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1. Karakia
2. Apologies
3. Conflicts of Interest
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4. Deputations and Petitions
4.1. Deputations and Petitions
Petition
A petition on air quality will be presented by Catharina Van Herwaarden, with support from
Cr Yani Johanson, Christchurch City Council.

Deputation
Genevieve Robinson will be making a deputation regarding protection of Hector’s Dolphins.
A recent decision of the Court of Appeal allows regional councils power to protect an
endangered species, and areas of national importance.
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Minutes of 507th meeting of the Canterbury Regional
Council held in the Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Thursday, 12 December 2019 at 11.00 am
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Present
Chair Jenny Hughey, Deputy Chair Peter Scott, Councillors Tane Apanui, Phil Clearwater,
Grant Edge, Ian Mackenzie, Nicole Marshall, Claire McKay, Elizabeth McKenzie, Craig
Pauling, Lan Pham, Vicky Southworth and John Sunckell.
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Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Miles McConway (Director Finance and Corporate Services),
Nadeine Dommisse (Chief Operating Officer), Katherine Trought (Director Strategy and
Planning), Catherine Schache (General Counsel), and Louise McDonald (Senior Committee
Advisor).
Report writers and other staff were also present.

1.

Welcome and opening karakia
Chair Hughey welcomed everyone to the meeting and invited Cr Pauling to open the
meeting with a karakia.

2.

Apologies
Cr Hands

3.

Conflicts of interest
There were no conflicts of interest declared.

4.

Deputations and Petitions
There were no deputations or petitions.

5.

Minutes
Refer pages 9 to 18 of the agenda

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

6.

confirms and adopts as a true and correct record the minutes of the
meeting held on 14 November 2019 subject to the following correction:
 Cr Lan Pham opened the meeting with karakia.
Chair Hughey/Cr McKenzie
CARRIED

Matters Arising
There were no matters arising from the minutes but it was noted that the members
introductory speeches/kaukau whakataki had been recorded and could be viewed on
the Council’s web site https://ecan.govt.nz/about-us/your-council/councillors.
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7.

Committee Reports

7.1

Standing Committees

7.1.2 Performance, Audit and Risk
Refer to pages 20 to 30 of the agenda
Cr Sunckell introduced this item and advised that during the last term of the Council
the minutes from the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee had been confirmed at
Council meetings. He then confirmed with the members of the committee present that
the minutes from the 28 November meeting, as attached to the agenda, were correct.

Resolved
That the Council:
1. confirms the minutes of the Performance, Audit and Risk Committee meeting
held on 28 November 2019.
Cr Sunckell/Cr McKay
CARRIED
Cr Sunckell spoke to the report and the two recommendations to the Council.
Commenting on the Public Transport financial update (item 5.1) the following requests
were made:


More encouragement for people to move from cash fares to Metro cards so more
people can access the cheaper fares.



Review the $10.00 cost of obtaining a Metro card, which is a barrier for people on
low incomes.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

receives the confirmed minutes of the Performance, Audit and Risk
Committee meeting held 28 November 2019

2.

receives the summary of the financial reports for the period ending 31
October 2019.

3.

approves that Environment Canterbury’s Liability Management and
Investment Policy has its hedging % changed per the table below.

0 – 2 years
2 – 4 years
4 – 8 years
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Minimum Fixed
Rate
40%
25%
0%

Maximum Fixed
Rate
100%
80%
60%
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4.

approves the transfer of funds from the Energy Efficiency reserve for
provision of subsidy support for Waimate and Geraldine communities (and
the subsequent closing of the reserve account)

5.

notes the resolutions made by the Committee under delegated authority.
Cr Sunckell/Cr Mackenzie
CARRIED

7.1.2 Regulation Hearing Committee
Refer pages 31 to 37
Cr McKay presented this item and advised that the minutes from the meetings held on
14 and 28 November 2019 had been confirmed at the committee meeting held on 12
December 2019.
Resolved
That the Council:

8.
8.1

1.

receives the confirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 14 November 2019.

2.

receives the confirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 28 November 2019.
Cr McKay/Cr Edge
CARRIED

Matters for Council Decision
Te Ara Whakamua
Refer to pages 38 to 64 of the agenda
Cr Pauling presented this item and acknowledged the positive feedback provided by
Ngai Tahu and Environment Canterbury Councillors. He paid tribute to the work of
previous Ngāi Tahu representatives on Environment Canterbury: Donald Couch;
Elizabeth Cunningham; and Iaean Cranwell. The contribution of the previous Councils
was acknowledged.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

receives the report prepared by Bob Penter titled:’ Ngāi Tahu Participation
within Environment Canterbury Governance Arrangements’ also known as
Te Ara Whakamua (the report); and

2.

endorses the report as a sound basis for the development of an
implementation plan for Ngāi Tahu participation in future governance
arrangements within Environment Canterbury.
Cr Pauling/Cr Scott
CARRIED
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8.2

Committee Appointments
Refer pages 38 to 64 of the agenda

Resolved
That the Council:
1. appoints the following to the Canterbury Regional Transport Committee:

8.3



New Zealand Transport Agency – Jim Harland



Mackenzie District Council – Mayor Graham Smith



Waimate District Council – Mayor Craig Rowley



Hurunui District Council – Mayor Marie Black



Ashburton District Council – Mayor Neil Brown



Timaru District Council – Mayor Nigel Bowen



Kaikōura District Council – Mayor Craig Mackle



Selwyn District Council – Mayor Sam Broughton



Waimakariri District Council – Mayor Dan Gordon



Christchurch City Council – Cr Mike Davidson

2.

appoints Cr Tane Apanui as an Environment Canterbury representative on
the Canterbury Regional Transport Committee to replace Cr Phil Clearwater.

3.

nominates Councillor Craig Pauling be Environment Canterbury’s observer
at meetings of the Selwyn District Planning Committee.

4.

appoints Councillor Ian Mackenzie as its representative trustee on the
Hekeao/Hinds Water Enhancement Trust.

5.

appoints Cr Grant Edge as its representative on the Post Earthquake
Farming Governance Group.

6.

Appoints Cr Nicole Marshall to liaise with the Youth Rōpū.
Chair Hughey/ Cr McKenzie
CARRIED

Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement 2020-22
Refer pages 69 to 79 of the agenda.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

approves the attached Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement
2020–22
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2.

8.4

authorises the Chair to sign the Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial
Agreement 2020–22 on behalf of the Canterbury Regional Council.
Cr Clearwater /Cr Edge
CARRIED

Submission on Climate Change
Refer pages 80 to 86 of the agenda
Cr Edge presented this item and explained that the submission aligned with Council
policies including the requirement for farm plans.
There was support for the submission subject to a few minor wording changes. However
some concern was expressed about the provisions relating to on-farm emissions.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

8.5

approves the Environment Canterbury submission on the Climate Change
Response (Emissions Trading Reform) Amendment Bill subject to some
minor technical amendments.
Cr Edge/Cr McKenzie
CARRIED

Delegation of Resource Management Submission Approval
Refer pages 80 to 86 of the agenda
Chair Hughey presented this item noting that that an extension for making the
submission had been sought for later in February, the current deadline being 3 February.
If the extension is granted the submission will be presented to the February Council
meeting.

