ranui Ryan (for lateness); Andrew Ferierebend
(Meridian), Richard Subtil (Community), Jay Graybill (Community), Elizabeth
Rolleston (Community)
RESOLVED
LWSC17/21

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Moved Craig Dawson
Seconded Mark Giles
“That the apologies are accepted.”
MOTION CARRIED

LWSCCZC 18 August 20178

The July minutes will be confirmed at the respective September meetings.

CORRESPONDENCE
Correspondence will be accepted at the respective September meetings.

FACILITATOR UPDATE (Nic Newman)
•
•
•
•

The Zone Committee Refresh opens on 11 September 2017, and the facilitator will
email information to all committee members.
Upper Waitaki: New biodiversity projects will be unveiled next month as well as
information on Aquaculture Environment Plans
Lower Waitaki: Stacey Scott from HDI will give an update on HDI at the September
meeting.
Several members expressed an interest in attending a 3-hour Comms / Media
Workshop run by ECan. The facilitator will email details when they are confirmed.
RESOLVED
LWSC17/22

Moved Suzanne Eddington
Seconded Simon Cameron
“That the reports are accepted.”
MOTION CARRIED

PLAN CHANGE 5: STATUS UPDATE (Chris Eccleston)
Plan Change 5: Until the appeals are resolved Plan Change 5 is effectively in limbo.
There is a strong likelihood that there will be no progress until the appeals are
processed.
Plan Change 3 is six months ahead of Plan Change 5. The appeals are settled, and
communication work is underway
Ranui Ryan arrived at 10.00am.

FARM PORTAL DEMONSTRATION
Ian Lyttle (ECan Senior Land Management Advisor) talked and showed committee
members the online N-Check portal, and explained the association with Overseer.
(N-Check is accepted as a tool to calculate if a farm’s nitrogen losses are above or
below the threshold to determine if a consent is required under the Canterbury Land
and Water Regional Plan).
Ian may arrange public demonstrations in the Upper Waitaki Zone following Plan
Change 5 appeal resolutions. It would be helpful for Upper Waitaki farmers to spread
the word. The facilitator offered to assist the spread the information through ECan
contacts.

ZONE IMPLEMENTATION QUARTERLY REPORT
Chris Eccleston gave a presentation on his ideas of future ‘progress’ reporting of
Zone Committees.
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The split reporting process (visual, metrics and priority matrix) was preferred
containing more detailed data report for zone committee meetings, alongside a
community-focused ‘snapshot’ report that’s easy to look at and gives key messages
(both good and not-so-good), website links, ZIP, and a cultural component. The
Upper and Lower Waitaki ‘snapshot’ reports could be used for public messages.
The meeting was adjourned at 11.00am for morning tea.
The meeting reconvened at 11.20am.

CLIMATE CHANGE PROJECTIONS
Dr Brett Painter gave a presentation on climate change for the Waitaki.

CWMS REFLECTION SESSION (Nic Newman and Caroline Hart)
Question:

How have we worked in a collaborative consensus seeking manner?
Resolving water management dilemmas – how have we done?
Involving the wider community – what are highlights/lowlights?

Feedback:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

‘80 angry farmers’ example – the zone committee thought they were working
collaboratively – are we (community) being listened to and does it get put into
actions? Are ECan leading the way from what they are hearing from us?
There is a challenge of commitment from organisations such as Forest and Bird
There is a challenge between collaborate consensus-seeking and advocacy
People are becoming more watchful, more farmers getting skilled
We are seeing more bad news in the media - not about having conversations on
improving
(Selwyn) You can communicate as much as like, but there’s always a group
saying they don’t trust you; don’t trust science, you’re not doing enough. They get
the media involved
We need to remember all the stakeholders – don’t seem to hear from all the
stakeholders.
(NARG start) When there’s an obvious realisation this could affect property value
people realise they need to be involved in the conversation. As a committee we
need to be able to put ourselves in the shoes of the people that live in the zone –
not just the dairy farmer or arable farmer – but interest groups such as Fish and
Game, lifestyle farmers. We are all in this together
Perhaps we need more of an urban commitment
It is not just farming – urban people aren’t realising what’s happening and it is
easy to blame the farming community
There’s a strong emphasis towards farming and agriculture – but stuff comes off
highways and trucks (effluent)
Farmer consensus achieved on nutrient allocation group. We should be proud of
high country farmers achieving some compromise. But there is a ‘rift’ in high
country - we need to bring people back together. Group of key stakeholders need
to communicate well - this is something that needs to be thought about.
We need an awareness of other zone committees
Sometimes people are not ready to engage unless they think it affects them
Having industry’s support is helping the progress – the whole industry has grown
Some have a lot more support from industry where initially they hadn’t
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•

A collaborative approach of community is important, the fact is that people hold
back. Cattle Creek Hall – it was the same four people turned up every time with
five ECan people and not until things started to happen then everybody came onboard? Where were they before?
Today is about sitting back and listening. ‘This’ all started back with the
Catchment Board then ECan. People turn up and say ‘we didn’t know about that’
– but it’s been out there.
You can never achieve 100% agreement – there is always a Johnny-come-lately.
Don’t be disheartened we need to keep the ball rolling
Runanga that don’t live in district are deeply interested We forget about that.
Tourism is also important. Poor water quality has an impact on others. We are
hearing questions like - When can we swim? When will the paddocks stop
smelling? What’s happening with the whitebait populations?
Salt Walter Creek is in a shocking state. OTOP looking at urban and industrial.
Responsibility is both town and country. Silt coming down from top of catchment
– OTOP beginning to look at industrial urban and farming community
Lower Zone – the urban responsibility has to be investigated and acknowledged.
People need to understand it is not just farmers that are responsible. There are
also tourists and traffic on the roads. We need to look at the whole big picture.
Communication is really difficult as the zone committees are constantly evolving.

