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Council Meeting 2019-08-29

8 of 103

5. Minutes
Minutes of 502nd meeting of the Canterbury Regional
Council held in the Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Thursday, 11 July 2019 at 11.00 am
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Present
Chair Steve Lowndes, Councillors David Caygill, Iaean Cranwell, Rod Cullinane, Elizabeth
Cunningham (from 12.14pm), Tom Lambie, Claire McKay, Lan Pham, Dr Cynthia Roberts,
Peter Skelton, and John Sunckell.
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Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Miles McConway (Director Finance and Corporate Services),
Katherine Trought (Director Strategy and Planning), Nadeine Dommisse (Chief Operating
Officer), Stefanie Rixecker (Director of Science), Catherine Schache (General Counsel),
Katherine Harbrow (Chief Financial Officer), and Louise McDonald (Senior Committee
Advisor).
Report writers and other staff were also in attendance.

Welcome
Chair Steve Lowndes welcomed everyone to the meeting and on behalf of the Council
extended sympathy to the family and friends of Conor Parker. Conor was a respected and
well-liked member of the science team and will be missed.

1.

Welcome and opening karakia
Cr Iaean Cranwell opened the meeting with a karakia.

Apologies
Cr Peter Scott
Cr Elizabeth Cunningham, for late arrival.

2.

Conflicts of interest
Cr Claire McKay advised that she was a farmer in the Waimakariri District but she did
not consider that she had a conflict of interest in item 8.1.
Cr Tom Lambie advised that he was a farmer in the Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora Zone
but did not consider that he had a conflict of interest in item 8.1.

4.

Deputations and Petitions
There were no deputations or petitions.

5.
5.1
5.1.1

Minutes
Council
Council Meeting held 16 May 2019
Refer pages 8 to 41 of the agenda.

Resolved
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That the Council:
1.

Confirm and adopt as a true and correct record the minutes of the meeting
held on 20 June 2019.
Cr Roberts/Cr Skelton
CARRIED

6.

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising from the minutes.

7.
7.1

Committee Minutes
Standing Committees

7.1.1 Performance, Audit and Risk Committee
Refer pages 43 to 53 of the agenda.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Receive and confirm as a correct record the minutes of the Performance,
Audit and Risk Committee meeting held 27 June 2019.

2.

Receive the summary of the financial reports for the period ending 31 May
2019.

3.

Resolve that the financial reserves for flood and erosion repairs for the river
schemes listed in the report up to $660,000 be approved.

4.

Note the resolutions made by the Committee under delegated authority.
Cr Sunckell/Cr McKay
CARRIED

7.1.2 Regulation Hearing Committee
Refer pages 54 to 57 of the agenda.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Receive the confirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 20 June 2019.
Cr Skelton/Cr Pham
CARRIED

7.1.3 Canterbury Water Management Regional Committee
Refer pages 58 to 64 of the agenda
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Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Receive the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Water Management
Strategy Regional Committee meeting held on 11 June 2019.
Cr McKay/Cr Caygill
CARRIED

7.2 Joint Committees
7.2.1 Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group Joint

Committee
Refer pages 65 to 73 of the agenda
Cr Sunckell presented this item.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Receive the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Civil Defence and
Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 24 May
2019.
Cr Sunckell/Cr Cranwell
CARRIED

8.

Matters for Council Decision

8.1

Public Notification of Proposed Plan Change 7 to the Land and Water
Regional Plan and Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan
Refer to pages 74 to 80 of the agenda and the attachments circulated separately.
Cr Skelton presented this item and explained that the recommendations were to
enable the formal statutory process to notifiy the two proposed plan changes.
Extensive consultation had aready been undertaken. He thanked the members of the
Waimakariri and Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora Zone Committees for their commitment
and contribution.
Cr Skelton reflected on the last 10 years of work and expressed satisfaction that a very
robust planning structure had been put in place.

Attendance: Cr Cunningham joined the meeting at 12.14pm
Councillors joined Cr Skelton in thanking all the dedicated staff and contractors who
contributed to this complex and significant work.
Due to the complexities of of the proposed Plan Changes, it was agreed to extend to
the closing dates for submissions from 23 August to 13 September 2019.
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Has particular regard to the evaluation report prepared in accordance with
Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991, in relation to both

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

12 of 103

proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
and proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan, when
deciding whether to proceed with public notification of proposed Plan
Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan and proposed
Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan.
2.

Has particular regard, in accordance with Clause 4A(1)(b) of Schedule 1 to
the Resource Management Act 1991, to advice received from relevant iwi
authorities on draft proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and
Water Regional Plan and draft proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri
River Regional Plan.

3.

Directs, in accordance with Clause 5(1) of Schedule 1 of the Resource
Management Act 1991, public notification of the following documents on 20
July 2019:
3.1 Proposed Plan Change 7 to Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan,
which comprises proposed changes to plan provisions (Attachment 1),
and proposed changes to Planning Maps (Attachment 2).
3.2 Proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan, which
comprises proposed changes to plan provisions (Attachment 3) and
proposed changes to Planning Maps (Attachment 4).

4.

Makes available for public inspection, from 20 July 2019, the documents
described in 3.1 and 3.2 above, along with the evaluation report prepared in
accordance with Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

5.

Notes:
5.1 Rules in proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan and proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River
Regional Plan will have immediate legal effect from the date of public
notification of the proposals; and
5.2 the closing date for primary submissions on both proposed plan
changes is 13 September 2019.
Cr Skelton/Cr Caygill
CARRIED

Cr Cranwell explained that he was still concerned that the targets were not strict enough and
abstained from the vote.
8.2

Biosecurity Advisory Groups
Refer pages 81 to 97 of the agenda.
Cr Roberts presented this item.
In response to a query from Crs Sunckell and McKay, the Council was advised that the
existing North Canterbury Chilean Needle Grass and Nassella Tussock Groups will
continue over the next 12 months to enable the transition of the members’ knowledge
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to the new North Canterbury Biosecurity Group. If those groups wish to continue
beyond the 12 months, support could be provided.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Approve the establishment of the following Biosecurity Advisory Groups
as other subordinate decision-making bodies under clause 7 of the Local
Government Act 2002:
a.

North Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group

b.

Central Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group

c.

Christchurch and Banks Peninsula Biosecurity Advisory Group

d.

South Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group

2. Approve the purpose of the Biosecurity Advisory Groups.
3. Approve the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of Reference.
4. Approve the establishment of a Biosecurity Advisory Councillor Working
Group comprising Cr Tom Lambie, Cr Cynthia Roberts, Cr Iaean Cranwell, Cr
Peter Scott and Cr Claire McKay to:

8.3

a.

consider applications for membership from community candidates in
accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of Reference
and appoint the Community Members; and

b.

confirm the Papatipu Rūnanga representative(s) based on interests in
the area nominated by the relevant Rūnanga within the area.

5.

Delegate to the Biosecurity Advisory Councillor Working Group the power to
appoint Community Members in accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory
Group Terms of Reference and confirm the Papatipu Rūnanga
representative(s) nominated by the relevant Rūnanga.

6.

Resolve that the Biosecurity Advisory Groups are not discharged on the
coming into office of the members of the local authority elected or appointed
at, or following, the 2019 general election of members.
Cr Skelton/Cr Pham
CARRIED

Submission on Climate Change Respnnse (Zero Carbon) Amendment Bill
Refer pages 98 to 106 of the agenda.
Chair Lowndes introduced this item. It was agreed to add an additional paragraph to
the submission:
We wish to emphasise the importance that the Bill’s targets(s) for both long and shortlived gases are consistent with its 1.5°C purpose. As it stands, the Bill does not reflect
the scientific fact that limiting global warming to 1.5°C means the world must stay
within a finite carbon budget. What is of utmost importance is not the date that net zero
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is achieved, but that our total emissions released between now and then are
consistent with this finite 1.5°C budget.

Resolved
That the Council:
1. Approve the submission, as amended, on the Climate Change Response
(Zero Carbon) Amendment Bill.
Cr Pham/Cr Cranwell
CARRIED
8.4

Further Research on Nitrate Concentrations
Refer pages 107 to 109 of the agenda
Resolved
That the Council:
1.

Agree that a letter is drafted and sent to the Minister of Health advocating
for research on health issues from nitrate concentrations in drinkng water.
Cr Sunckell/Cr Pham
CARRIED

9.

Exclusion of the Public
Refer page 110 of the agenda..

Resolved
1.

That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of
this meeting, namely:
1. Council minutes 20 June 2019 – public excluded
2. Performance, Audit & Risk Committee minutes 27 June 2019
– public excluded
3. Waimakariri Zone Committee – Community Members Refresh

The general subject of the matters to be considered while the public is excluded, the
reason for passing this resolution and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this
resolution are as follows:
Item
No.

1.
2.

3.

Report

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to
each matter

Council minutes 20 June
2019 – public excluded
Performance, Audit & Risk
Committee minutes 27
June
2019
–
public
excluded
Waimakariri
Zone
Committee – Community
Members Refresh

Good reason to withhold exists
under section 7
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Section 48(1)(a)

15 of 103

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by
section 6 or section 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole
or relevant part of the proceeding of the meeting in public are as follows:
Item
No.
1.

2.
3.

Protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence or which any
person has been or could be compelled to provide under the authority of any
enactment, where the making available of the information would be likely to
prejudice the supply of similar information, or information should continue to be
suppled. (Section 7(2)(c)(i))
Conduct of negotiations (Section 7(2)(i))
Protection of Privacy of Natural Persons (Section 7(2)(a))

2. That appropriate officers remain to provide advice to the Committee.
Cr Lambie/Cr Roberts
CARRIED
The meeting went into public excluded session from 12.48 to 12.56 pm.

10.

Other Business
There was no other business.

11.

Notices of motion
There were no notices of motion.

11.

Questions
There were no questions.

12.

Next meeting
Thursday 29 August 2019.

13.

Closing karakia
The Chair thanked everyone for their participation and invited Cr Cranwell to close the
meeting with a karakia at 12.58 pm.

Confirmed
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7. Committee Reports
7.1. Standing Committees
7.1.1. Performance, Audit and Risk Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Vivienne Ong
Committee Advisor

Endorsed by

Nicholas Hill
Risk and Business Improvement Manager

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive the minutes from the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee
held on 15 August 2019.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receives and confirms as correct record of minutes of the Performance,
Audit and Risk Committee meeting held 15 August 2019

2.

Receives the summary of the financial reports for the period ending 30 June
2019.

3.

Notes the resolutions made by the Committee under delegated authority

Attachments
1.
2.

Minutes - Performance Audit and Risk Committee meeting - 15 August 2019 Unconfirmed [7.1.1.1 - 6 pages]
Financial Summaries - June 19 [7.1.1.2 - 3 pages]

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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Unconfirmed

Minutes of the 150th meeting of the Performance, Audit and
Risk Committee held in the Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Thursday, 15 August 2019 at 2.00pm
Contents
1.

Apologies

2.

Conflicts of Interest

3.

Deputations and Petitions

4.

Risk
4.1

5.

6.

Health and Safety

Performance
5.1

Healthier Homes Canterbury Year End Report

5.2

Operational Report June 2019

5.3

Financial Health Report June 2019

Audit
6.1

Office of the Auditor General (OAG) 2019/20 Annual Plan

7.

Public Excluded

8.

Notices of Motion

9.

Extraordinary and Urgent Business

10.

Questions

11.

Next Meeting

12.

Closure

Present
Cr John Sunckell (Chair)
Chair Steve Lowndes

Cr Claire McKay
Cr Iaean Cranwell

Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Stefanie Rixecker (Director Science), Tafflyn Bradford-James
(Director Communications), Catherine Schache (General Counsel), Tania Harris (Senior Manager
Operational Support), David Perenara-O’Connell (Senior Strategy Manager), Stewart Gibbon
(Senior Manager Public Transport), Tarsha Triplow (Team Leader Corporate Reporting), Matthew
Bennett (Principal Health and Safety Advisor), Jeremy Dickson (Manager, Public Transport), Clare
Pattison (Senior Strategy Advisor), Nicholas Hill (Risk and Business Improvement Manager), and
Vivienne Ong (Committee Advisor)
Report writers and supporting staff were also in attendance.

Welcome
The Chair welcomed everyone to the 150th Performance, Audit and Risk Committee meeting.
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Unconfirmed
1.

Apologies
There were no apologies

2.

Conflicts of interest
There were no conflicts of interest recorded.

3.

Deputations and petitions
No petitions or requests for deputations were received.

4.
4.1

Risk
Health and Safety Report
Refer page 7 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Matthew Bennett spoke to his report and advised Health & Safety planning cycles were now
realigned to commence 1 November each year, when there were fewer time demands (as
opposed to beginning of the financial year).
Committee members queried how staff mental health data was captured. Councillors were
advised mental health was covered under the Organisation’s Well-Being Strategy which
was overseen by Human Resources, with insight and assistance provided by the Health &
Safety team. Due to privacy and other factors it was difficult to capture actual data;
however, Matt agreed there was a connection between mental health and safety. The
culture of Environment Canterbury was such that mental health and well-being was
foremost, an example of the 2011/2012 earthquakes where staff going through high stress
levels were assisted, and groups were encouraged to look after team members. Several
support options and functions were provided; and the essence of this ethos has continued.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receive the Health and Safety Governance report.
Cr Scott / Chair Lowndes
CARRIED
The Chair thanked Matthew for his work during the triennium and the positive impact and
progress made in Health & Safety portfolio.

5.
5.1

Performance
Healthier Homes Canterbury Year End Report
Refer page 14 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
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Unconfirmed
During questioning, Clare Pattison explained why some districts were showing low uptake
numbers; suppliers must meet health and safety requirements, at present most of those
who meet the requirements were based in Christchurch and Timaru. Whilst there was no
marketing, volumes were on tracking to budget.
Approved workload and payments were on track, the only financial issue was one of timing,
as contractors were slow in submitting their invoicing. It was noted there were no reports
of unhappy ratepayers waiting for actions.
Through the Chair, Committee members advised they were happy with the application rate
and the model that was currently in place.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the performance update on Healthier Homes Canterbury.
Chair Lowndes / Cr Cranwell
CARRIED
5.2

Operational Report
Refer page 19 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Tarsha Triplow reported on operational performance by portfolio for the year ending 30
June 2019 which was performing well.
Discussion centred on Levels of Service (LoS) targets not achieved (69 of 72 were
achieved). It had been signalled throughout the year that the targets would not be
completed by 30 June 2019. A great amount of work been completed; though the Regional
Transport freight shift final report, and the Urban Development Capacity Assessment
inserted into the Regional Policy Statement, will both be submitted in the first quarter of
2019/2020. The Braided Rivers Action Group (BRAG) had completed a significant amount
of work on the alpine rivers.
Staff and management were thanked for their work on reporting to this Committee and their
hard work was appreciated.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the Operational Performance report for the period ended 31 May 2019.
Cr Roberts / Chair Lowndes
CARRIED
5.3

Financial Health Report
Refer page 34 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Tarsha Triplow reported on financial results for the year ending 30 June 2019.
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Unconfirmed
It was highlighted there was a relatively minor interest rate policy breach. It had been
decided with interest rates falling it would be advantageous not to transact the seven-year
interest rate swap during the June 2019 quarter and to continue operating slightly out of
policy; this resulted in a positive impact on funds.
The Chief Executive confirmed the minor policy breach was signed off by him and was
within his delegated authority.
The Chair and Councillors replied they were more than happy with the result and
clarification of the process.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives the monthly Financial Health report for the year ended 30 June 2019.
2. Receives the Bancorp Quarterly Treasury report.
Cr Scott / Cr Cranwell
CARRIED

6.

Audit

6.1

Office of the Auditor General (OAG) 2019/20 Annual Plan
Refer page 54 – Performance, Audit and Risk Committee Agenda
Tarsha Triplow and Tanya Clifford presented this report.
The Chair noted the OAG’s multi-year work programme would be looking at risk
management which was something this Committee had a continual conversation about.

Resolved
That the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee:
1. Receives Office of the Auditor-General Annual Plan 2019/20.
2. Notes the theme-based emphasis in the Annual Plan on completing the water
management theme, the three-year procurement work programme and
improving the lives of New Zealanders theme.
3. Notes the emphasis in the Annual Plan on Ethics and integrity, risk
management and influencing improved performance accountability
Cr Roberts / Cr Scott
CARRIED
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Unconfirmed
7.