Resolved
That the Council:
1.

8.6

delegates approval of the Environment Canterbury submission on the
Resource Management Review Panel’s Issues and Options paper to the
Chair.
Chair Hughey/Cr Marshall
CARRIED

Council and Committee Schedule 2020
Refer pages 90 to 92 of the agenda
It was noted that the schedule will be amended to reflect additional meetings or
cancellations.
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Resolved
That the Council
1. Adopts the Council and Committee Schedule 2020
Chair Hughey/Cr Pham
CARRIED
Item 10 was taken at this time.

10.

Other Business
Refer report tabled at the meeting

Emergency Committee
The reason, in terms of section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official Information
and Meetings Act 1987, why the report was not included on the main agenda is that
the South Canterbury floods occurred after the agenda was prepared.
The reason that this matter could not be delayed until a subsequent meeting was to
enable any urgent decisions to be made during the Christmas/New Year break.

Resolved
That the report be received and considered at the Council meeting o 12
December 2019: Emergency Committee – 16 December 2019 to 29 January 2020.
Chair Hughey/Cr Edge
CARRIED

Resolved
That
1.

the Council establishes an Emergency Committee comprising the Chair
and any two other Councillors to deal with any matters of urgency
(including making any decisions) over the period 16 December 2019 to 29
January 2020; and

2.

the Council notes the existing delegation to the Chief Executive of the
authority to approve contingency expenditure of $250,000 for emergency
works; and

3.

the Emergency Committee and the Chief Executive then reports any
decisions made by the Emergency Committee and the Chief Executive to
the 20 February 2020 Council meeting.
Chair Hughey/Cr McKay
CARRIED
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9.0

Public Excluded
Refer page 93 of the agenda

Resolved
That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this
meeting, namely:
1.

Minutes from part of the meeting of the Performance, Audit and Risk
Committee meeting held, with the public excluded, on 28 November 2019.

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 Report
No.

1.

Minutes from part of the
meeting
of
the
Performance, Audit and
Risk
Committee
meeting held, with the
public excluded, on 28
November 2019.

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to
each matter
That good reason exists
for not discussing this
matter with the public
present and is not
outweighed by the public
interest.

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

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.

Conduct of negotiations (Section 7(2)(c)(i))
Protect commercial information (Section 7(2)(b)(ii))

That appropriate officers remain to provide advice to the Committee.
Chair Hughey/Cr Scott
CARRIED

The meeting went into public excluded session from 11.45am to 11.50am.

11.

Notices of motion
There were no notices of motion.
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12.

Questions
There were no questions.

13.

Next meeting
The next meeting will be held on Thursday 20 February 2020.

9.

Closing karakia
The Chair and Councillors thanked all the staff for their work, in particular those
working on the South Canterbury floods.
The Chair thanked everyone for their participation and invited Cr Pauling to close the
meeting with a karakia at 11.59am.

CONFIRMED

Date__________
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Minutes of part of the 507th meeting of the Canterbury
Regional Council held, with the public excluded in the
Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street, Christchurch on
Thursday 12 December 2019 at 11.45am
Present
Chair Jenny Hughey, Deputy Chair Peter Scott, Councillors Tane Apanui, Phil Clearwater,
Grant Edge, Ian Mackenzie, Nicole Marshall, Claire McKay, Elizabeth McKenzie, Craig
Pauling, Lan Pham, Vicky Southworth and John Sunckell.

Management and officers present
Bill Bayfield (Chief Executive), Miles McConway (Director Finance and Corporate Services),
Catherine Schache (General Counsel), and Louise McDonald (Senior Committee Advisor).

1.1

Performance, Audit and Risk Committee - Public Excluded
Refer page 2 of the public excluded agenda
Resolved
That the Council:
1. Confirms the public excluded minutes of the Performance, Audit and Risk
Committee meeting held 28 November 2019 with the following correction:
 Cr Sunckell requested that as much as possible of the information in
future reports be made publicly available.
2. Notes the resolutions made by the Committee under delegated authority.
Cr Sunckell/Cr Apanui
CARRIED

Resolved
That the meeting come out of public excluded session.
Cr Scott/Cr Southworth
CARRIED
The meeting came out of public excluded session at 11.50am

Date ________________
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_____________________________

Chair
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6. Matters Arising
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7. Committee Reports
7.1. Standing Committees
7.1.1. Regulation Hearing Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Alison Cooper, Consents Hearing Officer

Purpose
1.

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

That the Council:
1.

Receives the unconfirmed minutes of the Regulation Hearing Committee
meeting held on 12 December 2019.

Attachments
Regulation Hearing Committee – unconfirmed minutes 12 December 2019.
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REGULATION HEARING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the meeting held in the
Council Chamber, 200 Tuam Street, Christchurch, on
Thursday, 12 December 2019 at 8.30am
CONTENTS
1.0

Apologies

2.0

Conflict of Interest

3.0

Minutes of Meeting – 14 and 28 November 2019

4.0

Matters Arising

5.0

Deputations and Petitions

6.0

Item for Discussion
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Marsden Grange Limited

6.2

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Mr G R and Mrs R C Wilson

6.3

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner - Southern Proteins Limited

7.0

Extraordinary and Urgent Business

8.0

Next Meeting

10.0

Closure

PRESENT
Councillors Claire McKay (Chair), Grant Edge, Nicole Marshall, Craig Pauling and Lan Pham
IN ATTENDANCE
Virginia Loughnan (Consents Manager), Catherine Schache (General Counsel) and Alison Cooper
(Consents Hearings Officer)
1.

APOLOGIES
No apologies were received

2.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
No conflicts of interest were declared.

3.

MINUTES OF MEETINGS
3.1

MINUTES OF THE MEETING - 14 NOVEMBER 2019

The amended minutes of the 14 November 2019 were taken as read.
Cr McKay / Cr Pham
CARRIED
3.2

MINUTES OF THE MEETING – 28 NOVEMBER 2019

Resolved:
The Regulation Hearing Committee:
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Confirms the minutes of the meeting held on 28 November 2019 as a true and correct
record.
Cr McKay / Cr Marshall
CARRIED
4.

MATTERS ARISING
4.1 List of Hearing Commissioners
It was advised the list will be available in February 2020.
4.2 Hearings Policy
The Hearings Policy is available to view by Councillors.

5.

DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS
There were no deputations or petitions.

6.

ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION
Councillor McKay advised that agenda item 6.1 was to be replaced by the tabled Item 6.1
due to a change of recommendation of Hearing Commissioner.
Resolved:
The Regulation Hearing Committee:
Withdraws Agenda Item 6.1 and replaces it with the tabled Item 6.1.
Cr McKay /Cr Pham
CARRIED
Councillor Edge asked for clarification about the application and timeframes.
It was noted that applications were applied for and processed in regard to the Resource
Management Act and Council planning documents framework.
6.1

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Marsden Grange Limited
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to resource consent
applications CRC195467 and CRC195471 to be held by Marsden Grange
Limited:
1. Appoints John Iseli as a Hearings Commissioner under s34A of the
Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to John Iseli pursuant to s34A(1) Resource Management Act 1991,
the function, powers and duties required to: deal with any preliminary
matters; and decide the resource consent applications.
Cr McKay / Cr Pham
CARRIED
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6.2

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Mr G R and Mrs R C Wilson
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to resource consent
applications CRC193934, CRC193935 and CRC195104 to be held by Mr G R and
Mrs R C Wilson:
1. Appoints Robert Nixon as a Hearings Commissioner under s34A of the
Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to Robert Nixon pursuant to s34A(1) Resource Management Act
1991, the function, powers and duties required to: deal with any preliminary
matters; hear; and decide the resource consent applications.
Cr McKay / Cr Marshall
CARRIED

6.3

Appointment of Hearing Commissioner – Southern Proteins Limited
Councillor Edge asked about the process for a Chairman of the Hearing Panel to have
a casting vote. It was explained that a casting vote was required in case of dissension
about a decision to grant or decline an application.
Resolved:
That the Regulation Hearing Committee in regard to resource consent
application CRC200154 to be held by Southern Proteins Limited:
1. Appoints John Iseli as a Hearings Commissioner; and Chair of the Hearing
Panel under s34A of the Resource Management Act 1991; and
2. Delegates to John Iseli pursuant to s34A(1) Resource Management Act 1991,
the function, powers and duties required to: deal with any preliminary
matters; hear; and decide the resource consent application; and
3. In the event of an inequality of votes provides the Chairman of the Hearing
Panel, John Iseli, with a casting vote.
Cr McKay/ Cr Pauling
CARRIED

7.

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

8.

OTHER BUSINESS
There was no other business.

9.

NEXT MEETING - To be advised

10.

CLOSURE - The Chairperson declared the meeting closed at 8.52 am
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CONFIRMED
Date:

Council Meeting 2020-02-20

Chairperson:
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7.1.2. Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional
Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Elaine Greaves, Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

To receive the confirmed minutes for the Canterbury Water Management Strategy
Regional Committee meeting held on 10 December 2019.

2.

There are no recommendations from the Committee to the Council.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Receive the confirmed minutes from the meeting of the Canterbury Water
Management Strategy Regional Committee held on 10 December 2019.

Attachments
1. Minutes of the CWMS Regional Committee meeting held on 10 December 2019.
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Minutes of the Canterbury Water Management Strategy
Regional Committee held in the Council Chamber,
Canterbury Regional Council, 200 Tuam Street,
Christchurch on Tuesday 10 December 2019 at 1.05 pm
Contents
Opening Karakia
1.

Apologies

2.

Conflicts of Interest

3.

Minutes of previous meeting

4.

Matters Arising

5.

Correspondence – letter from Upper Waitaki Zone Committee

Items for Discussion:
6.

Regional Biodiversity – Braided Rivers

7.

Regional Biodiversity – Wetlands – field trip report

8.

Recreation and Amenity Working Group paper

9.

Youth Rōpū

10.

Draft Outline Annual Report

11.

Facilitator’s Update

12.

Other Business

13.

Next meeting – Tuesday, 11 February 2020 (to be confirmed)

Closing Karakia

Present
Chair:
Community Representatives:
Zone Representatives:
Carolyne Latham
Les Wanhalla
Stuart Wilson
Benita Wakefield
John Preece
Barney Hoskins
District Council Representatives:
Peter McIlraith
Cr Angus McKay
Environment Canterbury:
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
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Hugh Logan
Hugh Canard
Jane Demeter
Ross Millichamp
Waimakariri
Christchurch West-Melton
Ashburton
Selwyn-Waihora
Hurunui/Waiau
Lower Waitaki
South Canterbury
Mid Canterbury
Cr Claire McKay
Cr Craig Pauling
Trudy Heath
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Absent
David Higgins
Cole Groves
Nick Vincent

Ngā Rūnanga
Community Representative
MFE

In attendance
Environment Canterbury: Lesley Woudberg (Team Leader Zone Facilitator), Frances
Schmechel, Principal Biodiversity Advisor, Shaun Burkett (Regional Lead, Biodiversity), Anita
Fulton (Senior Strategy Advisor), Cr Nicole Marshall, Caroline Hart (CWMS), Stephen Bragg,
(CWMS Tangata Whenua Facilitator), Dann Olykan (Team Leader, Strategy & Planning
CWMS), Chloe Armour (Biodiversity Officer), Matthew Ross (TRoNT), John Benn (DOC); and
Elaine Greaves (Committee Advisor).

Opening Karakia
Cr Craig Pauling opened the meeting by acknowledging those who had travelled from within
the region to attend today’s meeting and staff in attendance; and provided a karakia.

Welcome
Chair, Hugh Logan, welcomed everyone to the meeting including Environment Canterbury
appointments of Councillors Claire McKay and Craig Pauling. All members were provided
with the opportunity to introduce themselves.
The Chair advised the committee was going through a process of transition, with some
members yet to be appointed. Councillor Angus McKay (Ashburton District Council) was
welcomed as the Mid Canterbury representative and it was noted that North and South
Canterbury representatives were yet to be confirmed.
Congratulations went to Vicky Southworth on her election as Environment Canterbury
Councillor (appointed as its representative to Selwyn Waihora Zone Committee); together with
Councillor Nicole Reid being re-elected to Selwyn District Council (and appointed to Selwyn
Waihora Zone Committee). Mayor Winton Dalley’s retirement was also noted.
The framework for today’s meeting was outlined as firstly attending to the administrative
matters on the agenda, then the substance of the meeting would be around discussion of three
key components:




Braided rivers
Observations on wetlands arising from the recent field trip
Further discussion about recreation and amenities now that Hugh Canard was present.

The Chair advised that earlier this month he had attended a chairs’ training and conflicts of
interest training course. The advice of one of the facilitators was that it was often better to
deal with administrative matters at the end of a meeting, with matters of substance being
discussed at the start of the meeting – something to consider for next year.
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1.

Apologies
Apologies for absence were received and accepted from Rima Herber, Phil Driver,
Simon Cameron, Alistair Humphrey, Ted Howard, Cr Pauline Cotter and Loretta Dobbs.

2.

Conflicts of interest
A Register of Interests was circulated and members were asked to amend accordingly,
noting any conflicts of interest regarding current agenda items. The rule of thumb was
– if in doubt, record it. If necessary, advice would be sought regarding any concerns
raised.

3.

Minutes of the previous meeting 10 September 2019
Refer pages 1 to 7 of the agenda
The minutes of the meeting held on 10 September 2019 were provided for information.
It was noted that, in accordance with LGNZ Standing Order 3.18.2, the correctness of
the minutes of the last meeting of the Committee needed to be confirmed by the Chair
and Chief Executive prior to the end of the previous triennium.
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee:
1. Received the minutes of the Regional Water Management Committee meeting
held on 10 September 2019.

4.

Matters arising
There were no matters arising from the minutes.

5.