Question: Looking forward: What are the key things ‘we’ need to do/change in the
next phase of CWMS to overcome challenges and delivery on solutions?
Comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•

We need more balanced committees – not so overloaded with farmers.
Committees to think holistically. Better advertising with the upcoming vacancies,
stakeholders such as fishing guides, Forest and Bird
Do people switch off at the committee table and think the person from ECan
presenting knows better and do not challenge the information?
The Mackenzie Accord involved so many agencies. Where do zone committee fit
in the conversation? Riperian management - where are the boundaries.
The consequences of plan changes need to be policed and monitored
ECan is giving time for rural communities to adjust to new rules

At the invitation of the Chair, Peter Ramsden shared a closing karakia.
There being no further business, the Chair declared the meeting closed at 1.25pm for lunch,
followed by a field trip to the Otematata Wetlands with Graeme Sullivan.

------------------------------K White
Lower Waitaki SCC Zone Committee Chairperson
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AGENDA ITEM NO:

SUBJECT MATTER: Mackenzie District
Council – District Plan review Consultation

REPORT BY: Aaron Hakkaart (Resource
Management Planner – District Plan)
DATE OF MEETING: 22 September 2017

Purpose:


To inform the Committee of the consultation being undertaken by Mackenzie District
Council as part of the District Plan Review.

Background
Mackenzie District Council are reviewing the way surface water activities and the clearance
of indigenous vegetation are managed within the Rural Zone of the Mackenzie District Plan.
Consultation has been occurring so that staff gain an understanding of the views of the
community and wider public prior to drafting proposed text.
An issues and options paper for each of the two topics has been drafted and released by
Council, with the brief versions attached to this meeting paper (the full reports are available
on Council’s website www.mackenzie.govt.nz). Questionnaires, were attached to the issues
and options papers to guide the feedback provided.
Next Steps
1. Mackenzie District Council will review the feedback provided and use it in drafting
proposed text.
2. Mackenzie District Council will consult with Schedule 1 parties under the Resource
Management Act 199 on the proposed text.
3. Notification of the proposed text will occur.
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Issues and Options Summary
Surface Water Activities in the Rural Zone

Mackenzie District Council — PO Box 52, Fairlie 7949
www.mackenzie.govt.nz
T: 03 685 9010 E: planning@mackenzie.govt.nz

Overview
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Mackenzie District Council are reviewing the way surface water activities are managed under the Mackenzie District Plan. This
document is intended to provide a basis for discussion on this challenging issue. The results of this discussion will assist Mackenzie
District Council in making decisions on new or amended provisions in the Mackenzie District Plan.

Statutory Context
Resource Management Act 1991
The Resource Management Act, section 31 lists functions that territorial authorities may carry out for the purpose of giving effect to
the Act. These functions include:
The control of any actual or potential effects of activities in relation to the surface of water in rivers and lakes.
Regional Councils have control over activities on the surface of coastal water.

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement
The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement does not directly refer to activities on the surface water other than to acknowledge that
this is a responsibility of territorial authorities. The Policy Statement however does address matters which are indirectly related to
these activities such as:





maintenance of ecosystems and biodiversity (as discussed in the Issues and Options report R1 on Vegetation Clearance)
providing for activities in rivers and lake beds which avoid significant adverse effects on their values (Policy 10.3.1)
protection of land in riparian zones for protection of indigenous biodiversity and natural character (Policy 10.3.2)
promoting maintenance and enhancement of public and Ngai Tahu access to and along the beds of rivers and lakes and
avoiding inappropriate loss of existing access (Policy 10.3.5).

Environment Canterbury under the Land and Water Regional Plan and under its Navigation Safety Bylaw manage establishment and
use of structures associated with water bodies such as jetties and moorings.

Issues
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Issue 1 – Impacts of Activities on Waterways
There is a wide range of potential impacts from recreation activities on the surface of lakes and rivers. Many of these impacts are
listed in Issue 10 Recreational Values of the District Plan. In general they can be grouped into impacts on the natural environment
and impacts on human experience and enjoyment of an area. The impacts on the natural environment include degradation of natural
habitats associated with the lake or rivers and with areas used as the base for clients and operators. The second aspect is the various
impacts on recreational settings and experiences including those which are highly valued because of their remoteness and/or high
natural character. Noise, dust and visual distraction from boats and vehicles servicing operations on the water can compromise the
solitude of remote areas. The increase in tourist numbers over the years has resulted in more recreational activities which has put
more pressure on the use of land, water and air as well as on the provision of infrastructure. This increase is signalled in Rural Issue
10 in the District Plan.