Public Excluded
Resolved
1. That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this
meeting.
The general subject of the matters to be considered while the public is excluded, the
reason for passing this resolution and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this
resolution are as follows:
Item
No.
1.1

Minutes/Report of
Public Transport Level
of Service and NZTA
Audit

General Subject of
each matter
considered

Reason for passing
this resolution to each
matter

Update

Good reason to
withhold exists under
section 7

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

1.2
Public Transport
Financial Update

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by
section 6 or section 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole
or relevant part of the proceeding of the meeting in public are as follows:
Item No.
1.1 & 1.2

Would likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the
person who supplied or who is the subject of the information – 7(2)(b)(ii)
Enable the Council holding the information to carry out, without prejudice
or disadvantage, commercial activities; or – Section 7(2)(h)
Enable the Council holding the information to carry on, without prejudice
or disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial and industrial
negotiations) – Section 7(2)(i)

That appropriate officers remain to provide advice to the Committee.
Chair Lowndes / Cr Cranwell
CARRIED
The meeting went into public excluded session from 2.43pm to 2.51pm.

7.

Notices of motion
There were no notices of motion.

9.

Questions
There were no questions.
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Unconfirmed

10.

Next Meeting
To be advised after elections.
The Chair thanked all those involved for their contribution and dedication and wished
everyone well; especially for future reporting and financial numbers of the Performance,
Audit and Risk Committee.

11.

Closure
The Chair declared the meeting closed at 2.52pm.

CONFIRMED

Date
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25 of 103

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

26 of 103

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

27 of 103

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

28 of 103

7.1.2. Regulation Hearing Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Alison Cooper, Consents Hearings Officer

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive, for information, minutes from the Regulation Hearing
Committee.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

receives the confirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 27 June 2019.

2.

receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 15 August 2019.

Attachments
1.
2.

Confirmed minutes 27 June 2019
Unconfirmed minutes 15 August 2019.
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REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held in the
Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street, Christchurch, on
Thursday, 27 June 2019 at 8.00am
CONTENTS
1.0

Apologies

2.0

Conflict of Interest

3.0

Minutes of Meeting — 20 June 2019

4.0

Matters Arising

5.0

Deputations and Petitions

6.0

Item for Discussion
6.1

7.0

Resource Consent Application for Consideration

Extraordinary and Urgent Business

8.0

Other Business

9.0

Next Meeting

10.0

Closure

PRESENT

Councillors Peter Skelton (Chair), Elizabeth Cunningham, Lan Pham and Claire McKay

IN ATTENDANCE
Virginia Loughnan (Consents Planning Manager), Deepani Seneviratna (Team Leader
Consents Planning), Nick Reuther (Senior Consents Planner) and Alison Cooper (Consents

Hearings Officer)

APOLOGIES
Councillors Tom Lambie and Peter Scott.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
No conflicts of interest were declared.
MINUTES OF MEETING — 20 JUNE 2019
Resolved:
The Regulation Hearing Committee:

Confirms the minutes of the meeting held on 20 June 2019, as a true and correct
record.
Cr Pham / Cr McKay

CARRIED
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The relevant Objectives and Policies were discussed. Councillor McKay noted
that issues regarding reverse sensitivity and the risk of adverse effects were
considered in the recommendation to grant the application with conditions, for a

10-year duration.

Councillor Cunningham requestedclarification whether further consultation with
the owner about health aspects regarding silica dust; and spray paint impacting
on neighbouring houses had been done. It was noted that the conditions would

offer mitigation through the risk managementapproachforsilica levels and wind

speeds during operation of the consent. She also asked if the
Whakaraupö/lyttelton Harbour Catchment Management Plan should be
considered. Councillor Skelton advised that for this consent application it would
not need to be considered.
Councillor Pham asked if weight had beengiven to the abatement notice and
complaints. Nick Reuther advised that the complaints were received late May
2019 and the proposed conditions were reviewed and tightened up. She also
askedif the complaints justify a reduced duration. Nick Reuther advised that the
duration could beeither a five- or ten-year duration. It was noted that a ten year
duration was consistent with other existing operators ten year term of consent.
It was noted that the applicant had not considered any alternatives to the site as
this was the only dry dock in the South Island and would not be able to moveto
another site.
She requested clarification about the consecutive ten-minute periods in
Condition 21. It was noted that this was the time periods for measurement of
wind speed.
She also asked about personal health and safety. Nick Reuther advised that
Lyttelton Port Companynotify all operators on their site of the health and safety
requirements.
Councillor Skelton queried the validity of condition 3 in stating that all best
practicable measuresshall be taken.
It was agreedthat the following amendments to conditions be made:
Condition 3: - be reworded to remove the words‘..but not be limited to...’ in the
second sentence, and replace with: “Such measures shall include:..’
Condition 24: - amend the reference to Condition (22) to Condition (23).
Condition 26: - amend the reference to Condition (22) to Condition (23).
Condition 9: - Add after Canterbury Regional Council Attention: Regional Leader
-Monitoring and Compliance -” shall be notified”.
Condition 11: - remove the word “suitable” and replace with “lawfully authorised”
Resolved:

That the Regulation Hearing Committee acting pursuant to a delegation
of the Council dated 25 August 2016:
1.

Having consideredall relevant provisions of the Resource
Management Act 1991; and
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The relevant Objectives and Policies were discussed. Councillor McKay noted
that issues regarding reverse sensitivity and the risk of adverse effects were
consideredin the recommendation to grant the application with conditions, for a
10-year duration.

Councillor Cunningham requestedclarification whether further consultation with
the owner about health aspects regardingsilica dust; and spray paint impacting
on neighbouring houses had been done. It was noted that the conditions would

offer mitigation through the risk managementapproachforsilica levels and wind

speeds during operation of the consent. She also asked if the
Whakaraupd/Lyttelton Harbour Catchment Management Plan should be
considered. Councillor Skelton advised that for this consent application it would
not need to be considered.
Councillor Pham asked if weight had been given to the abatement notice and
complaints. Nick Reuther advised that the complaints were received late May
2019 and the proposed conditions were reviewed and tightened up. She also
askedif the complaints justify a reduced duration. Nick Reuther advised that the
duration could beeither a five- or ten-year duration. It was noted that a ten year
duration was consistent with other existing operators ten year term consents. It
was noted that the applicant had not considered any alternatives to the site as
this was the only dry dockin the South Island and would not be able to moveto
another site.
She requested clarification about the consecutive ten-minute periods in
Condition 21. It was noted that this was the time periods for measurementof
wind speed.
She also asked about personal health and safety. Nick Reuther advised that
Lyttelton Port Companynotify all operators on their site of the health and safety
requirements.
Councillor Skelton queried the validity of condition 3 in stating that all best
practicable measures shall be taken.
It was agreed that the following amendments to conditions be made:

Condition 3: - be reworded to remove the words‘..but not belimited to...’ in the
second sentence, and replace with: “Such measures shall include:..’
Condition 24: - amend the reference to Condition (22) to Condition (23).
Condition 26: - amend the reference to Condition (22) to Condition (23).

Condition 9: - Add after Canterbury Regional Council Attention: Regional Leader
-Monitoring and Compliance -” shall be notified’.

Condition 11: - remove the word “suitable” and replace with “lawfully authorised”
Resolved:

That the Regulation Hearing Committee acting pursuant to a delegation
of the Council dated 25 August 2016:
1.

Having consideredall relevant provisions of the Resource
ManagementAct 1991; and
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2. for the reasons set out in the Section 42A report as amendedduring
consideration which is adopted;
Grants consent of application CRC183476 to discharge contaminants
into air at the Lyttelton Dry Dock at Godley Quay, Lyttelton for a
period of 10 years
Subject to conditions amended during consideration and attached as
Appendix 1.
Cr McKay /Cr Cunningham

CARRIED

EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS
There was no extraordinary or urgent business.

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.

NEXT MEETING - To be advised

10.

CLOSURE - The Chairperson declared the meeting closed at 9.07 am

CONFIRMED

Date:

— -
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Appendix 1
Application: CRC183476 - To discharge contaminants to air
Applicant: The Connect Group Limited
Duration: 10 Years

Limits

1.

The discharge of contaminants into air associated with wet and dry abrasive
blasting and spray-painting of vessels shall be only:

a. Water and particulate matter from wet abrasive blasting;

b.
c.

Particulate matter from dry abrasive blasting; and
Paint from spray painting:

At the Lyttelton Dry Dock, located at Godley Quay, Lyttelton at or about map
reference NZTM2000 1576644 mE — 5171834 mN, within the site legally
described as Part Lot 7 DP 67082 and labelled ‘Dry Dock Site’ on the
attached Plan CRC183476, which forms part of this consent.
2.

The discharges under this resource consent shall not cause suspended or
deposited particulate matter, fugitive dust, spray paint over-spray and/or
odour thatis offensive or objectionable beyond the area labelled as ‘Dry Dock

site’ on Plan CRC183476.

3.

All best practicable measures shall be taken to prevent or minimise the
discharge of particulate matter, fugitive dust, spray paint over-spray and/or
odour beyond the boundary of the Dry Dock Site. Such measures shall
include:
a. Using screens, enclosed platforms, filters, covers, tarpaulins,
cladding or other meansto act as windbreaks and enclosuresto
contain emissions of particulate matter, fugitive dust, spray paint
over-spray;
b. Using coversor filters to prevent blast debris from landing on
exposed water, ground, vegetation, soil or entering the sea;
c. Using coversor filters over surface drains or waterwaysin the
d.

vicinity of the blasting operation;

Using rollers and brushesto paint the superstructure of vessels; and

e. Using any other measure identified in the Air Quality Management
Plan required to be prepared under Condition 22 of this resource
consent.

À.

Abrasive blasting shall not be carried out on coatings containing tributyl tin,
lead, or mercury, unless vacuum blasting of these coatings occurs, and
filtration removesat least 99.9 percent by massof particulate matter prior to
discharge into air.

5.

No paints shall be used that contain di-isocyanates compounds, unless the
di-isocyanide is a ‘Part B’ compoundof a coating mixture containing a ‘Part
A’ and ‘Part B’ combination and is mixedat a ratio of four ‘Part A’ to one ‘Part
B’ (4:1). The application of di-isocyanide as a Part B compoundof a coating
mixture shall not exceed 40litres per hour.
Operation

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

34 of 103

a. All abrasive blasting and/or spray-painting activities shall be
suspended whenever the wind speed over three or more
consecutive ten-minute periods during dry weather conditions, as
measuredat the Port of Lyttelton meteorological station, exceeds:
i.
20 kilometres per hour and whenthe wind is blowing from
the directions 45°N to 270°N; or
li.
30 kilometres per hour and whenthe wind is blowing from
the directions 270°N to 45°N.
b. Abrasive blasting and/or spray-painting activities may recommence
whenever the average wind speed over three or more consecutive
ten-minute periods during dry weather conditions, as measuredat
the Port of Lyttelton meteorological station, is less than:

i.

li.

20 kilometres per hour and whenthe windis blowing from

the directions 45°N to 270°N; or
30 kilometres per hour and when the windis blowing from
the directions 270°N to 45°N.

Advice Note:
20 kilometres per hour equals 5.6 metres per second or 10.8 knots; and
30 kilometres per hour equals 8.5 metres per second or 16.2 knots.
A wind rose overlay over the Dry Docksite is included in Attachment1.
Wet and dry abrasive blasting and spray-painting activities shall:
a. Be undertaken only between 7:30am-7:00pm (Septemberto April):
b. Be undertaken only between 7:30am-5:30pm (May to August); and
c. For wet and/or dry abrasive blasting operations, not be undertaken:
i.
After 5:30 pm on weekdays;
li.
After 12:30 pm on Saturdays; and
ii.
On Sundays and public holidays.
Prior to commencing any abrasive blasting and/or spray-painting activity
Within the dry dock site, a copy of this resource consent shall be provided to
all persons carrying out the activity, including an explanation of how to
comply with the conditions of this resource consent.
The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader — Monitoring
and Compliance, shall be notified not less than 12 hours prior to the
commencementof any water blasting, dry abrasive blasting or spray-painting
activities. The notification shall include the time of commencementof blasting
or spray-painting, the likely duration of the activities, the size of the vessel
being worked on and the mitigation measuresthatwill be in place during the
blasting and/or spray-painting activities to ensure compliance with Condition
2 of this resource consent.
10.

The Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader — Monitoring
and Compliance, shall be informed at least 24 hours in advance of the
expected completion of each abrasive blasting and/or spray-painting job
carried out in the Lyttelton Dry Dock.

11.

Any waste material from wet and/or dry abrasive blasting or spray-painting
activities shall be collected and disposed ofat a facility lawfully authorised to
receive such material.
Wet Abrasive Blasting

12.

The rate of water application during wet abrasive blasting activities shall not
exceed 32 litres per minute.
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13.

No blast water containing contaminants that is dischargedinto air shall enter
surface waterbodies or coastal water.

14.

Immediately following the completion of water blasting, all practicable
measures shall be taken to collect and remove blasting debris and
accumulated blasting material from the surrounding area.
Dry Abrasive Blasting

15.

The maximum quantity of abrasive blast media used shall not exceed 167
kilograms per hour.

16.

Any dry abrasive blasting dischargeinto air shall be only from blasting using
garnet media.

17.

Any representative sample of the abrasive blast media shall not contain free
silica exceeding five percent by weight.

18.

For the purpose of demonstrating compliance with Condition (4) of this
resource consent, prior to any abrasive blasting being undertaken within the
Dry Docksite:
a. All practicable steps shall be taken to determine whether the paint to
be blasted contains lead, tributyl tin, or mercury. Such steps shall
include:
|.
Patch testing of a representative sample of the paint to be
blasted; or
li.
Written evidence that the paint currently on the vessel does
not contain lead, tributyl tin, or mercury.
b. À record of the steps taken in accordance with (a) shall be kept and
be made available to the Canterbury Regional Council upon
request.

19.

All practicable measures shall be taken immediately following abrasive
blasting to collect and remove blasting debris and accumulated blasting
material from the surrounding area.
Spray-painting

20.

The volumeof paint/coating material sprayed shall not exceed 60litres per

21.

Notwithstanding Condition (20), the maximum paint application rate shall not
exceed 25 litres per hour whenever the average wind speed, as measured
at the Port of Lyttelton meteorological station, is less than 12.6 kilometres per
hour (i.e. 3.5 metres per second or 6.8 knots) for three or more consecutive
ten-minute periods, unless water-based paints for marine applications are
being used or paint is applied with a roller brush.

22.

Records shall be kept of the manufacturer, type and quantity of all paints and
additives used in spray painting activities. This record shall be provided to
the Canterbury Regional Council on request.

hour.

Air Quality Management Plan
23.

a.

Prior to the first exercise of this resource consent, an Air Quality
Management Plan (AQMP)shall be prepared and submitted to the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader —
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Monitoring and Compliance forcertification that it contains the
information required for management plans under Schedule 2 of the
Canterbury Air Regional Plan. The AQMP shall be prepared by a
suitably qualified and experiencedair quality expert.
There shall be no discharge of particulate matter, fugitive dust,
spray paint over-spray and odour to air prior to having received
certification from the Canterbury Regional Council that the AQMP is
consistent Schedule 2 of the Canterbury Air Regional Plan and with
the conditions of this resource consent.

24.

The AQMP required under Condition (23) of this resource consent shall, in
addition to the requirements under Schedule 2 of the Canterbury Air Regional
Plan, include:
a. Description of the site location and surrounding environment:
D. Overview of the processes carried out at site;
C. Identification of the particulate matter, dust, overspray and odour
emissions sources as well as the controls in place to mitigate the
emissions;
À monitoring programme including deposited particulate matter,
dust and paint overspray;
General site monitoring;
Daily site inspections and logging of visible potential particulate
matter, dust or overspray observedat the boundary of the dry dock
during operations;
Recording of wind speed and direction prior to and during
operations;
Actions to be taken when odour or visible particulate matter, dust or
overspray is observed at the boundary of the dry dock as well as
when upper and lower wind limits are reached:
Complaints and response procedures;
j. Record keeping;
K. Roles and responsibilities; and
|. A managementplan audit and review process.

25.

A copy of the AQMP, along with a copy of this resource consent, shall be
kept onsite atall times.

26.

27.

a.

The AQMP shall be reviewed two yearsafter initial certification
under Condition (23) and every two years thereafter to ensure that
the mitigation measures employed during the exercise ofthis
resource consentare best practicable options.
Documentation that the review occurred shall be provided to the
Canterbury Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader —
Monitoring and Compliance within 20 working days of the review
being finalised.

The AQMP shall be maintained for the duration of the resource consent and
may be amendedat any time. Any amendmentsshall be:
a. Only for the purpose of improving the efficacy of the discharge
mitigation measures and shall not result in reduced discharge
quality;
Consistent with the conditions of this resource consent; and
Submitted in writing for approval to the Canterbury Regional
Council, Attention: Regional Leader — Monitoring and Compliance,
prior to any amendment being implemented.
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Reporting
28.

Records shall be kept of all occasions when wetand/or dry abrasive blasting
and spraypainting is being carried out in the Lyttelton Dry Dock. The records
shall include the following details and be made available to the Canterbury
Regional Council on request:
a. The hours of operation each day;
b. The wind speed and wind direction at the time of abrasive blasting
and spray-painting; and
c. A description of the measures used to minimise the discharge of
contaminants into the air.