Correspondence
The Committee considered a letter received from the Upper Waitaki Zone Committee
regarding attendance at future meetings and suggestion to alternate the meeting venue
between Christchurch and Timaru. The Committee had welcomed this suggestion at its
previous meeting.
It was noted there would be added value in holding meetings outside of Christchurch in
terms of engaging local zone committees in regional discussions. An effort should be
made to ensure zone committees members and councillors from areas where meetings
were to be held attended, where possible. Staff undertook to set a programme for 2020
where both a meeting and field trip could be organised in one visit outside of
Christchurch. It was further suggested Kaikoura should be considered as a venue and
include a field trip to see regional issues first-hand, together with time being provided for
locals to present to the Committee.
The Chair advised that, as today’s meeting was more of a catch up and new members
would be joining the Committee next year; the 2020 programme would aim to start with
a longer term focus on goals and objectives.
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The Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee:
1.

Supported the concept of holding meetings outside of Christchurch during
2020 and asked staff to convey the outcome of its discussion to the Upper
Waitaki Zone Committee.
Peter McIlraith/Hugh Canard
CARRIED

Items for Discussion
6.

Regional Biodiversity Project – Braided Rivers
Refer to page 13 of the agenda
Frances Schmechel (Principal Biodiversity Advisor) and Shaun Burkett (Regional Lead,
Biodiversity) updated the Committee on the Regional Immediate Steps Braided River
programme (within the context of braided river management in Canterbury) and
requested feedback to assist with preparation of the review and next steps.
Braided rivers were a region-wide issue that Canterbury was at the forefront of
nationally. It was noted that Canterbury’s braided rivers were considered exceptional
internationally because of the land forms and biodiversity associated with them.
A PowerPoint presentation outlined the following:
Immediate Steps Programme:

Background and context

Update regional immediate steps flagship

Future direction

Regional funding and initiatives

Working to the CWMS braided rivers goals and targets

Regional immediate steps braided river flagship – the beginnings

Uncommon braided river biodiversity/nature values

An outline of critically endangered, endangered, vulnerable and declining bird
species

A graph showing that Canterbury braided river habitats formed a significant
ecosystem (64% of entire country).
Some concern was raised around the type of sprays being used for weed control as it
was considered that insufficient assessments had been undertaken on the 11 products
being used. Although the weed eradication programme was aligned to currently
available toxicology reports, further information was requested on exactly what was
being used, given the proximity of spraying regimes to waterways and potential impact
on mahinga kai.
Staff clarified that ‘whole catchment’ was defined as being above the gorge, not out to
the sea. However, staff consider a whole riverbed approach could be do-able. The
Chair recommended that ECan be asked, when considering expectations around this
work, to adopt a wider view.
It was suggested an independent assessment on the effectiveness of contract operators,
vis-à-vis in-house teams, could be investigated in light of experience with the Weed
Strike Force project on Te Waihora.
Members were asked to consider where other funding could be sought for future
consideration. John Benn advised DOC now had a dedicated ranger for the Rangitata
and Lower Waitaki.
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It was considered that the presence of a LINZ representative would greatly benefit the
conversation around braided river management, particularly when being reported on;
and staff undertook to follow up.
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee noted the
following in terms of addressing actions for consideration:

7.

1.

There was general agreement to include Ashburton Lakes in the project.

2.

The issue of braided river boundaries was raised and it was noted that a
process had been started in this regard. There was support for continued
engagement, but with the need to have a clear objective in mind.

3.

There was support in the value of putting emphasis on community/land owner
leadership of projects, (for example, the Rangitata) and discussing future
management of that area with LINZ. Potential funding resources could be via
TAs regarding management of wider catchments. It would work in the Upper
Rakaia, but there was a need to bring new land owners on board. There was
also support for emphasis on land owner leadership to be used as a
mechanism to get other contractors involved with the project.

4.

A six year review timeframe would be supported, providing a better link with
the Long Term Plan process.

5.

Two unknowns were identified:
(i)
expanding focus to a ki uta kia tai (mountains to the sea)
(ii)
ongoing and future resourcing of the programme.

Regional Biodiversity – Wetlands – Field Trip Report
Refer to page 19 of the agenda
CWMS Facilitator, Lesley Woudberg, offered an opportunity for those who attended the
recent field trip to provide feedback and share any lessons learned.
Although only two sites were visited, members were encouraged to think regionally and
ask the questions:



What did we learn?
What will progress look like in 2021 when the next Targets Report is due?

The Chair shared his view it seemed likely there would be a National Policy Statement
(NPS) on freshwater and one on biodiversity; and Environment Canterbury would need
to consider both at a regional level.
Reflections included:
 Wetlands will always require active management
 Landowner support/involvement/leadership is critical
 Technical support is essential
- Actions need to fit hydrology and characteristics of site
 Weed Strike Force approach worth investigating further to identify costs/benefits vs
contract models
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 Ahuriri – turning idea to action
- Number of years in the making
- Number of technical reports leading to the same solution
- Culturally significant site
- Co-Governance – Rūnanga and Environment Canterbury
- Ownership of land – Environment Canterbury “if Environment Canterbury can’t
restore a wetland then who can?”
- Leases supportive
- Wider community supportive
 What does progress look like 2021
- Willing landowners doing something
- High level of landowner awareness of importance of wetlands and actions/tools
they can take to protect them
The meeting adjourned for afternoon tea at 3.18pm and resumed at 3.34pm.
8.

Recreation and Amenity Working Group Paper
Refer to page 25 of the agenda
The Chair referred to the previous report on the issue of recreation and amenity
opportunities - how it should be handled and how to give effect to it to make it meaningful
within the CWMS, given it is one of the goal areas.
To assist in discussion, staff provided a report that outlined information on the role and
function of ECan in the context of the Recreation and Amenity targets, including CWMS
targets and goals and an outline of progress made to achieve the targets.
Being the last existing member of the working group established in 2017 to consider
recreation and amenity opportunities, Hugh Canard (supported by Anita Fulton) reflected
on the outcome of previous conversations on the topic, noting the huge diversity across
the zones in terms of recreational use and how opportunities could be impacted.
Discussion highlighted the following:
 What information do we really need to know to improve opportunities? Need to move
from reports to doing stuff
 How can we support zone committees?
- Zone committees are at the right level to recognise opportunities and threats
- Commend zone committees, eg Ashburton River
 Swimming sites
- Track source contamination and fix or clearly say why no action being taken
 Common attributes to all recreation/amenity experience
- Water quality
- Environmental flows
- Access
The Chair noted the following consistent threads arising from the discussion:
1.

Recreation and Amenity Opportunities targets was something best assessed
at a zone level.

2.

Agreement on it being critical to take water flow and quality into consideration
when identifying Recreation and Amenity Opportunities targets.
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It was noted there was still more work to be done, and the Facilitator undertook to
progress with assistance from Hugh Canard and Anita Fulton.

9.