Issue 2 – Commercial vs Private Recreation
Commercial operators provide a range of services associated with recreation. These services include activities such as guiding, lodge
accommodation, transport and adventure activities and boating. Together they make an important contribution to the range of
recreation opportunities available within the District. The nature of their impact is no different from those carrying out similar
activities non-commercially. However, commercial reality often dictates that they operate regularly and in some cases with
significant numbers. It is this factor which sometimes causes conflict with other users. Consequently commercial recreation activities
may require special consideration. Limits on the type and numbers of commercial operators within any one area may be necessary
where management of factors such as public safety, physical and/or social carrying capacity required, or where the needs of other
users make this necessary in order to achieve a balance between users.

Issue 3 – Sensitivity of Various Lakes and Rivers
Currently the Rural Zone provisions in the District Plan treat all commercial and non-commercial outdoor recreation on waterways
in the same way, except for a standard in rule 7.1.1.a which specifies that there is to be no motorised boating above the confluence
of the Opihi and Opuha Rivers. This raises a question about the respective values associated with the various waterways in the District
and the sensitivity of these to recreational use, and motorised boating in particular. The recent response to the proposed commercial
hovercraft operation on Lake Pukaki has highlighted that this lake has many very special qualities and values in itself and also within
its spectacular setting.
To date these values have not been compromised by commercial operations on the lake, and it is understood that there is very little
private use. This means that any new activity will have a very noticeable impact with potential for its special cultural, natural and
remote values to be compromised. In comparison, the southern areas of Lake Tekapo adjoin a developed township and so do not
have the same type and level of values. This in turn means that some further commercial operations may have less of a perceived
impact. Lake Benmore will also need to be considered as to the appropriate level of commercial development.

Issue 4 – Recognising Takata Whenua Values
It is known that Lakes Tekapo and Pukaki have special significance to Ngai Tahu which is recognised by their status as Statutory
Acknowledgement Areas. Of particular value are the view corridors looking northward towards the head of Lake Pukaki which
provides the perception that there is limited unnatural development. These view corridors are seen by Ngai Tahu as essential to
maintaining the relationships with this culturally significant landscape. A component of experiencing this landscape is that it is free
of noise and vehicles. It is important therefore that there is engagement with Ngāi Tahu as takata whenua to help identify areas and
waterways that have particular significance to Ngāi Tahu and to protect them in a manner consistent with Ngāi Tahu cultural values
and principles.

Issue 5 – Cross Boundary Matters
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There is potential for confusion and difficulty in administering district plans if resource consent is required for commercial
recreational activities on one half of a river or lake and not the other. For example, a jet boating operation could operate from a
district where no consents are required but the activity could cause noise or safety impacts on other users of the river and/or on
adjoining land uses in the neighbouring district. This is an issue for the Opihi River below its confluence with the Opuha River which
is shared with Timaru District Council and for Lakes Benmore and Ruataniwha which is shared with the Waitaki District Council.

Issue 6 – Form of Control
If it is considered that the current rules do not provide the appropriate level of management of activities on surface of water to
achieve good ecological, amenity and cultural outcomes it will be necessary to decide on the best form of control. The status of
commercial activities could be based on the character, scale and intensity standards. Alternatively, a separate rule could be used to
manage commercial operations and associated structures. This rule could be written such that commercial activities on waterbodies
most sensitive to new activities would have a more onerous status i.e. non-complying or prohibited.

Options



Create a new rule for commercial activities on or within water bodies recognising the sensitivity of the waterbodies to
disturbance.
Reduce the character, intensity and scale limits for recreational activities with regard to activities on or within waterbodies
i.e. cause consent to be required for a lesser scale of operation than is currently the case.

Feedback
The above issues and option are discussed within detail in the full Issues and Option paper that can be found on Mackenzie District
Councils website. The issues and options identified have been formulated by staff, and Council acknowledges that there may be
further issues and options not identified. Council welcomes all feedback, with attached questionnaire one means to provide Council
with your views. Any form of feedback will be gratefully received.

HAVE YOUR
SAY!!

Full Issues and Options Reports are available from: www.mackenzie.govt.nz
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Issues and Options Summary
Vegetation Clearance in the Rural Zone

Mackenzie District Council — PO Box 52, Fairlie 7949
www.mackenzie.govt.nz
T: 03 685 9010 E: planning@mackenzie.govt.nz

Overview
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Mackenzie District Council are reviewing the way vegetation clearance, and in particular clearance of indigenous vegetation within
the Rural Zone, is managed under the Mackenzie District Plan. This document is intended to provide a basis for discussion on this
challenging issue. The results of this discussion will assist Mackenzie District Council in making decisions on new or amended
provisions in the Mackenzie District Plan.

Statutory Context
Resource Management Act 1991
Section 6(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) requires Council to recognise and provide for the following matter of
national importance:
“the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna”.
Section 31 of the Act requires Council to control any actual or potential effects of land use including for the purpose of “maintenance
of indigenous biodiversity”.