29.

Records shall be kept of any complaints relating to the discharge of
particulate matter or odour. This record shall be provided to the Canterbury
Regional Council, Attention: Regional Leader — Monitoring and Compliance,
by either 30 September each year or upon request, and include:
a. The location, where the particulate matter or odour was detected by
the complainant:
b. The date and time when the particulate matter or odour was
detected;
c. A description of the wind speed and wind direction when the
particulate matter or odour was detected by the complainant:
d. The mostlikely cause of the particulate matter or odour detected;
and
e. Any corrective action undertaken to avoid, remedy or mitigate the
particulate matter or odour detected by the complainant.
Administration

30.

The Canterbury Regional Council may, once per year, on anyofthe last five
working days of May or November, serve notice ofits intention to review the
conditions of this resource consent for the purposesof:
a. Dealing with any adverse effect on the environment which mayarise
from the exercise of the resource consent; or
b. Requiring the adoption of the best practicable option to remove or
reduce any adverseeffect on the environment.

31.

If this resource consent is not exercised before 30 June 2024, then it shall
lapse in accordance with Section 125 of the Resource Management Act
1991.
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REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held in the
Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street, Christchurch, on
Thursday, 15 August 2019 at 8.30am
CONTENTS
1.0

Apologies

2.0

Conflict of Interest

3.0

Minutes of Meeting – 27 June 2019

4.0

Matters Arising

5.0

Deputations and Petitions

6.0

Item for Discussion
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Flintoft Contractors Limited

6.2

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Mr H S & Mrs K A Mackenzie

7.0

Extraordinary and Urgent Business

8.0

Other Business

9.0

Next Meeting

10.0

Closure

PRESENT
Councillors Peter Skelton (Chair), Elizabeth Cunningham, Lan Pham, Claire McKay, Tom
Lambie, and Peter Scott
IN ATTENDANCE
Virginia Loughnan (Consents Planning Manager), and Alison Cooper (Consents Hearings
Officer)
1.

APOLOGIES
There were no apologies

2.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
No conflicts of interest were declared.

3.

MINUTES OF MEETING – 27 JUNE 2019
The Committee discussed an amendment to paragraph 3 on page 3 of the minutes and
agreed to add the following words after the penultimate sentence: “It was noted that the
year duration of was consistent with other existing operators ten year term of consent.”
Resolved:
The Regulation Hearing Committee:
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Confirms the amended minutes of the meeting held on 27 June 2019, as a true
and correct record.
Cr Pham / Cr Cunningham
CARRIED
4.

MATTERS ARISING
There were no matters arising.

5.

DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS
There were no deputations or petitions.

6.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Flintoft Contractors Limited
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to an objection to a
decision on resource consent CRC192967 to be held by Flintoft
Contractors Limited:
1. Appoints Sarah Dawson as a Hearings Commissioner, under s34A of
the Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to Sarah Robinson, pursuant to s34A(1) Resource
Management Act 1991, the function, powers and duties required to:
deal with any preliminary matters; hear; and decide the objection to
the decision.
Cr McKay /Cr Scott
CARRIED

6.2

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Mr H S & Mrs K A Mackenzie
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to an objection to a
decision on resource consent CRC193769 to be held by Mr H S & Mrs K A
Mackenzie:
1. Appoints Sarah Dawson as a Hearings Commissioner, under s34A of
the Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to Sarah Robinson, pursuant to s34A(1) Resource
Management Act 1991, the function, powers and duties required to:
deal with any preliminary matters; hear; and decide the objection to
the decision.
Cr Lambie /Cr Cunningham
CARRIED
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7.

EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS
There was no extraordinary or urgent business.

8.

OTHER BUSINESS
It was advised a Regulation Hearing Committee meeting to decide notified application
CRC192885 was required. The meeting is to be held on Thursday 5 September 2019
at 8.00am.

9.

NEXT MEETING - To be advised

10.

CLOSURE - The Chairperson declared the meeting closed at 8.47 am

CONFIRMED

Date:
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7.2. Statutory Committees
7.2.1. Canterbury Regional Transport Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Vivienne Ong
Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Regional
Transport Committee Meeting held on 8 August 2019.

2.

These minutes will be presented to the next meeting of the Canterbury Regional
Transport Committee for adoption.

3.

The Regional Transport Committee agreed to make a submission on Road to Zero (the
draft national road safety strategy). Submissions closed on 14 August 2019. The
agreed submission is attached for information purposes.

4.

There are three recommendations to Council regarding variations to the Regional Land
Transport Plan.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Regional Transport
Committee meeting held on 8 August 2019

2.

Agrees to vary the Regional Land Transport Plan by adding the proposed
activities to Appendix 1 ‘Regional programme details’.
2.1. Rolleston Transport Improvements Programme Business Case.
2.2. Major Cycleway: Heathcote Expressway – Section 2 – Tannery to
Martindale.
2.3. Major Cycleway: South Express (Hornby Rail – Templeton to City).
2.4. Major Cycleway: Nor’West Arc
2.5. Annex/Birmingham/Wrights Route Upgrade.

3.

Agrees to vary the Regional Land Transport Plan by adding the proposed
activities to Appendix A ‘Activities included in the Canterbury Land Transport
Programme’.
3.1. Traffic Signals at Lowes Road/Tennyson Street intersection.
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3.2. Traffic Signals at Rolleston Drive/Tennyson Street intersection.

Attachments
 Unconfirmed minutes Canterbury Regional Transport Committee – 8 August 2019 (to
be circulated separately)
 Canterbury Regional Transport Committee Submission on ‘Road to Zero’

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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Canterbury Regional Transport Committee Submission

Road to Zero

Consultation on the 2020-2030 Road Safety Strategy
Overview of Canterbury Regional Transport Committee submission
Dear Sir or Madam
The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee welcomes the opportunity to make a
submission on Road to Zero, the 2020-2030 National Road Safety Strategy.
This submission represents the view of the Canterbury Regional Transport
Committee, and it is noted that some territorial authorities within the Canterbury
region are also individually submitting on Road to Zero with locally specific feedback.
The Committee commends the Government for proposing the adoption of Vision
Zero and signalling the step change that is required to address the significant number
of deaths and serious injuries occurring on New Zealand roads. The Committee is
highly supportive of the approach signalled in Road to Zero, including the vision,
principles, focus areas and list of actions.
Road to Zero rightly recognises that implementation is critical. Road to Zero indicates
that while the focus of current strategy, Safer Journeys, is sound, there has been
“insufficient leadership and sector capacity necessary for successful
implementation”. The Committee welcomes Road to Zero as a step toward ensuring
road safety strategy in New Zealand is data driven, and the right leadership,
capability, capacity and funding are available to support implementation.
The Committee urges the Government to continue the same leadership and
dedication shown in the Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018 and
Road to Zero through to the action and resourcing that is required for successful
implementation of Vision Zero.
The Committee would like to comment generally on the following key matters:
 Funding needs to be addressed: Road to Zero does not consider funding. The
Committee queries whether a 40% target can be achieved within existing funding
levels, particularly given the current severe shortfall in funding for the National
Land Transport Programme. The Committee considers that Road to Zero should
include discussion of the funding needed for successful implementation.
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 Actions need to be based on evidence: The Committee welcomes the approach
signalled in Road to Zero of basing the focus areas and proposed actions on
evidence. However, there is little discussion of the specific problems the target
assumes and prioritisation is sought into the long-list of actions without
explaining which the evidence suggests will have the greatest impact on reducing
deaths and serious injuries. The Committee suggests that where analysis supports
the prioritisation of an action above other actions, this should be made clear.
 Path to Zero: The Committee welcomes the introduction of a practical target to
drive action. The Committee suggests that Road to Zero also signal the timeframe
anticipated for moving from a 40% reduction to a 100% reduction (ie Vision Zero).
 Community buy in is essential: The importance of community buy in cannot be
underestimated. Road to Zero assumes a step change in attitudes without
explaining how community buy in will be achieved. The Committee suggests this
area could benefit from greater attention in the strategy.
 Importance of national consistency for speed management: The Committee
urges the Government to consider national consistency for best practice speed
management. This includes supporting an evidence-based approach nationwide
to setting speed limits, to ensure the posted speed limit for any given road is the
Safe and Appropriate Speed Limit for that road. The current approach is
piecemeal, varying between territorial authorities, and is greatly dependent on
public opinion. The safety of a journey should not change when people cross
regional and sub-regional borders. The Committee would like to see central
government taking a stronger leadership role in this area, including with respect
to consultation on speed limit changes.
 Greater emphasis on rural roads needed: The Committee recommends
increasing the emphasis in Road to Zero on local rural roads. It is important that
these roads are maintained and enhanced.
 Importance of partnership and local government role: Overseas experience
suggests that strong partnerships across central and local government, police and
other emergency services are key to improve safety outcomes. The Committee
considers that the importance of partnership should be explicitly recognised in
the strategy’s principles. Government investment decision making processes also
need to have greater regard to the local priorities articulated in Regional Land
Transport Plans.
 Role of mode shift needs greater recognition: The Committee considers that
central and local government can also play a greater role in road safety by
focusing on incentivising mode shift from Single Occupancy Vehicles to public
transport as well as freight mode shift from road to rail and coastal shipping.
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We want to know what you think
Road to Zero is a new plan to make roads and footpaths safer for everyone in
New Zealand.
Road safety is a really important issue; too many people are being killed and
injured on our roads every day.
We want to hear what you think about our plan to improve safety for everyone
who uses our roads and footpaths.

Why are we doing this?
Most of us travel on roads and footpaths every day, to get to work, to the
shops, and to visit friends and family.
We should be able to get places safely, and feel safe too.
We all need to follow the rules when we use the roads, but we know that
anybody can make a mistake. So we need to make a safe road system to
protect people when mistakes happen.

A safe system
A safe road system looks at all the things we can do to keep people
safe, so that if they crash, they don’t get badly hurt.





Safe roads and footpaths
Safe travel speeds
Safe vehicles
Safe road users

Our Vision
We want to make our roads safer so that no one gets hurt on the roads.

Our vision is a New Zealand where no one is killed or
seriously injured in road crashes.
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We want to aim for zero deaths and zero serious injuries on our roads
To what extent do you support this proposed vision?

What was the reason for your rating? Do you have any other comments?
Comment

Recommendation

1

Road safety is a core priority for the Committee. The
Committee does not consider any deaths or serious injuries on
our roads acceptable.
Road to Zero indicates that the adoption of Vision Zero is more
than aspirational. The Committee suggests consideration
therefore be given as to whether a timeframe should be
identified for achieving Vision Zero - see, for example, the
approach recommended by the European Commission which
includes a timeframe of 2050:
https://ec.europa.eu/transport/road_safety/what-we-do_en

The Committee
recommends the
Government consider
specifying a timeframe for
realising Vision Zero.

2

Capacity, capability and funding are fundamental to
implementing Vision Zero. It is not just a question of the
extent of resourcing that is needed to achieve the required
change, but also what changes are needed to ensure we
maximise value from existing levels of resourcing.
Funding is a very important question in light of the funding
constraints NZTA is under, which led to NZTA running a
workshop series for councils across New Zealand to discuss
how funding shortfalls would be managed. This raises a live
question as to whether the capability, capacity and funding
are available to implement Road to Zero.

The Committee
recommends greater
attention is given in Road
to Zero as to how the
strategy will be
implemented, including
addressing the issues of
capability, capacity, and
funding.

3

Road to Zero identifies that there has been insufficient
leadership and sector capacity necessary for successful
implementation of Safer Journeys. Road to Zero has
strengthening leadership, support and co-ordination as one of
14 actions. The Committee considers that this action underlies
every other action as a precondition to success.

The Committee
recommends that
strengthening leadership,
support and co-ordination
is seen as a precondition
of successfully
implementing Vison Zero.
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Our Target

We will aim to reduce the deaths and serious injuries on our
roads by 40% in 10 years
We know it will take time to make the changes we need.
Last year, 377 people died in crashes on the roads. We think we need to lower
the number of people being really hurt on our roads by 40% in the next 10 years.
That would mean that 150 fewer people would die in crashes in 2030 than they
did last year.
 What do you think of this target?





That target is too high
It sounds about right
That target is not high enough
Don’t know (more information is required about the analysis
underlying the target)

If you want to write some notes about this target, you can do it here
Comment

Recommendation

4

The Committee commends the leadership shown by the
Government in setting a target of a 40% reduction as a
practical way of incentivising the change that is needed to set
Vision Zero in motion.
As Road to Zero does not comment in any detail on the
analysis which underlies the target, it is impossible to know
whether the target is too high or not high enough. It is noted
that a 40% target takes us just below the level of fatalities that
were occurring in 2013, just before fatalities began to increase
again.

The Committee
recommends more
information be provided
about the analysis
underlying the Road to
Zero target, including the
specific actions and
funding approach that has
been assumed.

5

Road Controlling Authorities would be interested to know if
the Integrated Intervention Logic Model used to derive the
target could be applied regionally, with regional inputs, or
even locally, to address specific road safety issues at a regional
or sub-regional level.

The Committee also
recommends regard be
had to whether modelling
could and should also be
undertaking at a regional
or sub-regional level.
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Our principles
Principles help us to make decisions and outline our values. We have proposed
seven guiding principles for road safety.
(1)

We plan for people’s mistakes

We can plan for people’s mistakes on the roads so that they don’t hurt
themselves or others when they happen.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?
Comment

Recommendation

6

It is not clear whether principles have been prioritised, but
without otherwise saying, a priority in numerical order is
implied. Planning for mistakes is important, but should not be
first in order of magnitude of the principles.
Greater emphasis is needed on providing better driver training
so we can minimise the potential for mistakes to happen in
the first place.

Principles 4, 5 6, and 7 are
the strongest principles
and the Committee
recommends that they
should be ordered as such.
The Committee
recommends greater
emphasis on driver
training to help avoid
mistakes.

(2)

We design our roads for human bodies

Our bodies are strong, but they can only survive certain forces before they’re
injured. We will design our road system to protect people from high-speed
crash forces.
To what extent do you support this principle?
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Do you have further comments on this principle?
None.
(3)

We strengthen all parts of the road transport system

We need to improve the safety of all parts of the road system – safe roads,
safe speeds, safe vehicles, and safe road users – so that if one part fails, other
parts will protect people.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?

7

Comment

Recommendation

The Committee strongly supports the retention of the safe
system approach which involves the four pillars of road safety
(speeds, vehicles, road use, roads and roadsides). A concern
has been raised by local government organisations that
funding has been largely focused on State Highways in the
major areas. Improvements on local roads, including rural
roads and provincial state highways are also required and
specific targeted funding will be needed to make progress. The
priority for local councils tends to be maintaining existing
assets, and it can be difficult to fund road improvements.

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero recognise and
respond to concerns that
local roads and roadsides
are not currently receiving
sufficient investment.
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8

Road to Zero does not define what constitutes a “safe road”.
This should be made clear within the One Road Network
Classification for each category of road.

The Committee
recommends that a
nationally consistent
approach be taken to
defining a “safe road”.

9

There is a concern that road safety education has been
declining in some areas within the Canterbury region with a
reduction in road safety coordinators and expertise, as well as
a reduction in NZTA funding. This makes it more difficult for
Road Controlling Authorities to maintain this role. Education is
not a short-term response; rather it brings about change over
a longer period.
The Committee notes that enhancing safety and accessibility
of footpaths, bike lanes and cycleways should always be linked
to driver education given the underlying causes of the
majority of car/cycle and car/pedestrian crashes.

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero ensure sufficient
weight is given to the
importance of driver
education.

10

In 2017, driver distraction was a contributing factor in 36 fatal
crashes and 192 serious injury crashes across New Zealand
(approximately 10%). The NZTA website indicates that
anything that diverts a driver’s attention for more than two
seconds can significantly increase the likelihood of a crash or
near crash. Causes can include mobile phones, music devices
such as iPods, driver information screens and GPS devices,
food and drink, other passengers and scenery.

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero ensure that sufficient
weight is given to the
increasing importance of
addressing driver
distraction.

(4)

We have a shared responsibility for improving road safety

We all have a part to play in making our roads safe.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?

12

Comment

Recommendation

The Committee considers that the community must start
taking ownership of road safety. Road to Zero does not
consider how a change in community attitudes could be

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero expressly consider
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achieved. To take action, the community needs to talk about
the risks they are exposed to on the road. Research has just
been completed on community attitudes in Canterbury and
will be available on Environment Canterbury’s website shortly.

how changing community
attitudes can be achieved.

13

While the Committee agrees that road safety is the
responsibility of all, the Committee considers that strong
leadership from central government is vital, given that central
government sets the fundamental policy settings for the road
safety system, and also that many solutions have a national
dimension or require a partnership approach.
Overseas experience also suggests that very strong, focused
partnerships to deliver safety outcomes across central
government, local government, police and other emergency
services, are key to improved performance.