Youth Rōpū
Refer to page 29 of the agenda
Members were advised of the work of the Youth Rōpū and asked to encourage young
people they know to get involved in environmental issues and apply to join the group.
Applications could be made on-line or by contacting Lesley Woudberg or Heather
Dunlop at ECan. Six vacancies were available next year as follows:
North Canterbury (2)
North/East Christchurch (1)
South Christchurch (1)
Mid Canterbury (1)
South Canterbury (1)
It was noted that Banks Peninsula had a very keen young woman who would be suitable
to join, having already been involved with the work of the zone committee. However, in
order to encourage young people to get involved there needed to be some financial
support in place as meetings often ran for up to four hours. It was suggested some
funding could be considered to assist with, for example, transport costs to support their
involvement. The Facilitator advised staff had met with some members of the group and
discussed opportunities for funding and a proposal would be put together for
consideration.
ECan Council members had already met with representatives of the group and were
impressed with their ideas and professionalism. Funding support had also been
discussed, but further investigation was needed around how many youths would be
involved, what they would be involved in and which zones they would be associated
with.
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee:
1. Supported further investigation being undertaken into some funding being
provided to the Youth Rōpū and reported back to the Committee.

10.

Draft Outline – 2019 Annual Report
Refer page 31 of the agenda
A draft outline for the Regional Committee’s Annual Report was provided and feedback
sought on which stories to highlight.
The 2017 targets report that led to the Mayoral Forum agreeing on the Fit for Future
work (which, in turn, led to the 2025-30 targets) was the agreed pathway it wished to
continue supporting. This Committee had provided considerable work both through its
previous and current Chair. Its work had been highly influential so there was a need to
be mindful of who did the actual work.
Concerns were raised on Key Achievements 2019, page 32 of the agenda, about the
wording relating to the Mayoral Forum decision in May 2019. The Chair agreed to
amend the wording around prioritisation because that was made clear from the Mayoral
Forum. Members were assured the final document would be available on Environment
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Canterbury’s website, with only a small number of hard copies intended to be produced.
Members were asked to provide any further feedback to Lesley Woudberg. The Chair
undertook to provide a penultimate draft and, if agreed to, would sign off on the Regional
Committee’s behalf.
The Canterbury Water Management Strategy Regional Committee:
1. Provided feedback on the draft outline of the Regional Committee’s Annual
Report and the stories the Committee wished to highlight.
2. Delegated authority to the Chair to sign off the final annual report on behalf
of the Regional Committee.

11.

Facilitator’s Report
The Facilitator’s report was taken as read. Meeting dates for 2020 were noted and
emailed invitations would be sent from Elaine Greaves (Governance) for members
response.
Information regarding training opportunities such as Treaty of Waitangi workshops and
Noho Marae visits were also provided; and zone committee members and TAs were
encouraged to participate if interested.
The Canterbury Waste Management Strategy Regional Committee:
1.

12.

Noted the Facilitator’s report.

Any Other Business
The Chair advised the February 2020 meeting would focus on the Regional Committee’s
forward work programme.
Members were thanked for their attendance and the Chair wished everyone a Happy
Christmas and relaxing new year.
Cr Craig Pauling provided a closing karakia.

13.

Next Meeting
Tuesday, 11 February 2020, 1.00-5.00pm – (further details to be provided).

The meeting concluded at 4.55pm.

_______________________________
Chairperson
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7.2. Joint Committees
7.2.1. Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Elaine Greaves, Committee Advisor

Purpose
1.

To receive, for information, the unconfirmed minutes from the Canterbury Civil Defence
and Emergency Management Group Joint Committee meeting held on 29 November
2019.

2.

These minutes will be presented to the next meeting of the Joint Committee scheduled
for 28 February 2019.

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 29
November 2019.

Attachments
1. Unconfirmed minutes of Canterbury Civil Defence and Emergency Management
Group Joint Committee dated 29 November 2019.

Legal review
Peer reviewers
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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 29 November 2019 at 1.00 pm
Present
Joint Committee:
Ashburton District Council
Christchurch City Council
Environment Canterbury
Hurunui District Council
Kaikoura District Council
Selwyn District Council
Timaru District Council
Waimakariri District Council
Waimate District Council

Mayor Neil Brown
Mayor Lianne Dalziel
Councillor John Sunckell
Mayor Marie Black
Mayor Craig Mackle
Mayor Sam Broughton
Mayor Nigel Bowen
Mayor Dan Gordon
Mayor Craig Rowley

Kai Mataara
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

Elizabeth Cunningham

CEG Members
Environment Canterbury
Hurunui District Council
Kaikoura District Council
Waimakariri District Council
Waimate District Council
Fire & Emergency
Canterbury CDEM Group Controller

Bill Bayfield
Hamish Dobbie
Angela Oosthuizen
Jim Palmer
Stuart Duncan
Paul Henderson
Neville Reilly

In attendance
Christchurch City Council
MCDEM
Environment Canterbury
Selwyn District Council
FENZ
Environment Canterbury
CDEM Group Office

Rebecca Newton
Peter Cameron
Cr Nicolle Marshall
Al Lawn
Grant Haywood
Elaine Greaves
Gavin Treadgold

1.

Welcome
Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) Chair, Bill Bayfield, welcomed everyone to
the meeting and congratulated newly-elected Mayors, together with those reelected.
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2.

Apologies
Mayor Graham Smith (Mackenzie District Council).

3.

Conflicts of interest
No conflicts of interest were declared.

4.

Election of Chair & Deputy Chair
Refer to page 1 of the agenda
The CEG Chair presented this report detailing the two voting systems prescribed by
the Local Government Act 2002 for the election of the Chair and Deputy Chair.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1. Choose voting system A (election by the majority of members) for the
election of the Joint Committee Chair and Deputy Chair.
2. Agree that, in the event of a tie under voting system A, the candidate to be
excluded from the next round of voting shall be resolved by lot as
described in section 7 of this report.
Mayor Dalziel /Mayor Gordon
CARRIED

Election of Chair
The CEG Chair called for nominations for the election of the Chair.
Mayor Gordon moved to nominate Mayor Dalziel, seconded by Mayor Mackle.
There being no further nominations, the CEG Chair declared Mayor Dalziel duly
elected as Chair.
Mayor Dalziell thanked members for re-appointing her as Chair and looked forward
to continuing in the role.

Election of Deputy Chair
The Chair called for nominations for the election of the Deputy Chair.
Mayor Dalziel moved to nominate Cr John Sunckell, seconded by Mayor
Broughton.
There being no other nominations, Councillor Sunckell was declared duly elected.
Councillor Sunckell thanked members for his re-election to the position and looked
forward to continuing in the role.

Council Meeting 2020-02-20

37 of 82

UNCONFIRMED
5.

Canterbury CDEM Group Roles and Responsibilities
Refer to page 3 of the agenda
Group Controller, Neville Reilly, presented a report outlining the roles and
responsibilities of the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM)
Group.
A PowerPoint presentation summarised the following:













Structure and purpose of the Civil Defence & Emergency Management Act 2002
Composition of the Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG)
The role of the CDEM Group
Information around the 4Rs – reduction, readiness, response and recovery
CDEM Group Plan
What is meant by ‘emergency’
Why declare an emergency, who declares it and associated process
Examples of recent declarations of emergency and various scenarios used for
the purpose of preparedness
What to expect during an emergency
Duties of local authorities
The role and duties of Controllers
The Justice and Emergency Services Precinct (JESP).