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement
Council is required under section 73 of the Act to “give effect” to a Regional Policy Statement in the District Plan. The most relevant
part of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement are:
Objective 9.2.1 – Halting the decline of Canterbury’s ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity
The decline in the quality and quantity of Canterbury’s ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity is halted and their life-supporting
capacity and mauri safeguarded.
Objective 9.2.3 – Protection of significant indigenous vegetation and habitats
Areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna are identified and their values and
ecosystem functions protected.
Policy 9.3.1 (3) Areas identified as significant will be protected to ensure no net loss of indigenous biodiversity or indigenous
biodiversity values as a result of land use activities.

The Significance of Indigenous Biodiversity
In relation to the Act the emphasis is on biodiversity that is indigenous or native. It is considered to be important that this biodiversity
is maintained, and where possible, enhanced for the following reasons:






Ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity provide a range of benefits that contribute to the social, cultural, environmental
and economic well-being of people and communities and provide them with a sense of identity as well as being part of the
national identity of New Zealand. These benefits include a range of recreational, research and educational opportunities. In
addition the natural environment provides cultural benefits, including being able to recognise and continue traditions,
knowledge and customary uses for Ngāi Tahu as takata whenua, including mahika kai.
Other benefits are provided which are sometimes referred to as ecosystem services which are the resources and processes
of natural ecosystems that benefit people and communities. They include:
 providing raw materials (principally food and fibre);
 purifying water and flood mitigation;
 decomposing wastes, recycling nutrients;
 creating and maintain soils;
 pollination and pest control; and
 regulating local and global climate.
There are also economic benefits from halting the decline in Canterbury’s ecosystems and indigenous biodiversity, such as
through tourism. Tourists to Canterbury are attracted by its indigenous biodiversity, particularly that of coastal alpine
environments, and the viability of the tourism industry depends significantly on it.

Issues
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Issue 1 – Lack of Integrated Management
This issue relates to the significant impact of actions which have created opportunities, and an incentive, to intensify farming
activities in areas which have previously been farmed in a way that generally maintained indigenous biodiversity. The two main
actions are associated with tenure review and granting of consents for irrigation in these areas.

Issue 2 – Character of Indigenous Vegetation Resource
One of the biggest challenges with protection of the biodiversity, particularly of the Mackenzie Basin, is that the area is very large,
the majority of the Basin appears to contain significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna, and many
of the plant communities overlap and intertwine and are not discrete, creating a mosaic. It is for these reasons that the District Plan
currently contains rules relating to plant communities. However, there is currently no overall general clearance rule relating to all
indigenous vegetation. Such a rule would need to be carefully drafted to ensure that it did not result in resource consents being
required for minor works undertaken as part of normal farming activities.

Issue 3 – Biodiversity vs Significant Indigenous Vegetation and Habitats
There are two aspects of indigenous biodiversity that need to be addressed. The first is the broad requirement to maintain indigenous
biodiversity. The second is the more specific requirement to protect areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenous fauna. Both of these requirements have their challenges and to a large extent the two approaches overlap.

Issue 4 – Effective Protection
The best long-term mechanism for protection of significant natural areas is to encourage and support landowners to maintain and
enhance ecological values of these areas on their properties. This is likely to be most effective where areas are clearly identifiable as
a separate area, such as is the case with native bush. This approach is going to be more difficult to achieve where the values are
widespread, occupy a large proportion of a farm unit, and the land has been used for grazing overtime.

Issue 5 – Overlap with Landscape Values and Protection
In developing new or amended rules managing clearance of indigenous vegetation there will be a challenge in justifying and
developing controls within the Mackenzie Basin when the recent decision on Plan Change 13 has resulted in consent potentially being
required for the same or a similar activity.

Issue 6 – Impact on Landowners
Landowners will be impacted by any additional rules or potential changes to the existing rules. These impacts include the possibility
of limiting additional production intensities and types. In modern farming, as adaption to changing markets has been a key to
economic survival, these impacts have the potential to be significant.

Issue 7 – Recognising Takata Whenua Values
In recent years, there has been considerable increase in the level of understanding and recognition of the importance of indigenous
biodiversity, and the impacts of its loss and degradation on the values held by people and communities, including effects on Ngāi
Tahu culture, identity and wellbeing. It is important therefore that a high level of engagement with Ngāi Tahu occurs, to help identify
areas and habitats that have particular significance to Ngāi Tahu and to protect them in a manner consistent with Ngāi Tahu cultural
values and principles.

Issue 8 – Assessment of Consents
While rules set down what level of development is permitted, there also needs to be consideration of how applications for vegetation
clearance beyond these limits are going to be assessed and processed. There are also questions as to the type and level of assessment
that is required. A further matter which is particularly relevant to applicants and which can result in significantly increased time and
costs is whether applications are to be publicly notified.

Issue 9 – Monitoring
A key element in achieving maintenance of indigenous biodiversity is ongoing monitoring to ensure the rules are complied with,
consents are obtained where required and conditions of consents are complied with. This is obviously a major task involving
considerable staff and funding resources. It is also a very difficult task as it requires actions of landowners to be anticipated because
unfortunately, with a number of lower stature indigenous plant communities, it is extremely difficult to achieve restoration once
clearance has occurred.