The Committee
recommends that the
principles recognise the
need for central
government leadership
and reflect a stronger call
to partnership action.

14

Local government is a key stakeholder in road safety and
partners with NZTA in funding road safety interventions. The
Committee wishes to ensure the role of local government is
adequately reflected in Road to Zero.

The Committee also
recommends the
development of action
plans in partnership with
Road Controlling
Authorities that include
more specific targets
against which individual
actions can be assessed.

(5)

We do the things that will make a difference

We’ll base our decisions on research and we review everything we do to make
sure we are doing the things that will make the biggest improvements to
safety.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?
Comment
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15

The Committee wishes to highlight the need for an
improvement in access to quality data and analysis of that
data. It can be difficult for Road Controlling Authorities,
particularly in smaller councils, to access quality information
and translate that information into interventions and
evaluation of those interventions. If the interventions that fall
out of Road to Zero are not data driven, we risk not achieving
Vision Zero.

The Committee
recommends that greater
weight is given in Road to
Zero to access to quality
data and analysis of that
data, as well as support
Road Controlling
Authorities.

16

There are many organisations that have data or information
on road safety including Ministry of Transport, NZTA, NZ
Police, ACC, health authorities and local government. Road to
Zero needs to ensure that these parties are working in close
collaboration so that the best possible evidence is available to
support investment decisions. The use of new technologybased solutions is supported.

The Committee
recommends greater
collaboration led by
central government to
ensure the best possible
evidence is available to
support investment
decisions.

(6)

Our actions improve people’s health, wellbeing and our places

Our roads are places where people meet, shop, and play. When we make
decisions about road safety, we will also think about how to support healthier
people and make towns and spaces that are nicer to live in.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?

17

Comment

Recommendation

The principle as currently articulated does not recognise the
important role of public transport in advancing road safety.
Buses and trains are the safest vehicles in which people can
travel. Multiple individual journeys being made with one
professional driver reduces the risk of accidents as fewer car
trips and vehicle manoeuvres reduce exposure within the
network. Public transport also provides a viable, cost effective
alternative choice to using a vehicle in circumstances where a

The Committee
recommends amending
the principle so it reads:
“Our road safety actions
support health, wellbeing
and liveable places, and
the uptake of public and
active transport options”.
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18

(7)

person cannot drive safely. With an aging population, this will
become more important by 2030.
Increasing uptake of public transport is also a sustainable way
of increasing uptake of safer vehicles, without relying on
changes in technology and the vehicle fleet. There is a clear
link between Travel Demand Management (TDM) and road
safety, and this needs to be strengthened in Road to Zero.

The Committee also
recommends ensuring
that the role of public and
active transport in
increasing road safety is
reflected in Road to Zero.

There is also an important link between freight mode shift
(from road to rail and coastal shipping) – and road safety. The
Canterbury Regional Transport Committee has supported the
work of the South Island Regional Transport Committee Chairs
Group to determine an optimised freight mode split and a
copy of this report is available on Environment Canterbury’s
website https://www.ecan.govt.nz.

The Committee
recommends that the
importance of freight
mode shift to road safety
through removing heavy
vehicles from the road, is
recognised in Road to
Zero.

We make safety a critical decision-making priority

We will treat safety as a high priority when we make decisions. Helping people
to get places on time is important, but it should not be achieved at the
expense of safety.
To what extent do you support this principle?

Do you have further comments on this principle?
19

Comment

Recommendation

It is important that this principle is fully reflected in
government funding frameworks and allocations. NZTA’s
Investment Decision Making Framework reflects this principle
at a high level, but there is a question about the extent to
which it has been practically implemented.
Beyond reference to the Safe Network Programme, there is a
question as to how road safety outcomes will be funded in
amongst the other priorities in the Government Policy

The Committee
recommends government
funding frameworks fully
reflect this principle and
trade-offs with other
objectives are explicitly
addressed.
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Statement on Land Transport and how trade-offs with
objectives such as access and sustainability will be addressed.

Do you have any other comments about any of our principles?
None.

Focus areas

Our five focus areas






Safer roads and safer speeds
Vehicle safety
Work-related road safety
Road user choices
System management

There are five things we want to focus on.

1. Safer roads and footpaths, and safer speeds
We can make our roads and footpaths safer by separating fast moving cars from
each other, and keep cars and trucks separated from pedestrians and bikes.
Safer speeds on the most risky roads will save lives, and make it less stressful
for other people who are walking and biking or travelling with children.
To what extent do you support this focus area?
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Do you have further comments on this focus area?
20

22

Comment

Recommendation

The Committee considers both infrastructure investment and
speed management critical to achieving Vision Zero. The
Committee is concerned that the recent emphasis on speed
management is intended to compensate for insufficient
infrastructure investment. As such, the Committee considers
infrastructure and speed should be separated as focus areas.
In some cases, roads of strategic importance may need
engineering up rather than a change to the posted speed limit.
However, in most cases, MegaMaps recommends a lowering
of the posted speed limit, rather than engineering up. Some
councils have concerns about whether adequate
consideration has been given to engineering up roads of
strategic importance.
The Committee also considers that uptake of public transport
services, as well as improved roading infrastructure and lower
posted speed limits, need to be part of the investment
response.

That infrastructure and
speed be separated as
focus areas, to ensure
infrastructure investment
receive proper
consideration, and that
service investment also be
considered as follows:

As outlined under the principles section, funding for local road
safety improvements has been lacking to date and there is a
need for significant additional funding to address the poor
crash record on rural local roads.

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero include more
emphasis on road safety
interventions on rural
roads and how they can
be resourced.





Focus area one:
Investment in
infrastructure and
services
Focus area two: Speed
management.

2. Vehicle safety
Safer cars, buses, and motorbikes not only help drivers avoid crashes, but also
protect people when crashes do happen.
To what extent do you support this focus area?
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Do you have further comments on this focus area?
Comment

Recommendation

23

Road to Zero notes the potential for autonomous vehicles to
have an impact on road safety, but considers this kind of
technology as likely to be outside Road to Zero’s time horizon.
There is a possibility that this does not adequately recognise
the fast pace at which vehicle technology is changing.

The Committee
recommends that the
focus area on vehicle
safety also considers the
integration of autonomous
vehicles within the fleet,
alongside considering
other potential
technological
improvements.

24

The Committee considers that the trade off with raising safety
standards for vehicles entering the fleet, with sustainability,
needs to be articulated.

The Committee
recommends that Road to
Zero articulate the trade
off between raising safety
standards for vehicles
entering the fleet with
sustainability.

25

The Committee supports safety initiatives such as including
lifting minimum standards, retrofitting safety technology and
removing unsafe vehicles from the fleet.
The TSIG submission indicates that 45% of the existing vehicle
fleet is at 1 star or lower. There is a need to provide greater
public education on vehicle safety so that the pubic have a
clear understanding of the safety of the vehicles they are
driving or intend purchasing.

The Committee
recommend Road to Zero
include an action of
educating the public on
the safety rating of their
vehicle - this could
potentially be done by
labelling as part of the
current Warrant of Fitness
test.

26

Only transitory attention is paid in Road to Zero to the safety
features of heavy vehicles; yet when these vehicles are
involved in a crash the outcomes are generally more severe.

The Committee
recommends that safety
features for heavy vehicles
receives more
consideration in Road to
Zero.

27

The Committee supports the intention to review warrant of
The Committee strongly
fitness and certificate of fitness systems to ensure existing cars recommends that the

Council Meeting 2019-08-29

59 of 103

28

in the fleet are as safe as they can be. However, the
Committee questions whether changes to improve fleet safety
need as long a lead in time as contemplated by Road to Zero.
The Committee considers bringing the implementation dates
forward for both new and imported secondhand vehicles is an
immediate priority and would have a significant and
immediate impact on reducing harm.

Government consider
bringing the
implementation dates for
both new and imported
secondhand vehicles
forward.

The Committee is concerned about the trend for Government
to change policy settings to allow heavier trucks on our roads.
These trucks cause significant damage to roads which were
never built to support such heavy traffic. This has a flow on
impact on safety for all vehicles, as well as imposing rising
maintenance costs on local authorities. While local authorities
can in theory regulate the roads on which these vehicles drive,
anecdotally, there are concerns that some vehicles are not
complying with their permits and there is a lack of capacity to
undertake the monitoring and enforcement needed with
weigh stations only being built on major arterial routes.
In addition to damaging roads and therefore reducing the
safety of the roading environment, these vehicles also pose a
greater safety risk to road users as outcomes are worse when
crashes involve heavy vehicles.

The Committee
recommends the
Government does not
continue to change policy
settings to allow even
heavier vehicles on roads.

3. Work-related road safety
Every day, thousands of people travel on our roads while at work. All of them
have the right to come home from work healthy and safe.
To what extent do you support this focus area?

Do you have further comments on this focus area?

29

Comment

Recommendation

The Committee supports the focus on work-related road
safety. The Committee supports strengthening commercial
transport regulation as an immediate action. A clear definition

The Committee
recommends addressing
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as to what best practice is, in the New Zealand context, is
needed within the Government Policy Statement on Land
Transport.

best practice for workrelated road safety.
Driver hours and fatigue is
also a significant concern
and the Committee
recommends that this
particular issue is given
immediate attention.

4. Road user choices
Although most road users try to follow the rules, many of us sometimes make
bad choices or mistakes.
We need to help people follow the rules and make good choices, and take care
of each other.
To what extent do you support this focus area?

Do you have further comments on this focus area?

30

Comment

Recommendation

The Committee supports the focus on encouraging road users
to make better choices and the emphasis on road safety
education. Shifting public mindsets and behaviours, and
obtaining buy in to Vision Zero is essential.
However, as noted briefly under the principles section, Road
to Zero does not provide any indication of how a change in
community attitudes could be achieved or consider the
leadership that is needed to bring about such a change.
Road safety education requires a strong partnership among
central and local government as well as many other partners
and stakeholders. However, Road to Zero does not address the
role of local government road safety co-ordinators – there has
been a large decline in the number of co-ordinators around

The Committee
recommends Road to Zero
explicitly address the
action and leadership that
is needed to shift
community mindsets and
the role of local
government road safety
co-ordinators in doing so.
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the country, compromising the ability of local government to
deliver education.

5. System management
We need to work together so we can make a difference.
To what extent do you support this focus area?

Do you have further comments on this focus area?
Comment

Recommendation

31

The Committee supports the increased focus on effective
leadership, co-ordination and partnering, including the
recognition of the role of local government and Regional
Transport Committees.
Currently, Regional Land Transport Plans (RLTPs) are not given
sufficient mandate and recognition as part of the land
transport planning and funding framework. Transport Special
Interest Group (TSIG) is working on developing a more
consistent format and content for RLTPs across the country.
As part of this, TSIG is also working with NZTA to identify the
parts of RLTPs where improved consistency and best practice
could add the most value in supporting NZTA to make
decisions under the Investment Decision Making Framework
(IDMF).
TSIG would like to see NZTA take account of the strategic
direction and outcomes contained within an RLTP as part of
the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP) development
and funding approval processes, and have greater regard to
regional priorities when making investment decisions under
the IDFM.

The Committee
recommends that NZTA
give greater weight to
prioritisation within
Regional Land Transport
Plans when making
decisions under the IDMF
to ensure that critical
regional infrastructure and
service projects are
supported, including
critical safety projects.

32

It is noted that NZTA, the Ministry of Transport and NZ Police
have formed a road safety partnership to support joined-up
delivery of the 2018-21 Road Safety Partnership Programme.
To support a more integrated and co-ordinated approach,
local government should also be included in this partnership.

The Committee also
recommends that local
government be
represented on the Road
Safety Partnership.
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Do you have any other comments about these focus areas?
No.
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Actions
Here is a list of our proposed initial actions for the first action plan.
Please select three you think are the most important:
1.

Invest in safety treatments and infrastructure improvements

2.

Introduce a new approach to tackling unsafe speeds

3.

Review infrastructure standards and guidelines

4.

Enhance safety and accessibility of footpaths, bike lanes and cycleways

5.

Raise safety standards for vehicles entering the fleet

6.

Promote the availability of vehicle safety information

7.

Implement mandatory anti-lock braking systems (ABS) for motorcycles

8.

Support best practice for work-related travel

9.

Strengthen the regulation of commercial transport services

10.

Prioritise road policing

11.

Enhance drug driver testing

12.

Support motorcycle safety

13.

Review financial penalties and remedies

14.

Strengthen system leadership, support and co-ordination

The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee supports the priorities
identified by Transport Special Interest Group, which are:
1. Invest in safety treatments and infrastructure improvements
2. Introduce a new approach to tackling unsafe speeds
3. Raise safety standards for vehicles entering the fleet.
In addition, the Canterbury Regional Transport Committee supports the
proposal by Transport Special Interest Group to view the strengthening of
system leadership, support and co-ordination as a pre-condition to achieve all
other actions outlined above.
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Do you have any comments about these priority actions?
Comment

Recommendation

33

The Regional Transport Committee does not possess a body of
information and modelling to be able to make a fully informed
decision based on evidence as to which of the action areas are
required in Canterbury/across New Zealand and in what
combination to achieve the target outlined in Road to Zero as
well as, ultimately, Vision Zero itself.
The Committee supports the same priorities proposed by
Transport Special Interest Group because it is clear that speed
and unsafe vehicles contribute significantly to deaths and
serious injuries in Canterbury and across New Zealand, and
that investing in safety treatments, and infrastructure and
service improvements will be vital to improving outcomes.
Improving leadership, and addressing issues relating to
capability, capacity and funding is clearly a pre-condition to
successful implementation of any actions.
The top priority actions, however, should ultimately be based
on evidence relating to the greatest potential to reduce
deaths and serious, and whether those actions are a precondition for the success of other interventions.

The Committee
recommends that the
Road to Zero provide more
information about the
actions which would result
in the greatest reduction
in deaths and serious
injuries, and which are a
necessary pre-condition to
other actions to improve
road safety.
The Committee also
recommends that Vision
Zero implementation be
aligned with long term
planning and funding
cycles.

34

The Committee are interested in the new approach to tackling
unsafe speeds. The Committee wish to take this opportunity
to highlight the need for an evidence-based approach to
setting speed limits, to ensure the posted speed limit for any
given road is the Safe and Appropriate Speed Limit for that
road. The evidence-based approach needs to be implemented
nationwide; road users should not be exposed to less safe
posted speed limits simply because they have crossed a
geographical border. Central government also needs to ensure
the consultation process supports the setting of evidencebased posted speed limits, while having regard to local
insights.
The Committee also wishes to highlight that while MegaMaps
is seen by many as a good starting point for identifying speed
changes, further technical and expert analysis is vital to
ensuring a robust, evidence-based set of complimentary
recommendations for change. Some regard should be had to
areas of great need and/or where public support is likely –
such as lowering speed limits around schools and urban areas,
and unsealed rural roads.

The Committee
recommends that an
evidence-based approach
to setting speed limits be
implemented nationwide
and that consultation
processes support the
setting of evidence-based
posted speed limits.
The Committee also
recommends that
technical and expert
analysis support the use of
the MegaMaps tool in
identifying speed changes.

35

The Committee would also like to take this opportunity to
reiterate that there is a need to avoid a default to lowering
speed limits to improve road safety. There should be a greater
emphasis on taking a comprehensive Safe System Approach
where engineering solutions should also be seriously

The Committee
recommends a greater
emphasis on a Safe System
Approach when
considering speed
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considered, alongside funding implications, as well as other
speed reduction tools. These include speed cameras and
police enforcement.

management
interventions.

36

The Committee notes that police speed tolerance and
enforcement practices may influence driver behaviour. There
is a need to ensure Police and central and local government
actions are aligned – enforcement action should support the
new approach. It is not clear whether the prioritisation of road
policing refers to greater direction as to how police allocate
resourcing, increases in resourcing, increasing enforcement or
removing or reducing the speed tolerance.

The Committee
recommends that police
enforcement and
partnership with central
and local government be a
key part of the drive to
tackling unsafe speeds.

37

The Committee welcomes the proposed increase of safety
cameras. International evidence supports national safety
camera deployment and signing strategies, often delivered by
close partnerships between central and local government and
enforcement agencies. The Committee would welcome a
stronger commitment to the significant expansion of speed
enforcement and red-light running resources in the early years
of strategy implementation as an action which would likely
greatly improve the chances of the 40% target being achieved.
Many Road Controlling Authorities see safety cameras as low
cost solutions to road safety concerns and may be willing to
invest in their installation. However, under the current model
only the police can take enforcement action and there are
limitations with their backend processing capacity. Changes to
the current model could vastly improve the opportunity to
deploy more of these valuable road safety resources.