Those Mayors who had first-hand experience and involvement in declaring an
emergency shared the most important lesson learnt was clear and effective
communication. Also important to heed lessons learned by others (eg Victoria bush
fires) – there is so much more to be learned from each other by sharing information
about experiences (good and bad), than any textbook or legislation could ever
provide.
Direct contact information was provided to members for the Minister of Civil Defence
(Hon Peeni Henare), Deputy CEO of NEMA, Sarah Stuart-Black (previous Director,
Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management) and Group Controller, Neville
Reilly.

Resolved:
That the Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint
Committee:
1. Receive the report on the roles and responsibilities of the Canterbury
Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group.
Mayor Broughton/Mayor Mackle
CARRIED
6.

Emergency Management System Reform
Refer to page 7 of the agenda
Peter Cameron, MCDEM, provided an update on the Government’s response to the
Technical Advisory Group’s findings that included 42 recommendations and set out
a multi-year work programme that would deliver extensive change to New Zealand’s
emergency response system. It was intended the new framework would improve
how New Zealand responds to natural disasters and other emergencies in the
following key areas:
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Putting the safety and well-being of people at the heart of the emergency
response system
Strengthening the national leadership of the emergency management system
Making it clear who is responsible for what, nationally and regionally
Building the capability of the emergency management workforce
Improving the information and intelligence system that supports decisionmaking in emergencies

One of the key recommendations to be adopted was the establishment of a new
National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) to provide strong national
leadership.
A PowerPoint presentation outlined:






The objectives of the change in structure
What NEMA will do (its purpose, role and function)
Implementation timetable/transition programme (including contingency plans
to ensure an effective response should an emergency occur during this
period)
Legislative and other regulatory changes that will be implemented during the
transition process that will be required to set up NEMA
Branding and interim logo.

It was important to consider what the restructure would mean for the region and
discuss further at the February 2020 meeting. CEs were asked to consider this at a
future meeting and come back to the Joint Committee with some detailed analysis.

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

Receive the report on the Government’s programme to implement the
recommendations contained in the Technical Advisory Group’s report.

2.

Request the Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) to investigate what
impact (if any) the transition from MCDEM to NEMA will have on the
region and report back.
Mayor Broughton/Mayor Bowen
CARRIED

Jim Palmer retired from the meeting at 2.12pm and was absent for the remainder of the
meeting.

7.

Local Advisory Committees
Refer to page 17 of the agenda
Paul Henderson (Regional Manager, FENZ) introduced Grant Haywood (FENZ),
who spoke to a report on Local Advisory Committees (LACs) and presented an
overview covering the following:
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FENZ widening its focus to work across the ‘4Rs’
Composition of FENZ throughout the country
Call-out statistics for period July 2018-June 2019
An overview of LACs
This year’s focus on establishing LACs and how the operational framework will
work
Attributes aligned to the desired membership profile
How FENZ will work with LACs to build a community’s risk profile together
The nomination process
What LAC members will do.

FENZ acknowledged the collaborative relationship it had with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi
Tahu and was hoping to appoint someone from its Governance Board to sit on the
LAC Board.
Concern was raised about duplication and it was noted that the establishment of
local plans would involve other agencies. It was suggested however, that a more
collaborative approach should be adopted in an attempt to expand on existing
networks. Some issues around boundaries were also identified as not aligning to
CDEM Group boundaries which were the regional boundaries.
The Chair asked that CEOs liaise with FENZ to investigate how the LAC model
would work on a regional basis, with the particular focus by FENZ on community
resilience being in addition to what we do, rather than making it something ‘new’ and
separate. It was requested that CEG report back on this to see how we can build
strength around capacity across the region, utilising existing frameworks together
with new frameworks proposed by FENZ.

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

8.

1.

Receive the FENZ report on Local Advisory Committees.

2.

Request the Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) to investigate how
the LAC model could be applied regionally to build strength and
capacity, while utilising existing frameworks together with those
proposed by FENZ.
Mayor Gordon/Mayor Black
CARRIED

Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management Update
Refer to page 21 of the agenda
Peter Cameron from MCDEM provided an update from the Ministry that included
the following:






Local Body elections and Emergency Management
New Zealand Emergency Management Assistance Team (NZ-EMAT)
Revision of Co-ordinated Incident Management System (CIMS)
Response and Recovery Leadership Capability Development Programme
Alternative National Crisis Management Centre (NCMC).
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The Committee was advised up to two-thirds of New Zealanders received the test
text message from MCDEM regarding a hypothetical national emergency. The
Ministry was now conducting a telephone survey to ensure a more robust trial going
into the future; and smaller activites were being considered rather than having just
the one exercise.

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

Receive the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management update.
Cr Sunckell/ Mayor Mackle
CARRIED

9.

Controller’s Report
Refer to page 27 of the agenda
Group Controller, Neville Reilly, provided an update on the following:





Financial report for the period 1 July-30 September 2019
Opuha Dam
Biennial Survey
Canterbury 10 – EOC Support Team

It was noted some excellent exercises had taken place over all districts over the past
few months and a vote of thanks was extended to all council staff involved.

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

Receive the Controller’s report.
Mayor Brown/Mayor Mackle
CARRIED

10.

Civil Defence Acronyms
Refer to page 33 of the agenda
The Committee received a list of frequently-used acronyms and abbreviations
relating to Civil Defence maters for information.

Other Business
Observer Role:
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu representative, Elizabeth Cunningham, was invited to speak
about a proposed change of title for her role as ‘observer’.
Elizabeth congratulated all Joint Committee members on their election and, for the benefit
of new members, explained the background to having a Ngai Tahu observer on the
committee. Given the status of attendees, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu’s kaiwhakahaere
was invited to attend this meeting. However, as she was elected from the West Coast, it
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was considered better for someone from Canterbury be elected to attend on behalf of Te
Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu. Elizabeth had been with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu now for 9 years
and had been elected to sit in as an observer.
As the word ‘observer’ did not exist in Maori, it was suggested Elizabeth’s role be entitled
Kai Mataara – interpreted as ‘watcher, to listen and be alert’.
The Chair thanked Elizabeth and welcomed her presence at the table. As Kai Mataara
she was entitled to fully participate in the meeting. Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu’s presence
was important in this region, particularly because of its role during the Canterbury
earthquake sequence and Hurunui/Kaikour earthquakes. It was noted the response to
both would not have been so successful had it not been for Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu
utilising their own communities and engaging with others. This was a prime example of
the benefits of working together in a collaborative way.
Future Meetings:
To ensure consideration of more meaningful issues and focus on the implications of what
the Committee does (as opposed to receiving information reports that could be distributed
separately) the following suggestions were made for the structure/content of 2020
meetings:







Building resilient communities
Presentation regarding non-fire-related duties attended to by FENZ
Visit and hold a meeting at the Justice Precinct
EOC visit and walk-through of what an EOC looks like (should be able to walk into
an EOC anywhere in the country and expect the same thing)
Report content should focus on what the topic/issue means for this
Committee/region
Have more workshops/discussions

Next Meeting
The next meeting of the Joint Committee would be held on Friday, 28 February 2020
– venue to be advised.
The meeting concluded at 3.02 pm.