Issue 10 – Defining “Indigenous Vegetation”
The current definition of indigenous vegetation is technical and in most cases assistance from an ecologist is required to determine
whether particular vegetation fall within the definition. Ideally, it would be useful if landowners (and Council staff) were able to make
this determination “on the spot” so that they could then plan any proposed clearance accordingly. It is acknowledged that this may
be difficult as plant species are only obvious in some season and the dominance of exotic species needs to be considered.
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Options
Sites of Natural Significance






Amend the existing rules by reducing the permitted level of clearance within identified Sites of Natural Significance. The
permitted level of clearance is currently 100 square metres per hectare may be cleared in a five year period.
Simplify the rules by removing exemptions that relate to other mechanisms.
Amend the Pastoral Intensification rule by reducing the permitted percentage of intensification which is currently five per
cent.
Require all newly identified Sites of Natural Significance be subject to amended rules.
Provide on-going support and information for landowners who have Sites of Natural Significance on their property including
identification of the site boundaries on the ground and with GPS.

General Indigenous Vegetation Clearance Rules







Amend the existing rules relating to Riparian Areas, Tall Tussock and Canopy, Wetlands, High Altitude Areas, Shrubland,
Short Tussock Grasslands, Indigenous Cushion and Mat Communities and Areas outside the Mackenzie basin to achieve
consistency by:
 Removing the set exemptions relating to alternative mechanism.
 Adopting the same permitted level of clearance.
 Removal of reference to rules being interim,
 Adopting the consistent exemptions e.g. track maintenance, control of declared pests, where Environment
Canterbury consent is obtained.
Amend rules relating to Short Tussock Grasslands, Indigenous Cushion and Mat Communities and Associated Communities
by deleting the exemption relating to oversowing and topdressing at least three times in the last ten years, prior to new
clearance so that the site is dominated by clovers and/or exotic grasses.
Replace all vegetation clearance relating to particular plant communities with a single general vegetation clearance rule.
Rely on Pastoral Intensification and Agricultural Conversion Rule introduced by the decision on Plan Change 13 to achieve
control of indigenous vegetation in the Mackenzie Basin and so delete all vegetation clearance rules except those relating
to riparian areas.

Feedback
The above issues and option are discussed within detail in the full Issues and Option paper that can be found on Mackenzie District
Councils website. The issues and options identified have been formulated by staff, and Council acknowledges that there may be
further issues and options not identified. Council welcomes all feedback, with the attached questionnaire one means to provide
Council with your views. Any form of feedback will be gratefully received.

HAVE YOUR SAY!!

Full Issues and Options Reports are available from: www.mackenzie.govt.nz
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AGENDA ITEM NO:
REPORT BY:
Chris Eccleston, Zone Manager

SUBJECT MATTER:
Updates from Zone Manager Waitaki
DATE OF MEETING:
22nd September

Purpose:
Update reporting from the Zone Manager, Waitaki, to include:
1) To report on the first stage of the Prioritisation of ZIP Implementation, as discussed
at the joint Zone Committee meeting on 18th August
2) Verbal monthly update
3) Annual Compliance report (attached) will be discussed
Action Required: the committees receive the report in item (1) and provide feedback.
Discussion of topics raised in items (2) and (3)
Background
1) As discussed at the combined Zone Committee meeting in August, the Waitaki Zone
Team were to undertake a prioritisation scoring exercise against the ZIP for both
Upper and Lower Waitaki. The prioritisation scoring is being undertaken both to
enable a clearer understanding and allocation of resources, and to also give a robust
method of managing the measuring the priority of Zone Committee work plans with
Regional activity requiring zone team action.
A prioritisation order identified by the zone team are attached below for both the
Upper and Lower Waitaki Zones. The priorities are listed from highest to lowest in
the tables.
The priorities identified over both zone appear broadly similar, where the main
priority areas for the zone team tend to be around strengthening engagement with,
and further developing ownership by the community, and ensuring that plans and
rules can be made understandable, and support is provided to assist compliance. It
is likely that these areas scored highly as there are time pressures on undertaking
these tasks within a reasonably short time frame, particularly in relation to the likes
of PC3 in the South Canterbury Coastal Streams area, or other plan changes.
Biodiversity activities appear to score as a lower priority by the team, but this is likely
due to the fact that this work is undertaken over a more extended period of time.
The next stage in the prioritisation process was to bring the zone team scores to the
Zone Committees, to receive feedback as to whether the committees felt the
prioritisations accurately reflected their own priorities.
Following this feedback, the zone team will then undertake a process of identifying
the key project areas within each priority, and will develop implementation and
project plans which that will contain clear progress metrics where possible.
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The intent is that this prioritisation process will be repeated on a scheduled basis,
most likely annually, thus allowing for the priorities to change over time, for example
as time-constrained activities are completed.
2) Verbal report to be provided as previously agreed.
3) The Annual Compliance report for 2016/2017 has been produced, and shared with
Zone Committees.
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Prioritisation Upper Waitaki
Priority area

Projects (not currently scored)
Develop compliance strategy for each zone that works with resource users on the priority
issues and areas.