The Committee
recommends the
proposed increase in
safety cameras be an
immediate action for
tackling unsafe speeds.

38

The Committee supports the review of the penalties regime.
There is a need to ensure deterrence strategies, including
penalties and enforcement, are effective. For example, an
ongoing issue arises around cellphone use and other
distractions while driving, as well as poor restraint use (e.g. no
demerit points). Another concern is the ability to continue to
drive on a limited licence after a restricted or full licence has
been revoked.

The Committee considers
cellphone use, poor
restraint use, and the
ability to drive on a limited
licence after a restricted
or full licence has been
revoked, should be
considered in the review
of the penalties regime.

39

The list of actions includes both “support motorcycle safety”
and “Implement mandatory anti-lock braking systems (ABS)
for motorcycles”. The latter is very specific and should not be
included as a separate action.

The Committee
recommends all
motorcycle-related actions
be included in a single
action “support
motorcycle safety”.

Additional actions
What else do you think we should do to make the roads safer?
Comment
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40

New technological solutions have the potential to deliver
significant improvements to road safety outcomes as well as
creating additional hazards. Road to Zero needs to ensure
both possible dimensions of technological advances will be
addressed.

The Committee
recommends a specific
action covering the rollout
of new technology to
improve road safety and
managing the disruptions
posed by technology.

41

As outlined earlier in this submission, the Committee
considers there are serious issues with access to quality
information and ensuring support is in place to analyse
information and use it to develop, implement and evaluate
initiatives. The Committee considers an explicit action, or subaction, is needed to address this issue.

The Committee
recommends an action on
improving access to
quality information, and
analysis of that
information, for the
purposes of investment
planning and decision
making.

42

Councils have concerns about safety at level crossings, as
KiwiRail is not funded to improve the interface between the
rail and roading systems and this poses serious risks to safety.

The Committee
recommends the ongoing
issue of safety at level
crossings be addressed in
Road to Zero.

Measuring success
The Road to Zero provides a list of key measures that can help us track
progress and meet our targets. This framework will help us monitor how the
road safety system is performing, drive action and hold agencies publicly
accountable for delivering the strategy.
Do you have any comments about the way we intend to monitor our
performance?
Comment

Recommendation

43

The Committee strongly supports the proposed monitoring
regime. Safer Journeys was not supported by a comprehensive
monitoring framework to enable an effective way in which to
adjust the strategy or actions when it became clear that the
desired targets would not be met.
The Committee suggests that there is a need to develop
national data capture and reporting functionality to allow for
reporting on a regional and sub regional basis.

The Committee
recommends that
consideration be given to
the need to report on a
regional and sub-regional
basis.

44

Road to Zero includes a measure of 40km/hour for urban
schools – best practice is 30km/hour.

The Committee
recommends a measure of
30km/hour for urban
schools be considered.
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45

The measures are heavily focused on reducing speed limits,
and could be achieved if a national approach is taken to
implementation. As speed reductions appear to be the focus
of the measurements rather than proportion of the network
when upgrades to the network have been put in place, the
action plan needs to reflect this, with the Government driving
the process and not individual Road Controlling Authorities as
is currently the case.

The Committee notes the
emphasis in the measures
on reducing speed limits
and recommends the
Government lead the
drive for nationally
consistent implementation
of speed limit reductions.
The Committee also
considers there is a need
to separate out
monitoring of speed and
infrastructure
improvements, and ensure
infrastructure
improvements are
appropriately monitored.

46

The Committee considers a number of additional measures
might also be useful.

The Committee
recommends monitoring
the number of deaths and
serious injuries where the
vulnerable road user is not
at fault; qualitative
assessment such as public
perceptions on safety (in
particular, on matters such
as speed management);
police enforcement; and
the percentage
implementation of speed
limit interventions on the
top 10% of high risk roads
(state highways and local
roads).

Additional supporting information
If you would like to provide any additional supporting material, you can attach
it here. Please note, this is not required.
None.
Use of information
The Ministry of Transport will publish a summary of submissions, which may
include quotes from individual submitters.
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Do you want your submission to be anonymous and your name or
organisation's name to be withheld from any information that the Ministry of
Transport publishes?


Yes



No

Please check this box to acknowledge
 I understand that this submission will be classified as Official Information
and may be subject to public release under the Official Information Act 1982 if
requested.

Thank you for helping us

Once you have filled in your answers, please send this back to the Ministry of
Transport by:
5pm Wednesday, 14 August 2019
You can email it to
roadsafetystrategy@transport.govt.nz
Or post it to
Helen Presland
Ministry of Transport
PO Box 3175
Wellington 6140
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7.3. Joint Committees
7.3.1. Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Elaine Greaves, Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

For the Council to receive, for information, the unconfirmed minutes from the Civil
Defence Emergency Management Joint Committee meeting held on 9 August 2019.

2.

These minutes will be presented to the next meeting of the Joint Committee.

3.

There are no recommendations from the Joint Committee to the Council.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receive the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Civil Defence and
Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 9
August 2019.

Attachments
1. Unconfirmed minutes 9 August 2019.
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Minutes of the meeting of the
Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Group Joint Committee
held at Airport Commodore Hotel, 449 Memorial Avenue,
Christchurch, on Friday 9 August 2019 at 1.00 pm

Present
Joint Committee:
Ashburton District Council
Christchurch City Council
Environment Canterbury
Hurunui District Council
Kaikoura District Council
Mackenzie District Council
Selwyn District Council
Timaru District Council
Waimakariri District Council
Waimate District Council

Mayor Donna Favel
Mayor Lianne Dalziel (Chair)
Councillor John Sunckell
Mayor Winton Dalley
Mayor Winston Gray
Mayor Graham Smith
Mayor Sam Broughton
Mayor Damon Odey
Mayor David Ayers
Mayor Craig Rowley

Observer
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

Elizabeth Cunningham

CEG Members
Environment Canterbury
Hurunui District Council
Kaikoura District Council
Fire & Emergency NZ
St John
Canterbury CDEM Group Controller

Bill Bayfield
Hamish Dobbie
Angela Oosthuizen
Colin Russell
Wally Mitchell
Neville Reilly

In attendance
MCDEM
MPI
MPI
Environment Canterbury
CDEM Group Office
Environment Canterbury

Allan Grigg
Charlotte Austin
Grant Ross
Elaine Greaves
Gavin Treadgold
Nick Daniels

1.

Welcome
The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting, including Allan Grigg (MCDEM),
Charlotte Austin and Grant Ross from MPI.
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2.

Apologies
An apology for absence was received and accepted from Peter Cameron
(MCDEM).

3.

Conflicts of interest
No conflicts of interest were declared.

4.

Minutes of previous meeting
Refer to page 1 of the agenda.

Resolved:
That the minutes of the meeting held on 24 May 2019 be received and
adopted.
Cr Sunckell/Mayor Rowley
CARRIED
5.

Matters arising from the minutes
There were no matters arising from the minutes.

6.

MPI Response to Eradicate Mycoplasma Bovis
Refer to page 9 of the agenda
MPI representatives Charlotte Austin (Regional Manager, North:South Island) and
Grant Ross (Acting North:South Island Recovery Manager) provided an update on
MPI’s large-scale biosecurity response to eradicating Mycoplasma bovis.
The presentation included information around how the disease was spread through
both high and low risk pathways; how it presented in cattle; and how and when the
disease entered New Zealand. Although seven possible entry pathways had been
identified, the mode of entry was not conclusive.
As at 31 July 2019, 821,717 tests had been undertaken by testing for the actual
bacterium, and the immune response to the bacterium. In May 2018 the
Government and industry agreed to the phased eradication of Mycoplasma bovis
and a technical advisory group was constantly reviewing its processes to ensure
best practise.
The meeting was advised of work to date and processes put in place to prevent
spread of the disease, together with a snapshot of the current situation (as at 31 July
2019).
MPI was working alongside Rural Support Trust (RST) to provide advice and support
for affected farmers; and Trust volunteers also received appropriate support to
undertake welfare work. Mayors were asked to encourage their communities to
support affected farmers and their families with compassion, rather than suspicion.
MPI was investigating ways around sharing information with neighbours while still
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being sensitive to privacy issues. The Chair acknowledged the role of both regional
and local councils to work in partnership with MPI during this process, advising there
were information sharing options under the Privacy Act that enabled certain
agencies to share information. There was a strong desire to ensure there was the
ability to share information and, if not, it was suggested this Forum could write to the
Minister to request a change. MPI staff undertook to look at what was currently
permitted under the Privacy Act and the need to ensure a documented ‘lessons
learned’ was captured.
MPI staff were thanked for providing a comprehensive presentation.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1. Receive the update on the MPI response to eradicate Mycoplasma bovis.
Mayor Favell/Mayor Dalley
CARRIED

7.

Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management Update
Refer to page 11 of the agenda
Allan Grigg (Regional Emergency Management Advisor) presented the report on
behalf of Peter Cameron, highlighting the following:









Establishment of new agency
NZ Emergency Management Assistance Team (NZ-EMAT) – previously
described as the NZ Fly-in Teams (NZ-FIT)
Revision of Co-ordinated Incident Management System (CIMS)
Review of Recoveries
Response and Recovery Leadership Capability Development Programme
Director’s Guideline: Risk Assessment Guidance for CDEM Group Planning
Upcoming Local Body Elections and Emergency Management
Factsheet: Declaring states of local emergency.

It was noted that on page 2 of Attachment 2, information relating to ‘What if the
emergency is during local government elections?’ was incorrect. There needed to
be absolute clarity in terms of how the Local Government Act and Local Electoral
Act linked to the Civil Defence Act.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Receive the update from the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency
Management.
Mayor Rowley/Mayor Smith
CARRIED
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8.

Group Controller’s Report
Refer to page 25 of the agenda
Neville Reilly presented this report, noting finances for the period 1 July 2018 to 31
May 2019; and updates on the following:
Tsunami threat arising from a m7.2 earthquake that occurred in the Kermadec
trench at a depth of approximately 35km on Sunday, 16 June 2019. Some
communication issues were identified following a debrief and work was being done
to prevent similar concerns arising in the future.
Financial Workshops – due to a degree of uncertainty around what government
would provide during and after an emergency, Rob Rouse from the Greater
Christchurch Group was holding workshops for local authority staff and other
agencies (responsible for finance, risk and insurance, infrastructure, and
emergency management including recovery and welfare managers) to provide an
overview of:







Learnings from recent events
Government financial support to Tas
Welfare and other Response costs
Recovery – essential infrastructure
Repair, replacement of insured assets
Betterment and financial support
Claim review and approval process.

The Group Controller advised that elected members were welcome to attend either
of the remaining workshops being held at Environment Canterbury at 9.30am on
Monday, 12 August 2019 or at Timaru District Council on Monday, commencing at
10.00am on 19 August 2019. Each session would run for around five hours.
Training – Canterbury CDEM was in Year 2 of a three-year exercise cycle for
EOC/ECC exercises and it was noted the Regional Emergency Coordination Centre
would be participating in the South Island Inter-Group exercise based on an Alpine
Fault scenario schedule for 22 November 2019. The Chair suggested that elected
members be invited to observe the 22 November 2019 exercise.
Response Teams – a national framework for the governance and management of
Response Teams had progressed with MCDEM. There was agreement for the
concept of having a multi-agency Response Team Governance Group which would
provide guidance via a Response Team Steering Group. That Group, supported
by a MCDEM Secretariat, would provide direction to the teams, including
registration and standards for an audit process. It was important to provide skill
sets that could be practically utilised.
Clarification was sought around whose responsibility it was to establish a support
centre when there was a local disaster that was not classified as a Civil Defence
emergency. The recent gas explosion at Northwood was cited as an example
where people self-managed their welfare needs. FENZ were the first responders
to the emergency, followed by the Police. The Chair considered that while FENZ
was busy attending to the emergency, Civil Defence could very well have aided in
setting up a Civil Defence Centre. The Group Controller undertook to review the
process around Civil Defence providing a co-ordinated response to similar Police
or FENZ-led emergencies in the future.
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Online CDEM Communications and Public Education in Canterbury – The
Canterbury CDEM Group Office was working with EMOs and communications staff
of each Council to discuss various options available for online communications.
The purpose of online content developed by the CDEM sector was two-fold:



To provide public education and preparedness messages during
‘peacetime’
To provide timely information and updates during an emergency.

Each organisation appeared to employ various modes of communication, so a
project had been initiated to review how this could be better co-ordinated. The
review had highlighted that the use of Apps seemed to be the way of the future; and
a core team of communications staff from councils would be working together with
CDEM staff. The aim was to provide a consistent piece of information being relayed
by all agencies (including CDHB, MPI, etc).

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Receive the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management report.
Mayor Dalley/Mayor Odey
CARRIED

9.1

Late Report: Appointment of Controllers
Separate attachment to the agenda
The Chair referred to a request to consider a late report that was not available at the
time the agenda was prepared. In order to enable timely information to be provided
to the Committee, consideration of this item could not be delayed – particularly given
that the next scheduled meeting (in November) was dependent on confirmation of
Committee members following the election.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Resolves, pursuant to section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987, to consider this matter at its 9 August
2019 meeting, notwithstanding that it was not on the agenda for the
meeting; and

2.

Receives the following item:
9.2 Appointment of Local Controllers
Mayor Odey/Councillor Sunckell
CARRIED
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9.2

Appointment of Controllers
Separate attachment to the agenda
Neville Reilly presented a report detailing recommendations from Christchurch City
Council to appoint Leonie Rae and Tracey Weston; and from Kaikoura District
Council to appoint Chris Gregory to the position of Local Controller.
It was noted that all three nominees had considerable leadership experience at the
level required during a response; and had been endorsed by the CDEM CEG
Committee.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1.

Appoint Leonie Rae, Tracey Weston and Chris Gregory as Canterbury
CDEM Group Local Controllers.
Mayor Dalziell/Mayor Gray
CARRIED

Other Business
There was some discussion around the CDEM Joint Committee utilising future time with
the Mayoral Forum in a more dynamic format; and this was being worked on.
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu representative, Elizabeth Cunningham, applauded the National
Disaster Resilience Strategy (Rautaki ā-Motu Manawaroa Aituā) being published in Te
Reo and in keeping with this spirit, wished to change the title of her role as ‘Observer’ to
a more appropriate Maori interpretation that better reflected her ability to participate in
meetings. Elizabeth undertook to liaise with staff prior to the next meeting.

Next Meeting
The next meeting of the Joint Committee would be held on Friday, 29 November 2019.
The meeting concluded at 3.02 pm.

Confirmed

Date:
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8. Matters for Council Decision
8.1. Appointment of Independent Hearing Panel for proposed Plan
Change 7 to the LWRP and proposed Plan Change 2 to the
WRRP

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Olivia Cook

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

Council are requested to appoint an independent panel to hear submissions and
evidence on proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan
and proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan, and to make
recommendations to the Council in response to those submissions.

Recommendations
That the Council :
1.

appoints David Sheppard as chairperson, and Robert van Voorthuysen and
Raewyn Solomon as hearing commissioners, to hear submissions and
evidence on proposed Plan Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan and proposed Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional
Plan, and to make recommendations to Council in respect of those
submissions.

2. acting under section 34A of the Resource Management Act 1991, delegates to
David Sheppard, Robert van Voorthuysen and Raewyn Solomon, all functions
powers and duties necessary to undertake the tasks in 1, including the
exercise of any powers conferred by sections 41 to 42 of the RMA.
3. agrees that in the event an appointed hearing commissioner is unable to carry
out any duty, Council reserves discretion to either appoint an alternate
hearing commissioner in replacement or alternatively transfer any delegated
powers or duties to remaining members of the hearing panel.
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Key points
2.

The following key points should be noted:
 At a meeting on 11 July 2019, Council resolved to publicly notify proposed Plan
Change 7 to the Canterbury Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP) and proposed
Plan Change 2 to the Waimakariri River Regional Plan (WRRP), and invite
submissions on the proposals.
 Submissions on the proposed plan changes may be made between 20 August and
13 September 2019.
 Following the close of submissions Council officers will carry out an analysis of the
submissions and prepare a report1 that sets out recommended changes in
response to those submissions. A public hearing of submissions, evidence
received and recommendations of the Council’s reporting officer is scheduled to
occur in the first half of 2020.
 In accordance with Council policy, staff recommend and independent hearing panel
is appointed to hear submissions and evidence on the plan changes and to make
recommendations to Council on the final content of the proposed plan changes.
 Staff recommend the appointment of David Sheppard as chairperson and Rob van
Voorthuysen and Raewyn Solomon as independent hearing commissioners.
 The appointment of independent hearing commissioners and the delegation of duties
and powers necessary to undertake that role requires a Council resolution.

Appointment of Hearing Commissioners
3.

On 11 July 2019, Council approved public notification of proposed Plan Change 7 to the
LWRP and proposed Plan Change 2 to the WRRP. The next step in the process is to
appoint a panel of commissioners to hear submissions and make recommendations on
the proposed plan changes.