Confirmed

Chairperson: __________________________
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8. Matters for Council Decision
8.1. Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 engagement

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Cecilia Ellis, Senior Strategy Advisor

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s approval of the draft 2020/21 Annual
Plan document that will be used for engagement with the Canterbury community.

2.

Although there are no significant or material changes proposed, engagement on the
draft 2020/21 Annual Plan provides Council the opportunity to receive community input
on the draft Annual Plan and the Long-Term Plan 2021-31.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

approves the draft Annual Plan 2020/21 for use in the engagement process

2.

delegates to the Council’s Chief Executive the authority and responsibility for
agreeing any minor editorial changes and correction of minor errors to the
draft 2020/21 Annual Plan ahead of the engagement period.

Background
3.

An Annual Plan is required under the Local Government Act 2002 and provides the
Councillors opportunity to make any required annual adjustments between three-yearly
Long-Term Plans. In June 2018, the Long-Term Plan 2018-28 was adopted by Council
following community engagement and formal consultation. The 2020/21 Annual Plan
refreshes year three of this Long-Term Plan.

Draft 2020/21 Annual Plan
4.

The attached draft Annual Plan outlines Council's priorities, services and costs for the
2020/21 financial year. It includes rating tables and prospective financial statements
including the balance sheet and cash flow. The Annual Plan is a technical document
required under the Local Government Act 2002 and the contents have been prepared in
accordance with section 95 of this Act. It will be available to the public during the
engagement period.

Council Meeting 2020-02-20

43 of 82

5.

No significant or material changes to activities and services are proposed in this draft
2020/21 Annual Plan from the content of year three of the current Long-Term Plan
(2018-28) and service levels remain unchanged. Minor amendments to measures and
targets are marked up in the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan.

Financial changes
6.

A total rates revenue increase of 9.8% is projected in the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan,
4.3% higher than signalled in year three of the current Long-Term Plan 2018-28 which
proposed a total rates revenue increase of 5.5%. This increase is due to identified
needs not anticipated at the time of budgeting for the Long-Term Plan 2018-28, and the
need to continue planned work committed to in the Long-Term Plan 2018-28.

7.

The 4.3% increase includes:
 changes in public transport including
o

improved wages and working conditions for bus drivers in line with new
legislative requirements

o

inflation, and

o

provisions to move towards a low emission fleet, and the new Waimakariri
Express in line with the Canterbury Regional Public Transport Plan

 increased reserves for natural hazards and civil defence
8.

The public transport changes reflect the community interests determined through the
consultation on the Canterbury Regional Public Transport Plan, and legislative
requirements.

9.

Individual property rates will vary depending on the property valuations, use, location
and services.

Significance and engagement
10. The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy, a requirement under the Local
Government Act, guides when the Council needs to consult versus when Council can
undertake engagement. Although the rates are higher than predicted, service levels
remain unchanged and the rate increase (for public transport) incorporates submissions
on Public Transport, which were subject to separate consultation. As the proposed
Annual Plan does not include significant or material differences from the content of year
three of the current Long-Term Plan, Council is not required to consult on the draft
2020/21 Annual Plan.
11. However, the Council is interested in receiving feedback from the community on the
draft Annual Plan, and importantly on the future direction of the new Council through the
Long-Term Plan 2021-31. Council will commence planning work on the Long-Term Plan
in parallel to the adoption of this Annual Plan. Therefore, an engagement process is
planned for 24 February to 25 March 2020.
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12. There are no statutory requirements for how engagement is carried out. Accordingly, an
informal process of receiving community feedback can be implemented prior to Council
adopting the final 2020/21 Annual Plan. Council has chosen to take this course of
action, as well as holding hearings for those who wish to speak to their feedback.

Communication
13. Environment Canterbury’s existing social media channels will be used to promote
feedback opportunities and local print media advertising will also be used. Stakeholder
engagement will be undertaken through the normal scheduled meetings and by
invitation from community groups to Councillors. An online feedback portal will be
available.
14. All providers of feedback will be asked if they wish to speak to the Councillors in April.

Next steps
 24 February - engagement on the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan commences
 25 March – engagement on the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan closes
 21 and 22 April – hearings held on the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan and any feedback
for Council from the community on the new Long-Term Plan
 14 May – Council considers feedback received and deliberates any changes required
to the draft 2020/21 Annual Plan before it becomes final
 18 June – Council adopts the 2020/21 Annual Plan and set rates for the year
beginning 1 July 2020.

Attachment
Draft Annual Plan – circulated separately

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Katherine Harbrow, Tafflyn Bradford-James
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8.2. Streamlined Planning Process - Chapter 6 Canterbury Regional
Policy Statement Proposed Change

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Tammy Phillips, Principal Planner

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought, Director of Strategy and Planning

Purpose
1.

The Minister for the Environment (Minister) is considering an application by
Environment Canterbury (the Council) to use the streamlined planning process
provided for under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to progress a Proposed
Change to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (Proposed Change).
If the Minister grants the application, he will issue a Direction setting out the process
steps and timeframes the Council must follow when using the streamlined planning
process.

2.

This report seeks the approval of Council to delegate certain functions, powers and
duties under the RMA to the Chief Executive to progress the Proposed Change in
accordance with the Direction of the Minister to use a streamlined planning process.

3.

The delegation of certain functions, powers and duties will ensure that the Council is
able to progress the Proposed Change without delay following receipt of the Minister’s
Direction and comply with necessary timeframes.

Recommendations
That the Council acting under section 34A of the Resource Management Act 1991:
1.

Delegates to the Chief Executive the functions, powers and duties under
Clause 5 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 to publicly
notify the Proposed Change to Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement for written submissions following receipt of the Minister for the
Environment’s Direction to use the streamlined planning process.

2.

Delegates to the Chief Executive all functions, powers and duties under the
Resource Management Act 1991 necessary to act in accordance with the
Minister’s Direction, including to:
2.1. Direct the preparation of a recommendations report showing how
submissions have been considered and the changes (if any)
recommended to the Proposed Change; and
2.2. Submit the final report to the Minister,
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but excluding the power to appoint an independent commissioner to peer
review the report, if required by the Minister’s Direction.

Key points
4.

The Minister for the Environment is considering the Council’s application to use the
streamlined planning process provided for under the RMA, to progress a targeted
change to Chapter 6 – Recovery and rebuilding of Greater Christchurch, of the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).

5.

If the Minister grants the Council’s application, he will issue a Direction setting out the
process steps and timeframes the Council must follow when using the streamlined
planning process to progress the Proposed Change. Once the Direction is issued, the
Council has 85 working days (less than 5 months) to complete the process and submit
a written report to the Minister.

6.

The Minister has consulted with Environment Canterbury and members of the Greater
Christchurch Partnership, together with relevant Ministers, regarding the content of the
proposed Direction (attached as Appendix 1).

7.