Plans and rules are understood
and complied with

There is widespread community
understanding of and compliance with the
Waitaki sub-regional section of the LWRP

Support the development of implementation programmes that involve all the relevant parts of
Ecan and external stakeholders.
Enforcement provisions are used to ensure sufficient deterrent to non-compliance.
Communications and Engagement Plans for the zone

Community Ownership

GMP

Widespread ownership of catchment
health by the community

All land is managed at good management
practice (GMP) and collectives encouraged
and supported

Targeted campaigns for key issues affecting water quality and biodiversity in the zone
Support / promotion for community and educational initiatives
Develop key messages, targets and approaches to GMP that are agreed with industry and
consistently delivered
Leverage support for extension and communications to ensure regional systems are aligned to
accelerate GMP adoption
Support community and catchment initiatives to deliver GMP uptake in a prioritised manner
Work with industry partners and local communities to identify areas for improvement

Water Quality

Water Quality is improved in priority
waterbodies requiring remedial action

Provide readily accessible science information to inform community decisions
Identify areas of existing significant biodiversity and take steps to protect it.

Biodiversity

There is increased protection and
enhancement of the zones biodiversity

Improved scientific knowledge

We have increased catchment knowledge
in priority areas (science) and we
understand the effectiveness of
interventions (monitoring)

Co-ordinate funding, resources and key partners to an aligned approach.
Support to manage pest species in the catchment
Develop and implement an integrated monitoring framework.
Provide readily accessible science information to inform community decisions
Using the science that we have to inform decisions in the zone.
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Monitoring for compliance:
2016-17 Snapshot Report

This snapshot report shows Environment Canterbury’s monitoring
and compliance activities from 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017.
The report shows the types of consents that we monitor, what we found in the 2016/17 year and our response. It also
shows the incidents that were reported to us, what we found when we investigated, and the action we took as a result.

Our approach
Our approach to compliance with consent conditions and rules is to work with industry, land holders and individuals
to achieve voluntary compliance. We do this by putting resources into advice and education for consent holders and
into public information. We believe this will get the best environmental results over the long-term. We do also have
a number of compliance tools that we can use if necessary, as noted below.

Setting priorities
There are approximately 24,000 resource consents in Canterbury, so it is not possible without considerable cost
to monitor every consent every year. Technology advances have helped – we are able to monitor more with fewer
resources due to technology such as telemetry for water use data (see back page). The consents we monitor are
prioritised based on risk - taking into account the scale of the activity, the potential environmental effects and
the previous history of compliance. Community priorities are also a key component and these are signalled via
the ten local zone committees*, stakeholder organisations or public input, for example the stock-in-waterways
issue outlined on back page.

Our response
Environment Canterbury’s first response is to work with individuals and businesses to achieve the right environmental
outcome. We are sometimes criticised for not prosecuting those who breach consent requirements or rules. More
value and better outcomes are achieved through advice and education. If education does not get the right result,
there are a number of tools available to us before we reach the prosecution stage. We know we have the community’s
mandate to prosecute, and we will do this if we need to. See back page for an example of a successful prosecution that
went through the Alternative Environmental Justice process to benefit the community and the environment.

Compliance tools include
Formal
written
warning
Notice of an offence
and requirement to take
action (often minor)

Abatement
notice

Infringement
notice

Formal notice to take action
or to cease an activity
that may have an adverse
environmental effect or
breaches the Resource
Management Act

Formal notice of an offence.
Includes payment of a fine

Abatement notices and infringement notices are publicly available on ecan.govt.nz
* Canterbury is covered by 10 zones. Each zone committee are tasked with making
recommendations for the best way to manage resources in their area.

Prosecution

For offences so serious that
they warrant proceedings
through the courts
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Incidents reported

Consents monitored
During 2016/17 over 8,000 inspections were carried out, for 5,692 consents
across the region. The majority of inspections were for groundwater takes,
reflecting our priorities and those of the community. 80% of all consents
monitored were fully compliant, including 80% of all water consents.

During 2016/17 there were over 4,000 resource management incidents across
the Canterbury region. Over half related to air quality – reflecting the visibility of
the issue and community priorities. The second largest group was water, again
reflecting the community’s interest in ensuring incidents are responded to.

What we monitored...

What we investigated...

Types of activity monitored

Types of incidents investigated
Inspections by zone

5,692

1%
Deposit material 3%
Discharge to air 9%
Dam surface water

Incidents by zone

Ashburton

consents

22%
6%

Banks Peninsula
Christchurch West Melton

25%
Divert surface water 1%
Earthworks 2%
Install structure 2%
Other 2%
Take groundwater 43%
Take surface water 11%
Discharge to land/water

10%

Ashburton

5%

Banks Peninsula

3%

Christchurch West Melton

Hurunui Waiau

5%

Hurunui Waiau

3%

Kaikoura

2%

Kaikoura

1%

Lower Waitaki

7%

Lower Waitaki

3%

Orari Temuka Opihi Pareora

14%

Orari Temuka Opihi Pareora

14%

Selwyn Waihora

23%

Selwyn Waihora

11%

Upper Waitaki

2%

Upper Waitaki

Waimakariri

9%

Waimakariri

Coastal

12%

What we found...