4.

Appointment of the hearing panel before the close of the submission period is
preferable to ensure any procedural matters (e.g. whether to accept late submissions)
can be addressed by persons acting under delegated authority. In accordance with
Council’s Hearing Policy (2014), staff recommend the appointment of independent
hearing commissioners to avoid perceptions of bias and potential conflicts of interest,

5.

It is recommended that Rob van Voorthuysen, Raewyn Solomon and David Sheppard
are appointed to the role of hearing commissioners, with the latter appointed as
chairperson. All three persons are accredited hearing commissioners2 either by virtue
of holding a current certificate in the Making Good Decisions foundation course (Rob

1
2

Under s42A of the RMA
Under s39 of the RMA
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van Voorthuysen and Raewyn Solomon) or by former appointment3 to the role of
Environment Court Judge (David Sheppard).
6.

All three persons have extensive experience in hearing submissions on proposed
regional plans / plan changes, including those prepared under the Canterbury Water
Management Strategy. Staff consider the combination of skills and experience held by
these persons will contribute to a hearing that structured, fair and participatory and the
preparation of robust recommendations. Further detail regarding the skills and
experiences of each of the nominees is set out below.

Relevant Skills and Experience
7.

David Sheppard is a respected retired former Environment Court Judge who has
previously been award the insignia of the Companion of the Queen’s Service Order for
services to the judiciary. Mr Sheppard’s previous experience includes appointments to
the role of chairperson for the Board of Inquiry for the Proposed National Policy
Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM), the Council’s Regional Policy
Statement (RPS), the Land and Water Regional Plan (LWRP), and Plan Changes 1, 2,
4 and 5 to the LWRP.

8.

Rob van Voorthuysen is an experienced hearing commissioner who holds a Masters in
Public Policy and Bachelor of Engineering in Natural Resources. Previous roles include
appointments to the role of hearing commissioner on Plan Changes 1, 2, 4 and 5 to the
LWRP, and chairperson for the hearing of submissions and evidence on Environment
Southland’s Water and Land Plan (2018).

9.

Raewyn Solomon is an experienced hearing commissioner whose previous roles
include appointment to the role of hearing commissioner for Plan Changes 1 and 2 to
the LWRP, and the hearing of submissions on publicly notified resource consent
applications. In addition, Ms Solomon has first-hand experience of the implementation
of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy having previously been appointed as a
member of the Hurunui-Waiau Zone Committee. This appointment, in addition to her
expertise in relation to matters of tikanga Maori, ensures a panel with a diverse range of
experiences, perspectives and skillsets.

Cost, compliance and communication
10. Matters relating to costs, significance and engagement, and the consistency of the
proposal with council are addressed below.

Financial implications
11. Costs associated with the appointment of hearing commissioners, the public hearing of
submissions, and the preparation of recommendations for Council have been
accommodated for within the Planning Section’s current financial budget.

3

Under section 250 of the RMA
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Significance and engagement
12. Proposed Plan Change 7 to the LWRP and proposed Plan Change 2 to the WRRP are
significant plan changes for the Council and community. PC7 contains provisions that
apply throughout Canterbury (Part A the Omnibus), and changes that are specific to the
Orari-Temuka-Opihi-Pareora (Part B) and Waimakariri (Part C) sub-regions. PC2 to
the WRRP is consequential change which has been promulgated to simplify the
framework that applies in the Waimakariri catchment.
13. The appointments recommended by staff recognise the complexity of the issues
addressed by these plan changes and the need for an experienced panel with a broad
range of skills. In addition, and in accordance with s34(1A) the RMA, staff sought
feedback from Ngāi Tahu regarding the appointment of Ms Solomon to the role of
hearing commissioner. Ngāi Tahu advise they support the appointment of Ngai Tahu
commissioners on hearing panels.

Consistency with council policy
14. The proposal to appoint independent hearing commissioners is consistent with the
Council’s ‘Hearing Policy’ (2014). In addition, the appointment of a hearing
commissioner with an understanding of tikanga Maori is consistent with previous council
decisions.

Next steps
15. If Council approve the recommended appointments next steps in the statutory process
are set out below:
Appointment of Independent Hearing Commissioners

29 August 2019

Submissions Close

13 September 2019

Council preparation of Summary of Decisions Requested

Last quarter 2019

Preparation of Officer’s Report (s42A)

First quarter 2020

Public Hearing of Submissions and Evidence

First half 2020

Attachments
None

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Andrew Parrish
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8.2. Submission to Productivity Commission on local government
funding and financing draft report

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Cecilia Ellis, Senior Strategy Advisor

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

This paper seeks Council approval of the attached Environment Canterbury submission
on the Productivity Commission’s Local government funding and financing draft report.

2.

A submission to the Productivity Commission is an opportunity to provide the
Commission with Environment Canterbury’s views on the local government funding and
financing system.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

approves the attached submission on the Productivity Commission’s Local
government funding and financing draft report.

Background
3.

In July 2018, the Government asked the Productivity Commission (the Commission) to
undertake an inquiry into local government funding and financing and, where
shortcomings in the current system are identified, to examine options and approaches
for improving the system.

4.

The Commission released an issues paper for this inquiry on 6 November 2018. The
issues paper briefly described local government in New Zealand, how funding and
financing works and contained 49 questions to gather evidence from the public.
Environment Canterbury provided a submission on the issues paper in February 2019.

5.

Consistent with the Commission’s usual process, the Commission has released a draft
report with its findings and recommendations for Government. Submissions on the draft
report are sought by the Commission by 29 August. The Commission will present their
final report to Government on 30 November 2019.

Environment Canterbury submission
6.

The Commission’s draft report contains a number of findings and recommendations of
varying relevance to Environment Canterbury. In the attached submission we discuss
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the recommendations most relevant to Environment Canterbury and those related to
issues raised in our previous submission.
7.

There are some valuable recommendations within the report that we support that could
help improve decision making and respond to the funding pressures identified by the
Commission. However, overall, we find that the report does not sufficiently address the
fundamental issues of the limitations of rating as a tool and the need to keep rates
increases in line with inflation.

8.

Councillors Caygill, Cullinane and Pham provided comment on the draft submission on
behalf of Councillors and their comments are incorporated. Council approval is now
sought, and the submission is attached.

Attachments
1.

Environment Canterbury submission on Productivity Commission Local government
funding and financing [8.2.1 - 7 pages]

File reference

[SharePoint link for this paper]

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Miria Goodwin, Cam Smith
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Environment Canterbury submission on the Productivity
Commission’s Local Government Funding and Financing Inquiry
Summary
1.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft report into local government funding and
financing.

2.

We provide this submission in the context of our regional council roles and responsibilities. As the
largest regional council in New Zealand by area and the second-largest in terms of population
(estimated at 624,000) we have great geographical diversity and variation in population density across
the region which contributes to a wide range of community needs and expectations. As a regional
council we have a strong focus on the delivery of regulatory services rather than services to property
which is more the role of the territorial authorities.

3.

In our submission on the issues paper for this inquiry and the engagement meeting in Christchurch on
27 March 2019 we provided some comments about the inflexibility of rates and the ongoing challenge
we face to keep rate increases below inflation. This is in the context of: the open-ended nature of the
demand for the kind of regulatory services we provide, increasing community expectations, our
statutory responsibilities, and our desire to improve levels of service. We outlined significant emerging
cost pressures of concern, including adapting to climate change and accumulating responsibilities for
regional councils from central government. We also concluded that there is scope to improve statutory
decision-making processes.

4.

In this submission we discuss the recommendations related to issues raised in our previous
submission and refer to some recent government policy developments. There are some valuable
recommendations within the report that could help improve decision making by making processes
more efficient and effective whilst maintaining transparency. There is also merit in some of the
recommendations made to respond to the funding pressures identified. However, overall, we find that
the report does not sufficiently address the fundamental issues of the limitations of rating as a tool and
the need to keep rates increases in line with inflation. Rather, in our view the report focuses too much
on peripheral issues.

5.

The need to keep rates in line with inflation limits councils’ flexibility to respond to community needs
each year and to change expenditures year to year. Discipline is required year on year to constrain
expenditure growth, which often clashes with the imperatives of responding to community demands
and reflecting local democracy. Councils necessarily prioritise and are limited by what activity is
reasonable, reasonably affordable for landowners and what ratepayers are willing to pay. Prioritisation
of future needs is often difficult to balance with current community needs and expectations whilst
addressing legacy issues.

6.

Expenditure and rates will continue to rise as will increased pressures from the cumulative impact of
the funding pressures identified by the Commission. These key funding pressures identified are
impacting on communities now and will increasingly do so in the future. The sustained increases in
rates that funding these pressures will require will not be sustainable and it will become increasingly
difficult to keep a lid on rates whilst contributing to community wellbeing. The report has noted that
current adequacy and sustainability are not a reliable guide to future sustainability and adequacy.
These funding pressures will not be able to be afforded by rating alone and a holistic analysis
of alternative options is needed, not a piecemeal approach that proceeds on the assumption
that rates should remain the principal source of local government revenue.
Council Meeting 2019-08-29

83 of 103

Improving decision making
7.

We welcome any proposals that aim to make decision making more efficient and effective whilst
maintaining transparency and public scrutiny. If the recommendations of chapter 5 were to be
prioritised, we would first and foremost be prioritising work to streamline Long-Term Plans
(R5.7) and reviewing local government reporting requirements (R5.4).

Long-Term Plans
8.

In response to Q5.1, at face value reducing the frequency of LTP reviews from three to five years
could reduce costs, given the resources required to produce an LTP every three years. It could also
increase certainty for some groups (i.e. funding partners) setting out planned activities for five years
instead of three and increase the ability to demonstrate success. However, the fundamental issue here
is that changing the frequency of the LTPs would be out of sync with the triennial election cycles.

9.

Currently work to deliver the LTP aligns well with the induction of a new council, enabling them to have
the opportunity to set their strategic direction and influence investment. Forecasting budgets and work
programmes out five years or more could also be problematic and lead to reduced ability to respond to
the changes in technology and science, central government election and budget cycles, and crises or
unidentified risks. This could lead to reduced specificity for the latter years and the Annual Plan for
year 5 could look very different from year 1. A less frequent LTP also limits community engagement on
the council’s direction, although a counter argument is it may possibly increase engagement if only
every five years.

10. Given the fundamental link of the LTP cycle to the triennial election cycle, as an alternative
recommendation Environment Canterbury proposes that the Government assess whether the
local government electoral term could be extended to four years. The frequency of LTP review
should subsequently reflect any change in electoral cycle terms. The case for a four-year
parliamentary term was discussed in this recent report from Victoria University1 and there would be
merit in reviewing the central and local government electoral cycles concurrently.
11. The Government has recently announced2 the scope of the comprehensive review of the resource
management system which includes reviewing how the Resource Management Act (RMA) interacts
with other key legislation including the Local Government Act (LGA), Land Transport Management Act
(LTMA) and Climate Change Response Act (CCRA) including the Zero Carbon Amendment Bill. One
of the major complexities of delivering LTPs and effectively engaging with our community is factoring in
other local government planning cycles. For example, land transport investment planning and
engagement with the community under the LTMA often overlaps with the LTP by a matter of months.
We are also unclear about how the proposed National Climate Change Risk Assessment and National
Adaptation Plan will fit with local government planning cycles. The Government should look at
alignment of the planning cycles as part of the RMA Stage 2 review.
12. We also note with interest the Commission’s finding 5.11 to apply a spatial planning approach to
LTPs. Spatial planning was included in the scope of the RMA review, and work to see how the different
Acts approach planning and interact with the RMA would be a worthwhile exercise to look at options
for spatial planning approaches across the different legislation.

1
2

https://www.victoria.ac.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/1753571/Foresight-insight-and-oversight.pdf
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/rma/improving-our-resource-management-system
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13. We wish to clarify the quoted text on page 125 – we were not explicitly suggesting that LTPs should be
ten years, merely that one of the disadvantages of the LTP process is that it takes years to realise the
outcomes of investment.
14. Regardless of changes to the frequency of electoral terms we recommend work is undertaken as a
priority to make improvements to the LTP process, particularly R5.7 to revise the LGA to clarify
and streamline the required content of the LTPs to reduce duplication, ease compliance costs and
help make them more accessible to the community. As noted in section 5.12 there is scope to improve
civic understanding and participation. The current complexity and length of the LTPs does not aid civic
understanding and participation. In reviewing content, we need to recognise that no one size fits all
needs and further guidance, tailored to different types of councils, would also be welcomed. More
opportunities for shared services between councils could also be investigated e.g. consultation tools.
15. We are unclear on the purpose and value of adding information requirements for the
consultation documents (R5.6) – some flexibility is required as there are circumstances where fully
describing practicable options and providing information on rates and levels of service would not be
suitable i.e. presenting binary options whether to adopt a policy or not, or when seeking views on a
range of options. We are concerned adding more requirements is prescriptive and further adds
complexity. Consultation document requirements are relatively recent (2014) so lessons are still being
learned. Best practice guidance on consultation documents including options analysis may be an
alternative way forward.
16. The scope of audit requirements should be reviewed. Audit requirements place great pressure on the
delivery of the LTP and every three years auditors generally need to upskill on local government
forecasting. Auditors seem to have too much influence on the presentation of the final product for
consultation and should focus on the business planning rather than the strategy components.

Reporting requirements
17. We strongly support the review of the local government reporting framework (R5.4) as we agree
with the Commission’s finding that current reporting requirements are excessively detailed,
inappropriately focused, not fit-for-purpose and a one-size-fits-all approach. The requirements are too
inflexible to allow for differing types of councils and are a burden for smaller councils. Similar to the
LTP, the costs to implement are significant and complexity is an issue.

Capability and Audit and Risk committees
18. We support in principle the recommendations (R5.1, R5.2) to ensure capability of Councils and
that elected members possess the full range of skills for effective governance. However, it
should be recognised that experience/mix will vary from council to council and individual to individual
so needs will vary greatly. Ultimately it is up to elected members to engage with the training and take
responsibility for their professional development. We note the range of training and support of sector
groups already on offer and that evaluations are likely part of usual best practice, so we do not
consider this recommendation adds significant value.
19. Likewise, we support, in principle R.3, to strengthen the capability of Assurance and Risk
Committees through independent membership and follow best practice guidance. However,
going as far to amend legislative requirements is too restrictive. One size does not fit all, and needs
will vary across the country, term to term. Councils may find it hard to fill independent positions and
meet statutory obligations if amendments are too prescriptive and encouraging best practice is likely
the most suitable way forward.
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Central and local government partnership
20. Identifying the accumulation of responsibilities placed on local government by central government as a
key funding pressure is appropriate. This was a key pressure noted in our previous submission. The
underlying issue is the lack of consideration by central government of resourcing implications for local
government and how these costs will be met. It is often up to local government to articulate to central
government what the costs might be, with no support from central government to resource this scoping
work. Central government should estimate the costs to local government of new or amended
legislation and regulations when designing these.
21. Central government direction is valuable to ensure consistent application of national legislation at a
local level, and there has been considerable improvement in the quality and amount of direction
coming from Government over the years. For example, tools that have been implemented under the
RMA to direct how the Act should be administered and applied. As discussed with the Commission, in
the case of the National Planning Standards there was reasonable engagement and understanding of
the costs for regional councils. However, this has not been the case for the suite of National Policy
Statements that are currently in the pipeline (NPS-FM and NES, NPS-IB, NPS-UDC). This is coupled
with frequent churn to policies also, e.g. NPS-FM in 2011, 2014, 2017 and soon to be 2019. There are
recent examples of regional council staff having worked alongside Ministry for the Environment in
Wellington that has been of benefit to designing national direction although it does take in-house
expertise away from council while staff are in Wellington.
22. Given the above, we support the recommendation (R6.10) to reset the central and local
government relationship. A ‘Guide for central government engagement with local government3’ was
recently published. This guidance was developed with input from central and local government. We
recommend that the Commission consider how the draft report’s recommendation to develop a
‘Partners in Regulation’ protocol compares with the purpose and principles of the recently published
guidance. This will help Government understand what more is needed in addition to the guidance to
make an enduring and equal partnership.
23. In setting up partnership arrangements, it is critical to understand the different types of councils.
Regional councils are the minority of local authorities, being just 11 of the 78 local authorities.
However, we have a markedly different role from district and city councils and collectively represent
the whole population of New Zealand. Therefore, in proposals for a ‘Partners in Regulation’ protocol
we recommend that the Commission is explicit that differing types of councils each need
appropriate representation.
24. An improved, constructive relationship will take time to implement and realise the benefits. In the
meantime there is a significant gap on how to fund the accumulation of responsibilities already being
implemented or in the pipeline. There is a current area of tension between local and central
government about who pays for funding pressures, such as adapting to climate change or unfunded
mandates where there are both community and national benefits. R6.9 notes that maintaining integrity
of local government autonomy, responsibility and accountability should guide central government
funding of local government activities. Both local and central government have ‘skin in the game’ to
see money well spent. Yet, in a number of circumstances, local government is restricted in its ability to
raise revenue via rates or indeed other than via rates. Further clarity about funding arrangements
between local and central government is needed for the partnership to be successful and
equal.

https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Central-Local-Government-Partnerships/$file/Guide-for-central-local-government-engagement-20June-2019-a.pdf
3
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Adapting to climate change
25. We strongly agree that adapting to climate change is already a significant funding pressure. Some
communities are already facing the impacts of climate change, and it is with great urgency that local
government needs clarity on funding arrangements. The costs to adapt to climate change are beyond
the reach of many/most communities and rates will become increasingly less affordable if they are
expected to cope with this potentially significant challenge. The (F6.3) report recognises that current
tools are not sufficient to respond to climate change – we recommend the Commission go
further and reflect the urgency needed for Government to decide on funding arrangements in
respect of climate change adaptation.
26. We strongly support nationally led knowledge and guidance in partnership with local
government. High quality and robust data and science is needed, e.g. on rainfall and run-off, as well
as consistent advice on policy, planning, decision making, legal and community engagement. For local
government to individually resource this guidance and knowledge would be costly and risk
inconsistency. In considering these proposals Government needs to consider how the two
proposed centres of knowledge and guidance align with implementation of the Climate Change
Response Amendment Bill i.e. the development of the proposed National Adaptation Plan and National
Climate Change Risk Assessment. Two new centres and a new agency sounds complex and resource
heavy and thought needs to be given to what existing structures could be expanded or amended to
fulfil these roles. It needs to be clear where local government and the wider community can go to for a
single consistent nationally-led source of knowledge and guidance.
27. We agree with F8.7 and R8.6 regarding work on the best approach to lessen future flood risks from
rivers, including moving to a new, more sustainable and best-practice paradigm of giving rivers room
and developing multiple innovative uses of the wider river corridors. Allowing wider river corridors has
a number of benefits aside from flood protection such as biodiversity gains and recreational
opportunities. But implementation of wider river corridors can be challenging, (especially as these
impinge on private property) i.e. the application of physical lines should be considered in best practice
guidance.
28. We support the principle of a new agency and local government resilience fund (R8.6) however
not much information is given in the report about what the role of the agency might be. Will it
administer the resilience fund or provide advice? How will the new agency work with the proposed two
centres in R8.1? We recommend the Commission clarify the purpose and scope of the agency so it is
clear how the proposal will align with other centres tasked with providing advice and/or funding on
adapting to climate change. More details about the expectations and model of the Local Government
Resilience Fund would also be helpful to clarify.
29. We have reservations about extending the NZTA model (R8.6) to co-fund the costs of adapting
land-transport infrastructure and re-locating local roads and bridges. We are concerned about how
other roading priorities i.e. road safety and public transport investment will be considered if total
infrastructure funding remains fixed and doesn’t grow. Although funding will be conditional on a strong
business case, past experience from oversubscriptions to funding assistance rates (FARs) means we
have concerns about how competing priorities will be balanced within limited funding.

Equity and affordability
30. We disagree with the finding that ‘there is little or no evidence that rates have become less
affordable over time” (F7.5). Our community consistently raises concerns about rates increases
through submissions on the Long-Term and Annual Plans each year, and we struggle to keep rates
increases in line with inflation whilst delivering on community expectations and future needs.
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31. A report on costs and funding of local government for DIA by MorrisonLow4 in 2018 found that


“rates are becoming less affordable for all groups of ratepayers over time, with rates
increasing faster than average household incomes, Consumer Price Index (CPI), average
household living costs or the Local Government Cost Index (LGCI). Both historical and
forecast rates increases exceed wage growth, CPI growth and LGCI growth. Rates rises at
that level are not sustainable.”

32. We accept that incomes have increased over time and that the Commission’s findings were based on
income. As noted, in the report “comparing the growth in rates revenue with growth in gross domestic
income is a simple, if somewhat blunt, method for measuring aggregate changes in the affordability of
rates over time”. We also recognise that the transparency of rating compared to taxation leads to more
commentary and perception from ratepayers about affordability and inflation. However, we have
concerns about the sustainability of rates year to year, particularly for those on fixed incomes given the
population is structurally ageing5.
33. It is also unhelpful to provide such a generalised blanket statement across the whole country as there
will be variation in affordability between the 78 local authorities and uneven distribution of funding
pressures (e.g. tourism growth), distribution of wealth and community needs. Also, additional funding
pressures due to impacts from natural hazards can greatly vary and be unpredictable. For example, in
recent years Christchurch City Council and Kaikōura District Councils have faced funding challenges
due to the impacts of severe earthquakes.
34. Given the inquiry topic, concerns about rates increases across the country and the funding pressures
identified, it would be beneficial to have a more comprehensive analysis of rates affordability and
sustainability. We recommend commentary to explain differences between the report findings,
the differences between transparency of rates at local government level versus central
government taxation and rates affordability and sustainability considering the identified
funding pressures.
35. We cautiously support recommendation 7.2 that local government legislation should be
amended to require councils, in setting rates, to apply a two-step process – considering benefits
as the first step and then ability to pay as the second. This strengthens allocation of rates according to
who benefits from council services. Guidance on how to apply the benefit in rating decisions
(R7.3) is welcomed. But importantly, as noted in the recommendations, Council should continue to
have the power to determine, on reasonable grounds, the appropriate allocation of rates within their
region as to enable local decisions to be made to reflect community needs between different councils.
36. It is also important to recognise that as elected authorities, city, district, unitary and regional councils
are all required to represent their electors. That is, they are as entitled as central government to take
into account issues of equity and ability to pay. It is not only central government that will be expected
to apply an equity “yardstick” to its taxation or revenue policies. That will also be expected of local and
regional government. Put another way, while the benefit principle may be an appropriate starting point
when considering who should pay for local government services it can never be the final answer. Nor
should it be forgotten that local and regional government both have representative functions and are
not merely suppliers of property-based services.
37. Accordingly, we disagree with changes to the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 to remove
rates differentials and UAGCs (R7.1) as these changes will reduce the range of funding tools

https://www.dia.govt.nz/diawebsite.nsf/Files/Central-Local-Government-Partnerships/$file/Costs-and-funding-of-local-government-Morrison-Lowreport.docx
5 https://www.stats.govt.nz/news/superannuitants-feel-effects-of-rates-rises
4
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available to councils. There needs to be assurance about access to a broader range of funding tools
before this recommendation should be considered. A lot of our services are not directly related to
property and there are risks in over-simplifying who benefits from services, e.g. for biodiversity and
water management the benefits are wide and collective responsibilities are easily over-looked.
Environment Canterbury uses UAGC (e.g. for regional parks) which gives the ability to match the level
of rates that sectors pay with the benefits received from local services and to reduce reliance on rates.
A range of funding tools need to be available to allow local decisions to be made and local community
needs to be met.
38. Furthermore, the main argument to remove these appears to be to increase transparency. However, it
is unclear how removing these will lead to improved transparency. For example, Environment
Canterbury currently uses 257 differentials for river rating and the justification for how these
differentials were established is spelled out in council documents. It is also unclear whether targeted
rates can fully compensate for the loss of the power to set differential rates. Finally, we would observe
that differential rating is often used by councils as a means of ameliorating otherwise significant rate
rises. That is, it is both a tool that provides flexibility and a means of making “equitable” adjustments.
We disagree that there is a strong case for its removal.

Other
39. Finally, we note that the Terms of Reference of this inquiry direct the Commission to make no
recommendations on mechanisms for rating of Crown land. Nevertheless, we support the
Commission’s previous recommendation that central government should pay rates on its properties to
provide additional revenue for councils and help alleviate funding pressures. We recommend the
Commission examine submitter comments on the topic and provide a finding in the report (i.e.
page 6 of the report) that demonstrates the extent of submitters support for rating of Crown land.
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8.3. Annual Compliance Monitoring and Incident Response Annual
Reports 2018/19

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Dirk Brand

Responsible Director

Nadeine Dommisse

Purpose
1.

To receive the 2018/19 Annual Compliance Monitoring and Incident Response annual
snapshot reports.

Recommendations
2.

That the Council receives the 2018/19 Annual Compliance Monitoring and Incident
Response snapshot reports.

Key points
3.

Compliance monitoring and enforcement under the Resource Management Act (RMA)
is a core function of the Council. The implementation of this core function is of significant
interest to the community, partners, stakeholders and central government.

4.

Environment Canterbury has been incrementally transforming the way that this core
function is delivered over the last three years along with improving the readability of the
annual snapshot report. The annual region-wide snapshot report provides an overview to
the public on the key results in 2018-2019.

5.

In 2018 the Council supported the identification of region-wide priorities for compliance
monitoring and enforcement. This prioritisation was based on risk considering the scale
of the activity, potential for environmental effects and the previous history of compliance.

6.

A strategic programme of work supporting the Council’s compliance monitoring and
enforcement functions has been underway over the last 18 months. This programme
was set up to revitalise the way that Environment Canterbury delivers this function and
included independent reviews. Each of these reviews supported the strategic approach
the Council was taking to ensuring the function was ‘outcomes focused, prioritised and
risk-based'.

7.

Findings from these reviews have been reflected in relevant documents including the
Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement Guidelines and the Enforcement Policy. Both of
these documents are available on the Environment Canterbury website.
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8.

There are about 21,400 active resource consents in Canterbury. The ongoing
development of better technology and data-led approaches will enable Environment
Canterbury to monitor more consents with fewer in-field resources.

Annual Reporting
9.

This region-wide summary focuses on the key results (numbers) whereas the zone
snapshots will focus more on ‘sharing the stories’ in the zone.

10. This annual compliance monitoring snapshot report shows Environment Canterbury's
compliance monitoring activities from 1 July 2018 to 30 June 2019.
11. The report shows the types of consent activities that we monitored, what we found in
the 2018/19 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.
12. During 2018/19 5,242 consents were monitored compared to 5,754 in the previous year
and 5,696 in 2016/17. This small decrease in the total number of consents monitored
reflects the increasing complexity of consents monitored and the prioritised focus on
higher risk consents.
13. In the last year, following the priorities agreed with the Council, staff focused on a wider
portfolio of priority consents including fish screens and more land use consents. Water
use takes remains the largest portion of consents monitored but this year made up a
slightly smaller portion of the overall at 59% compared to 65% last year.
14. In the last year 40 abatement notices and 24 infringement notices were issued
compared to 39 abatement notices and 51 infringement notices in the previous year.
The higher number of abatement and infringement results in the 2017/18 year reflects
the water use campaign that was underway at the time. This year a priority focus was
put on monitoring compliance for Territorial Authority (TAs) managed water takes
resulting in a higher level of overall assurance around how TAs are managing their
water takes and uses.
15. In 2018/2019 3,530 incidents were reported compared to 3,902 last year and 4,166 in
the 2016/17. The reduction in the number of incidents reported is due to process
improvements, such as combining the number complaints linked to an event to create
one environmental incident. About 55% of incidents related to air discharges (mainly
smoke from burning, odour and dust) were reported in 2018/19 compared to 55% last
year. In the last financial year 41 abatement notices and 74 infringement notices were
issued compare to 33 abatement notices and 76 infringement notices in the previous
financial year.
16. The majority of consent inspections occurred in the Ashburton (27%) and SelwynWaihora (22%) zones, whilst the majority of reported incidents were recorded in the
Christchurch-West Melton (39%) and Waimakariri (17%) zones.
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Priorities
17. The following compliance monitoring priorities were supported by the Council in April
2019: Regionally Significant Consents, Good Management Practice (GMP), Water Use
Compliance, Fish Screens, Drinking Water Supplies and Zone Priorities.
18. Regionally Significant Consents are those that pose a high risk to the environment in
terms of potential for environmental harm.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
19. This work is being undertaken within the current budget.

Communication
20. The Annual Reports when finalised will be published on the Environment Canterbury
website and circulated to stakeholders

Next steps
21. The Annual Reports will be published on the Environment Canterbury website as soon
as possible after the Council meeting of 22 August 2019 and circulated to stakeholders.

Attachments
Incident response reporting – 2018/19 Annual Report
Compliance monitoring – 2018/19 Annual Report

File reference

[SharePoint link for this paper]

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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Nutrient limits
In 2012 strict nitrate pollution limits were imposed on Canterbury farmers
(in the Land and Water Regional Plan). Since then even more stringent limits
have been introduced in areas with rising nitrate levels (Selwyn district,
Ashburton Hinds, and South Coastal Canterbury).
Land users are required to measure and manage nitrate leaching via a
consent to farm and an associated Farm Environment Plan (FEP). To ensure
farmers are doing what they need to do, there are regular independent
farm plan audits which result in a grade: A or B (acceptable); C or D (not
acceptable). Those with C or D grades are required to improve and are
subject to more frequent compliance visits and audits.

Good Management Practices
There are agreed Good Management Practices around water use efficiency,
nutrient management, effluent management, soil management, as well as
farm hotspots (waste pits, offal or silage pits) and these are recorded and
audited via Farm Environment Plans. These Farm Environment Plans also cover
riverside and drain management (erosion and sediment) as well as keeping
stock out of waterways, to protect and improve water quality.

Farm Environment Plan progress
Farm
Environment Plans
100%

3000

FEPs
Completed

80%

Not
Completed

40%

60%

2000

FEPs managed
by collective

FEPs
Completed

Completed

1400

Water use compliance monitoring –
improved technology:
Over 4500 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. We now have
56.8% of water takes providing daily
data. We use our water systems to
identify likely non-compliances that
then need an officer to monitor; but

E19/7515

A Hororata dairy farm was convicted
and fined $30,000 after illegally
discharging effluent onto land in
December 2018.
The charge related to discharging
a contaminant onto land in
circumstances which may result in that
contaminant entering groundwater,
which is prohibited under the Resource
Management Act.
The court heard, in February 2019,
that the farm had consent to dispose
of effluent to land, but due to a faulty
pipe, known about by the farm’s owner
and manager, an effluent pond on
the property overflowed by 80 cubic
metres down a hill before the flow was
stopped by an effluent dam.

0

0

FEPs required for
individual farms

20%

1000

Number of farms

1500

Case Study
Hororata farm
illegal discharge
of sediment
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we also use the system to identify all
the consents that are likely compliant
and therefore do not need an officer
to monitor. We call this ‘system
verified compliance’. System verified
compliance is an automated system
which checks water use data against
specific criteria. This frees up time for
our officers to focus on priorities.

In sentencing the company, Judge Jane
Borthwick said the actions taken by the
farm manager before the incident were
not those of a prudent farmer and were
negligent rather than careless.
From a starting point of $40,000, she
applied a 25% discount for an early
guilty plea, but declined to make any
discount for good character.

Facilitating sustainable development
in the Canterbury region
www.ecan.govt.nz
R19/XX

Compliance monitoring
2018-19 ANNUAL REPORT

Protecting the environment is the top priority

The work to protect and improve Canterbury’s rural environment has several parts:

•
•
•
•
•

Set the necessary nutrient limits across Canterbury via planning rules
Promote Good Management Practices (GMP) for farmers
Require land-use consent to farm and independent audit (for higher risk activities)
Ensure effective and targeted consent compliance monitoring (this report)
Respond quickly to as many incident reports as possible (incident response report).

We want to deal with environmental risks before they turn into
incidents and cause damage - let’s have a fence at the top of
the cliff. This is happening through nutrient limits and the Good
Management Programme of continuous improvement on farm.

consents we monitor and how we monitor is changing. With over
20,000 consents that need monitoring, we are finding smarter
ways to do compliance monitoring and smarter ways to identify
non-compliance so we can focus our efforts in the right places.

Monitoring consent compliance and responding to incidents, while
necessary and important, are more like the ambulance at the
bottom of the cliff. They are needed to fix a problem often after the
environmental damage has occurred and stop it happening again.

We are more focused on monitoring high-risk consents or those
consent holders with poor compliance history. Better technology
will improve our ability to monitor activities for compliance
without having to do as many physical site visits.

As long as we have consents with conditions we will continue
to monitor them to ensure the activity is compliant. But what

Our focus so far has been on water use compliance monitoring
and land use consents to farm.

See inside for our consent compliance results.
See the back page for a case study and the progress farmers are making.
93 of 103

Compliance
monitoring
JULY 2018 – JUNE 2019 REPORT

Why this matters

5,242 consents targeted

How we responded
to improve compliance grades

What we monitored
3,315 consents

excluding 529 which
are still in process

We are working with land managers, individuals and industry to improve compliance to ensure the best long-term
environmental results.

A

B

C

D

Water consents

•

Resource consents allow people or organisations to do something
that may have an effect on the environment, but this comes with
conditions to protect the environment.
It is important consent holders comply with their conditions
otherwise they can have a negative impact on the environment.