1%

IN PROCESS

PERCENTAGE

TOTAL CONSENTS
MONITORED
64

TYPE
Air

2444

59%

96

354 1886

Land

431

10%

39

126

Other

230

6%

12

Water

1061

25%

77

TOTAL

4166

100%

% BY ASSESSMENT GRADE*

ASSESSMENT GRADE
A
6

41

B

C
3

12

D
2

Discharge:
• Dairy Effluent

790

14%

9

695

5

61
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• Human Effluent

365

6%

84

230

16

31

4

• Industry

569

10%

36

436

24

62

11

Land use

incidents

1%

What we found...

TYPE

4,166

47%

432

8%

6

370

17

35

4

Water

3472

61%

444

2767

26

174

61

TOTAL

5692

100%

585

4539

91

375

102

% BY ASSESSMENT GRADE*

100%

10%

80%

2%

7%

2%

*Swedish rounding

What the grades mean...
A/B (Compliant) Our response is to work with the consent holder
to maintain compliance.
C/D (Compliance issues) Our response is to provide advice and
assistance and require action to be taken. Actions may be quite
wide ranging depending on the issue.

What we did...

What we did...
851

695

5

Advice &
education

Prosecutions
resolved

171

Abatement
notices

Actions
3
37
taken Infringement
Prosecutions
initiated

notices

0

Enforcement
orders

Advice &
education

4

178

Prosecutions
resolved

8

Prosecutions
initiated

Written
warnings

Actions
taken
1

Enforcement
orders

48
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Abatement
notices

Infringement
notices

IN PROCESS

0%

59%
Land 10%
Other 6%
Water 25%
Air

PERCENTAGE

Coastal

1%

TOTAL INCIDENTS

Bedworks in river/lake

ASSESSMENT GRADE
A

B

C

D

105

3

216

49

1

67

138

13

0

233

625

123

3

224

780 2865

290

7

5%

19% 69%

7%

0%

*Swedish rounding

What the grades mean...
A/B (Compliant) Our response is to work with the consent holder
to maintain compliance.
C/D (Compliance issues) Our response is to provide advice and
assistance and require action to be taken. Actions may be quite
wide ranging depending on the issue.
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Improving water management through telemetry

Going beyond compliance to A+ sustainability

Measuring and managing water use is a critical step to
improving the health of Canterbury’s waterways as well as
ensuring the sustainability of our agricultural industry.

Compliance in Canterbury’s marine farming industry has
transpired as a result of collaborative efforts with Environment
Canterbury and the marine farming community.

Around 4525 water takes have installed systems that
provide real–time monitoring (via telemetry) meaning our
consent holders have gone above and beyond the national
requirements for water measuring. This is an increase of
14.5% on the last year.

The majority of marine farms have introduced new internal
processes to ensure on-going compliance. These processes
involve new maintenance, monitoring and reporting programmes
and many farms have increased the frequency of operational and
maintenance farm checks. Seventy five percent are now compliant
with work being done to achieve compliance with the other 25%.

Canterbury has three times as many water takes as any other
Council, and the uptake of this programme in Canterbury has
been world-leading in terms of the number of installations.
We now have 83% of water takes providing daily data.

83

%

OF WATER TAKES
Provide daily data

Alongside goals for continued compliance, the Banks
Peninsula marine farmers are working over and above towards
A+ sustainability (under the government and industry funded
Sustainable Aquaculture Scheme).
Environment Canterbury is working
with other regional councils to
ensure marine monitoring is
consistent across regions.

75%

COMPLIANCE
for marine farming consents

Community priority: improved
stock-in-waterways response

Environmental Justice: best practice
approach to enforcement

Stock in our waterways has been highlighted by the community
as a major area of concern. Environment Canterbury and Fish &
Game have worked together to develop a new response protocol
and to set targets around stock-in-waterways complaints.

In April 2017, a prosecution against the directors of Station
Peak Dairy Limited (SPD) for illegally clearing riverside land in
the lower Waitaki, successfully went through the Alternative
Environmental Justice (AEJ) process.

This new protocol has resulted in more complaints being
responded to in person, more enforcement action and, most
importantly, more stock kept out of waterways.

The AEJ scheme is designed to give options for achieving
compliance while ensuring that the consequences of offending
are accepted by the community and stakeholders. It is a mixture
of restorative justice and diversion.

The figures illustrate that
we take this matter very
seriously and are committed
to protecting Canterbury’s
waterways from the damage
caused by livestock.

36

%*

INCREASE
in site visits

*percentage point increase

520%

INCREASE
E17/5949

LAST YEAR - 5
THIS YEAR - 31

Facilitating sustainable development
in the Canterbury region
ecan.govt.nz

INCREASE

in enforcement
actions

SPD director Kieran Pavletich was
pleased to have it finally resolved.
“We believe the outcomes to be mutually
beneficial for all the parties involved,” he
said. “The Alternative Environmental Justice
scheme that we worked through with the
help of Environment Canterbury proved to be
a very thorough and consultative process.”

A much better result for everyone,
and the environment.