What the grades mean

A
B
C
D

84%

51%

(Moderate non-compliance) Non-compliance with some
of the relevant consent conditions, plan rules, regulations
and national environmental standards. Some environmental
consequence.

of consents
monitored

Abatement
notices

If there is an issue, our first response is to work with individuals and
businesses to stop any immediate environmental damage.
We then investigate to determine what actions should be taken,
including enforcement.

Infringement notices, which include a fine, are issued for
more significant breaches.

29%

Discharge – other
of consents
monitored Discharge – human effluent
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75%
76%

Discharge – Stormwater

19%
1%

Land use consents

10%
10%

90%

Coastal consents

75%

9%

16%

40
3
1

1%

1%

5,362 inspections by zone
Some consents have multiple inspections, these include those with a C or D
compliance rating, as well as those identified as high-risk which are subject to more
regular monitoring.

Selwyn Waihora

22%

Hurunui Waiau

4%

Orari-TemukaOpihi-Pareora

98%

Christchurch
West Melton

3%
7%

1%

9%

Upper Waitaki

Lower Waitaki

Kaikoura

Waimakariri

14%

An automated system checks water
use data against specific criteria
Water use

13%

24

Note: in addition we responded to 3530 incidents of potential environmental damage (see separate report).

15%

3% 6%

*Due to rounding, percentages will not always add up to 100% exactly.

System Verified Compliance

1,398
consents

Prosecutions
completed

5% 8%

Note: In the graph above the 529 consents that are currently still ‘in process’ are not shown.
It only presents data for completed monitored visits.

Abatement notices are a formal written direction, requiring
certain actions to be taken or to cease within a specified time.
Prosecution is reserved for offences so serious that they
warrant proceedings through the courts.

90%
83%

Discharge – dairy

Education can achieve better outcomes and is valued by
consent holders who need help. If education does not get
the right results, there are a range of compliance actions as
set out below:
Formal written warnings notify of an offence and require
action to be taken.

Prosecutions
initiated

10%

(Significant non-compliance) Non-compliance with many
of the relevant consent conditions, plan rules, regulations
and national environmental standards. Significant
environmental consequence.

How we respond to improve compliance grades

Infringement
notices

11%

(Full compliance) Full compliance with all relevant
consent conditions, plan rules, regulations and national
environmental standards
(Low Risk Non-Compliance) Compliance with most of the
relevant consent conditions, plan rules, regulations and
national environmental standards. Carries a low risk of
adverse environmental effects.

221

Written
Warnings

Consenting rules

•

479

Advice and
Education

10%

Ashburton

27%

Banks Peninsula
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3%

Case Studies
A new approach to protect urban waterways
Anyone causing sediment to run into
Christchurch’s waterways will be
subject to an instant fine.
Regional leader Resource
Management Act investigations
Valyn Barrett said, “We’ve decided
to change our approach. We have
always issued infringements for
non-compliant erosion and sediment
control, but these have typically taken
some time to issue. We will now do it
on the spot instead. This will provide a
more effective signal to offenders and
better environmental outcomes.”

Over recent years, Environment
Canterbury has worked with the
construction industry, ensuring they
are aware of their requirements
to manage erosion and contain
sediment. A number of resources
have been developed for this purpose,
including the Erosion and Sediment
Control Toolbox website.
Environment Canterbury is the first
regional council to issue on the spot
infringements for non-compliance.
The infringement amount under the
Resource Management Act is $750.

Farmer fined $34,000 for clearing riverbed
A farmer landowner cleared about
70 hectares of the Waiau Riverbed,
which despite being on the property
title, is not allowed under the
Resource Management Act (RMA).
The landowner pleaded guilty to six
charges related to the offending and
was sentenced in August 2019.
Environment Canterbury said the
landowner, for his own commercial
gain, did the work without any
further discussion with the council.
Judge Hassan, in his sentencing
notes, stated: “It is unacceptable
to intrude into and damage the

values associated with a riverbed…
the environment suffers and
the community loses something
precious when the intrusion that
you undertook in a riverbed occurs
(in your case, for commercial gain),
even when responsible remediation
is undertaken.
An enforcement order was also
issued to ensure the land is
remediated and to help the river
return to its natural flow area, by
July 2020. The landowner estimated
the cost of the work to remediate the
river would be $130,000.

Photo: Illegal clearing of riverbed land in Waiau River.

A firmer approach
to outdoor burning
Environment Canterbury is reminding
residents living in the Christchurch clean
air zone that over the cooler months, no
outdoor burning is permitted, including
on properties over two hectares, except
for cooking purposes.
Regional leader Resource Management
Act investigations Valyn Barrett says
that anyone found burning outdoors
on a property within the Christchurch
clean air zone could be subject to an
infringement notice.
“Under the Canterbury Air Regional Plan,
no outdoor burning is permitted within a
clean air zone during the cooler months
– from 1 May to 31 August. This includes
properties over two hectares,” he said.
“The smoke from outdoor burns can
have a negative impact on air quality
and can be a nuisance for neighbours.
Our incident response officers will be
prioritising attending smoke nuisance
complaints in the Christchurch clean air
zone wherever possible for the remainder
of winter.
We know that it’s a real concern for
the community which is why we are
undertaking a targeted response to this
specific activity within the Christchurch
clean air zone for the remainder of winter.”
The infringement amount under the
Resource Management Act is $300 for
a private property and $1,000 for a
commercial property.

Are you concerned that an activity may be damaging our environment?
Call Environment Canterbury on 0800 765 588 (24 hours) to report an
environmental issue.

Facilitating sustainable development
in the Canterbury region
www.ecan.govt.nz
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Incident response reporting
2018-19 ANNUAL REPORT

Protecting the environment is the top priority
The work to protect and improve Canterbury’s rural environment has several parts:

•
•
•
•
•

Set the necessary nutrient limits across Canterbury via planning rules
Promote Good Management Practices (GMP) for farmers
Require land-use consent to farm and independent audit (for higher risk activities)
Ensure effective and targeted consent compliance monitoring (compliance monitoring report)
Respond quickly to as many incident reports as possible (this report).

We want to deal with environmental risks before
they turn into incidents and cause damage - let’s
have a fence at the top of the cliff. This is happening
through nutrient limits and the Good Management
Programme of continuous improvement on farm.

Monitoring consent compliance and responding to
incidents, while necessary and important, are more
like the ambulance at the bottom of the cliff. They are
needed to fix a problem often after the environmental
damage has occurred and stop it happening again.

See inside for our incidence response results.
See the back for case studies.

95 of 103

Incident
response report

What we found

How we responded
to reduce environmental damage

3,530 Incidents

excluding 69 which are still in process

JULY 2018 – JUNE 2019 REPORT

A

Why this matters
Incidents involving contaminants in waterways or unauthorised
discharges to land or air should be notified to Environment
Canterbury by calling us on 0800 765 588 (24 hours).

Infringement
notices

79%

17%

Abatement
notices

(Full compliance) Full compliance with all relevant plan
rules, regulations and national environmental standards
(Low Risk Non-Compliance) Compliance with most of the
relevant plan rules, regulations and national environmental
standards. Carries a low risk of adverse environmental effects.

C

(Moderate non-compliance) Non-compliance with
some of the plan rules, relevant regulations and national
environmental standards. Some environmental consequence.

D

(Significant non-compliance) Non-compliance with many of
the relevant plan rules, regulations and national environmental
standards. Significant environmental consequence.

88%

Abatement notices are a formal written direction, requiring
certain actions to be taken or to cease within a specified time.
Anyone can make an application to the Environment Court
to issue an enforcement order. The court then identifies
the conditions which must be satisfied before issuing the
order. Breaching an enforcement order issued by the court
is an offence which may lead to prosecution.
Prosecution is reserved for offences so serious that they
warrant proceedings through the courts.
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25%

Discharge to coastal marine area
29%

167

68%

6%

72%

8%

Enforcement
order
Prosecutions
completed

74
41
5
1
1

Note: in addition we monitored 5242 consents for compliance (see separate report).

60%

10%

3,599 reported incidents - proportion by zone

Use of lakes and river beds

34%

We then investigate to determine what action should be
taken, including enforcement.

If it is a significant breach we may issue an infringement
notice which includes payment of a fine.

Discharge to land

20%

Our first response is to work with individuals and
businesses to stop environmental damage and achieve the
right environmental outcome if there is an issue.

Formal written warnings are sent out to notify of an
offence and they require action to be taken.

Prosecutions
initiated

Discharge to water

How we respond to incidents:

740

Advice and
Education
Written
Warnings

What the grades mean

B

D

Discharge to air

We research and evaluate all calls to assess the potential
environmental effects the reported incidents may have.
Due to the high volume of reports, we respond to the most
serious incidents first.

A

C

B

12%

Use of land

52%
50%

42%

Use of water

26%

8%

65%

Use of coastal marine area
Emission of noise

11%

50%

8%

100%
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8.4. Continuation of Certain Committees

Council report
Date of meeting

29 August 2019

Author

Catherine Schache

Responsible Director

Miles McConway

Purpose
1.

To ensure that various of Council’s committees and joint committees not be discharged
on the coming into office of the new Members of Council following the 2019 triennial
election and that the individuals currently appointed to the committees continue until the
date the new Council resolves to make any new appointments.

2.

Council has appointed several committees and joint committees that have ongoing
operations and work programmes. Unless Council resolves otherwise, the Local
Government Act 2002 (“LGA”) deems that those committees are discharged, which is
likely to impede their ongoing function.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Resolves, pursuant to clause 30(7) of Schedule 7 of the Local Government
Act 2002:
1.1. that the committees listed in Appendix 1 shall not be discharged on the
coming into office of the members of the Council elected or appointed at,
or following, the next triennial general election, and

1.2. that the individuals currently appointed to those committees by Council
continue until the date the new Council resolves to make any new
appointments.
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Background
3.

Clause 30(7) of Schedule 7 to the LGA states that:
“A committee, subcommittee, or other subordinate decision-making body is,
unless the local authority resolves otherwise, deemed to be discharged on the
coming into office of the members of the local authority elected or appointed
at, or following, the triennial general election of members next after the
appointment of the committee, subcommittee, or other subordinate decisionmaking body.”

4.

Under the LGA the Council can resolve that a committee is not to be discharged
following the election. If such a resolution is not passed, then the committees are
deemed discharged and would have to be reappointed by the new Council.

5.

The following committees’ work will need to continue beyond the election date:
(a) The Regulation Hearing Committee is a committee of Environment
Canterbury, to which is delegated the power to appoint hearings committees
and commissioners to hear resource consent applications;
(b) The Canterbury Regional Water Management Committee is a committee of
Environment Canterbury responsible for the development and implementation
of the Regional Implementation Programme to give effect to the CWMS; and
(c) The Greater Christchurch Public Transport Joint Committee is a joint
committee of Environment Canterbury, the NZTA and the relevant territorial
authorities, collaborating on provision of public transport services and
infrastructure in Greater Christchurch. A resolution passed at its
establishment (on 21 April 2016) contemplated in advance the need for that
committee not to be discharged following the 2016 election. However, there
has been no new resolution relating to the continuity of the joint committee
since that time.
(d) The Zone Committees are joint committees of Environment Canterbury and
the relevant territorial authorities. The Zone Committees’ Terms of Reference
contemplate the need for a review of the Committees’ membership following
the triennial election. However, neither the Terms of Reference, the Joint
Committee Agreements (one for reach Zone Committee) nor the Council
resolutions establishing the Zone Committees provides the necessary
resolution under the LGA.

6.

The Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group is a joint committee of
Environment Canterbury and the relevant territorial authorities. However, it is a
committee established under the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act, which
provides (at section 12(2)) that the committee is not discharged following an
election. Accordingly, no resolution is needed to carry that committee over beyond the
election.
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7.

The resolution to establish the Biosecurity Advisory Groups, which are subordinate
decision-making bodies under the LGA, was made at the council meeting on 11 July
2019.It was resolved that the Biosecurity Advisory Groups would not be discharged on
the coming into office of the members of the local authority elected or appointed at, or
following, the 2019 general election of members, so no further resolution is required.

8.

The Canterbury Regional Transport Committee is a joint committee of Environment
Canterbury and the relevant territorial authorities. However, it is a committee
established under the Land Transport Management Act, which provides that the
committee must be established as soon as practicable after each triennial election,
which precludes Council’s ability to avoid its discharge under the LGA.

9.

The Greater Christchurch Partnership Committee is a joint committee of Environment
Canterbury and Christchurch City Council, Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri
District Council. The member councils resolved in 2017 to change the name of the
Greater Christchurch Partnership Committee and, as part of that resolution,
Environment Canterbury also agreed that the committee not be discharged at the
election. Accordingly no further resolution is required.

10. The continuity of several non-statutory bodies, including the Te Waihora CoGovernance group and Te Rōpu Tuia, will not be affected by the interregnum so no
resolution is required for these groups.
11. There are meetings of most of the committees scheduled throughout October,
November and December 2019 and they will be continuing their work programmes
throughout that period. In addition, the first meeting of the Environment Canterbury
Council is not planned to take place until 14 November so replacement appointments to
those committees would not be made before that time.
12. For continuity purposes and to allow the committees to keep working, it would therefore
be prudent for Council to resolve that the committees are not discharged following the
election, and further that the individuals who have been appointed to the committees
remain appointed until the date the new Council resolves to make any new
appointments.
13. This is consistent with clause 31(5) of Schedule 7 to the LGA which provides that if a
local authority resolves that a committee is not to be discharged, the local authority may
nonetheless replace the members of that committee after the election. By implication
therefore, the existing members of those committees would remain in office until any
replacements were made.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
14. The committees’ activities are budgeted for in the Council’s annual plan.
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Risk assessment and legal compliance
15. Other than those outlined above there are no legal implications from this proposal.

Significance and engagement
16. Council staff are consulting with the territorial authorities and bodies that nominate
members to the committees involved.

Consistency with council policy
17. The Council’s committees fulfil important roles in carrying out Council business and
allowing their continued operation is fundamental to the ongoing delivery of the
Council’s annual plan.

Communication
18. Council staff will continue to liaise with their counterparts at other territorial authorities
and with the committee members, to keep them informed about the processes following
the triennial elections.

Next steps
19. The committees listed in Appendix A will continue ongoing operations and work
programmes with current appointments to those committees, until the new Council
resolves to make any new appointments.
20. Staff will communicate with territorial authorities and bodies with representation on joint
committees to inform them of the Council’s resolution effecting the continuity of those
committees.

Attachments
Appendix 1: Committees of Environment Canterbury not to be discharged following the 2019
Triennial election.

File reference

[SharePoint link for this paper]

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Siân Daly
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APPENDIX 1: COMMITTEES OF ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY NOT TO BE
DISCHARGED FOLLOWING THE 2019 TRIENNIAL ELECTION

1.

Regulation Hearing Committee

2.

Regional Water Management Committee

3.

Greater Christchurch Public Transport Joint Committee

4.

Zone Committees (all joint committees):
a. Ashburton
b. Banks Peninsula
c. Christchurch – West Melton
d. Hurunui – Waiau
e. Kaikoura
f.

Lower Waitaki – South Coastal Canterbury

g. Orari – Temuka – Opihi – Pareora
h. Selwyn – Waihora
i.

Upper Waitaki

j.

Waimakariri
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9. Exclusion of the Public from Part of the
Council Meeting
Council paper
Meeting Date

23 August 2019

Author

Elaine Greaves, Committee Advisor

Recommendations
That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this
meeting, namely:
1. Council minutes 11 July 2019 – public excluded
2. Performance, Audit & Risk Committee minutes 15 August 2019 – public
excluded
3. Kainga Depot Development Funding
1. The general subject of the matters to be considered while the public is excluded, the
reason for passing this resolution and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the
Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this
resolution are as follows:
Item
No.

1.
2.

3.

Report

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to each
matter

Council minutes 11 July
2019 – public excluded
Performance, Audit & Risk
Committee minutes 15
August 2019 – public
excluded
Kainga
Depot
Development Funding

Good reason to withhold exists
under section 7

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

2. This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1) of the Local Government Official
Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected
by section 6 or section 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the
whole or relevant part of the proceeding of the meeting in public are as follows:
Item
No.
1.

1,2 & 3
1.

2.

Protect information which is subject to an obligation of confidence or which any person
has been or could be compelled to provide under the authority of any enactment,
where the making available of the information would be likely to prejudice the supply of
similar information, or information should continue to be suppled. (Section 7(2)(c)(i))
Conduct of negotiations (Section 7(2)(i))
Protection of Privacy of Natural Persons (Section 7(2)(a))

That appropriate officers remain to provide advice to the Committee.
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10. Other Business
11. Notices of Motion
12. Questions
13. Next Meeting
14. Closing Karakia
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