THE COMPANY
AGREED TO PAY:

$21K

$18K

To plant

To trial

willows willows
for river
protection

vs

natives

UPPER WAITAKI ZONE 2016-2017
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Incidents reported

Consents monitored
During 2016/17 over 8,000 inspections were carried out, for 5,692 consents
across the region. The majority of inspections were for groundwater takes,
reflecting our priorities and those of the community. 80% of all consents
monitored were fully compliant, including 80% of all water consents.

During 2016/17 there were over 4,000 resource management incidents across
the Canterbury region. Over half related to air quality – reflecting the visibility of
the issue and community priorities. The second largest group was water, again
reflecting the community’s interest in ensuring incidents are responded to.

What we monitored...

What we investigated...

Types of activity monitored

Types of incidents investigated

2%
Dam surface water 6%
Deposit material 1%
Discharge to air 2%
Discharge to land/water 35%
Divert surface water 6%
Earthworks 2%
Install structure 6%
Other 2%
Take groundwater 4%
Take surface water 33%
Bedworks in river/lake

176

Inspections by zone

Incidents by zone

Ashburton

consents

22%

Banks Peninsula

6%

Ashburton

5%

Banks Peninsula

3%

Coastal

Hurunui - Waiau

5%

Hurunui - Waiau

3%

Kaikoura

2%

Kaikoura

1%

Lower Waitaki

7%

Lower Waitaki

3%

Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora 14%

Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora 14%

Selwyn - Waihora

Selwyn - Waihora

23%

Upper Waitaki

2%

Upper Waitaki

Waimakariri

9%

Waimakariri

11%
1%
12%

0%

0

0

C
0

D
0

0

5

3%

0

2

1

2

0

• Human Effluent

15

9%

0

10

2

3

0

• Industry

51

29%

0

47

0

4

0

Land use

27

15%

0

22

3

1

1

Water

78

44%

6

60

2

6

4

TOTAL

176

100%

6

141

8

16

5

% BY ASSESSMENT GRADE

100%

3%

80%

5%

9%

3%

*Swedish rounding

What the grades mean...
A/B (Compliant) Our response is to work with the consent holder
to maintain compliance.
C/D (Compliance issues) Our response is to provide advice and
assistance and require action to be taken. Actions may be quite
wide ranging depending on the issue.

What we did...

What we did...

0

Prosecutions
resolved

1

Abatement
notices

Actions
0
0
taken Infringement
Prosecutions
initiated

notices

0

Enforcement
orders

Air

4

25

Advice &
education

TYPE

Advice &
education

0

3

Prosecutions
resolved

0

Prosecutions
initiated

Written
warnings

Actions
taken
0

Enforcement
orders

1

ASSESSMENT GRADE
A

B

C

D

10

27%

2

2

5

1

0

Land

6

16%

2

3

1

0

0

Other

3

8%

0

0

3

0

0

Water

18

49%

3

8

5

2

0

TOTAL

37

100%

7

13

14

3

0

% BY ASSESSMENT GRADE

19%

35%

38%

8%

0%

*Swedish rounding

0

Abatement
notices

Infringement
notices

IN PROCESS

B

PERCENTAGE

A

TOTAL INCIDENTS

IN PROCESS

ASSESSMENT GRADE

Discharge:
• Dairy Effluent

incidents

What we found...

PERCENTAGE

TOTAL CONSENTS
MONITORED
0

37

Christchurch - West Melton 47%

Christchurch - West Melton 10%

What we found...

TYPE

27%
Land 16%
Other 8%
Water 49%
Air

What the grades mean...
A/B (Compliant) Our response is to work with the consent holder
to maintain compliance.
C/D (Compliance issues) Our response is to provide advice and
assistance and require action to be taken. Actions may be quite
wide ranging depending on the issue.
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AGENDA ITEM NO:
REPORT BY:
Nic Newman

SUBJECT MATTER:
Environment Canterbury Long Term Plan (LTP)
DATE OF MEETING:
22nd September 2017

Purpose:
To seek zone committee input on Environment Canterbury’s 2018-2028 Long Term Plan
(LTP).
Background:
Environment Canterbury’s LTP sets out the council’s service priorities, work programmes and
resource requirements such as expenditure and funding for a 10-year period. A new LongTerm Plan is produced every three years, which incorporates the Annual Plan for that year.
In June 2018 a new LTP (for 2018-2028) will be adopted by the Environment Canterbury
Council. Environment Canterbury are currently seeking input from stakeholders on the
strategic direction of Environment Canterbury. Priorities for the coming years will be water
management and native biodiversity. Environment Canterbury is inviting feedback from all 10
zone committees on these priorities. Examples from the Upper Waitaki ZIP/Addendum are
included as prompts.
Priorities and prompts for feedback:
1. Freshwater management: Implementing innovative solutions to manage our fresh
water resource to support community use (mahinga kai, drinking water and
recreation), achieve ecosystem health and sustainable economic development.
What new solutions do you think should be provided for in the LTP? (e.g. the
Integrated Monitoring Framework)
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
2. Indigenous biodiversity: Creating a step-change in the regeneration of terrestrial and
freshwater biodiversity.
What step-change strategies could be provided for in the Long Term Plan? (e.g. a
whole corridor/system approach to funding and supporting biodiversity)
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
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