As this is a relatively new process under the RMA, the Council’s existing delegations do
not cover all of the process steps in the Minister’s proposed Direction. To address this,
staff seek that the Council delegates certain functions, powers and duties under the
RMA to the Chief Executive to publicly notify the Proposed Change for submissions
following receipt of the Minister’s Direction and to act in accordance with the Minister’s
Direction as necessary to progress the Proposed Change. Doing so will help to ensure
that the submission process can commence without delay and that the process can be
completed within the 85 working day timeframe.

Background
8.

In September 2019, the Council applied to the Minister to use the streamlined planning
process provided for under the RMA, for a proposed targeted change to Chapter 6 of
the CRPS.

9.

The Council resolution to apply to the Minister to use the streamlined planning process
followed the adoption of Our Space 2018-2048: Greater Christchurch Settlement
Pattern Update (Our Space) by Environment Canterbury and the other partner councils
of the Greater Christchurch Partnership (Christchurch City, Selwyn District and
Waimakariri District) along with endorsement by the Greater Christchurch Partnership
Committee.

10. Our Space signalled the need to progress a change to the CRPS at the earliest
opportunity. The Proposed Change identifies future development areas in Rolleston,

Council Meeting 2020-02-20

47 of 82

Rangiora and Kaiapoi on Map A1, and inserts associated policy provisions to enable
Selwyn and Waimakariri District Councils to rezone land within these areas if required to
meet housing shortfalls. It will implement Our Space and give effect to the National
Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2016 (NPS-UDC).
11. The streamlined planning process was identified as an appropriate alternative to the
standard RMA Schedule 1 process for the Proposed Change to Chapter 6 because:
a. The purpose and eligibility criteria2 set out in the RMA for use of the
streamlined planning process are met.
b. The scope of the Proposed Change is narrow; only changing what is
necessary to provide the policy mechanism to implement Our Space, which
itself was required by the NPS-UDC. Our Space is the future development
strategy for Greater Christchurch, which was developed by the Greater
Christchurch Partnership and adopted in 2019. This followed wide public
engagement, including a hearing process conducted in accordance with the
Local Government Act 2002.
c. The proposed process has been designed to include appropriate public
participation proportionate to the scope, complexity and significance of the
Proposed Change. It also recognises the extent of consultation previously
undertaken and that district planning processes will be progressed using a
standard Schedule 1 RMA process.
12. The RMA requires that, after receiving an application to use the streamlined planning
process, assessing it and determining that sufficient information has been provided, the
Minister must consult on the streamlined planning process to be implemented. In
January, the Minister consulted members of the Greater Christchurch Partnership,
Environment Canterbury (as the applicant local authority), and other Ministers, on the
proposed Direction setting out the procedural steps, timeframes, the statement of
expectations and reporting requirements for the streamlined process.
13. Following this consultation, the Minister will either grant or decline the Council’s request
to use the streamlined planning process. If the request is accepted, the Minister will
issue the Direction and the Council must follow the process steps and timeframes within
it.
14. The proposed Direction consulted on by the Minister is attached as Appendix 1. The
process broadly aligns with the draft Direction proposed in the Council’s application.
The Minister has included an additional procedural requirement, to appoint an
independent commissioner to provide a technical peer review of the recommendations

Map A in Chapter 6 of the CRPS establishes the settlement pattern for Greater Christchurch,
including through the identification of existing urban areas and priority areas for development.
1

Specifically, the Proposed Change will implement a national direction, being the NPS-UDC
requirement to ensure sufficient, feasible development capacity to support housing and business
growth in Greater Christchurch over the short, medium and long term (Policies PA1 and PC3).
2
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report. The rationale for the inclusion of this step is to ensure the quality and technical
correctness of the report.
15. A summary of the proposed process and timeframes is set out in the table below. The
Minister may make further changes prior to the Direction being issued, in response to
any feedback received from consulted parties.
Step

Timeframe

1

Undertake further pre-notification consultation with
Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu

To be completed no later than
15 working days after gazettal
of the Direction

2

Publicly notify the proposed change for written
submissions

To be completed no later than
20 working days after the
completion of Step 1

3

Provide an opportunity for written submissions

Public submissions to be
received no later than 20
working days after public
notification (Step 2)

4

Provide a recommendations report, to be submitted
for the Minister for the Environment’s consideration,
showing how submissions have been considered
and the changes (if any) recommended to the
proposed change. Environment Canterbury must
engage an appropriately skilled independent
commissioner to undertake a technical peer review
of the report.

To be submitted to the
Minister no later than 30
working days after the close of
submissions

16. The entire process (Steps 1-4) must be completed within 85 working days (less than 5
months). Further, the Council must comply with all of the terms of the Minister’s
Direction and have regard to the statement of expectations when managing and
carrying out the streamlined planning process.
17. After the Council has undertaken the planning process set out in the Direction, it must
submit the Proposed Change to the Minister for approval. The Minister may approve the
Proposed Change, refer it back to the Council for reconsideration, or decline to approve
it.
18. The proposed timeframes are very constrained. As this is a relatively new process
under the RMA and the Minister’s proposed Direction includes steps that are specifically
tailored to expedite this Proposed Change, the Council’s existing delegations relating to
planning instruments do not cover all of the process steps required. Without
appropriate delegations in place, staff will be required to return to full Council to
progress each of these steps which, due to the scheduling of Council meetings, would
add further delay to the process and risk the Council not meeting the Minister’s
timeframes.
19. Delegated authority is sought to publicly notify the Proposed Change for submissions
following receipt of the Minister’s Direction and to act in accordance with the Minister’s
Direction as necessary to progress the Proposed Change. This includes the direction of
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the preparation of the recommendations report and submission of the final report to the
Minister. Delegations are not sought for the appointment of the independent
commissioner; sufficient time is provided for in the Minister’s proposed process to return
to Council to appoint the commissioner.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
20. Costs associated with the Proposed Change are to be met by Environment Canterbury,
Waimakariri District Council and Selwyn District Council. Provision has been made for
Environment Canterbury’s share of these costs, within the Planning Section’s current
financial budget.

Risk assessment and legal compliance
21. There is a significant risk that if the functions, powers and duties referred to in the
recommended delegations are not delegated to the Chief Executive, there will be
insufficient time within the 85 working day period to complete the streamlined planning
process. Without the delegations, staff will need to return to Council following the
receipt of the Minister’s Direction and at various stages throughout the process, adding
further delay to the process.
22. The Council has already applied to the Minister to use the streamlined planning
process. The risks associated with the process as opposed to the standard Schedule 1,
RMA process have already been considered by Council (Canterbury Regional Council
meeting 19 September 2019, agenda item 8.2).

Significance and engagement
23. Consultation has been carried out in accordance with clauses 1A-3C of Schedule 1 to
the RMA, and further engagement with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu under clause 4A of
the RMA is ongoing.
24. Further public participation by way of the formal submission process will occur upon
notification of the Proposed Change.

Consistency with council policy
25. The approach to the Proposed Change to Chapter 6 of the CRPS is consistent with
Council policy.

Next steps
26. The table below sets out provisional timeframes for the Proposed Change to the CRPS.
Development of the Proposed Change to the CRPS
July/August 2019
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territorial authorities, GCP agencies, tangata whenua
(through Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu), and landowners within
the proposed future development areas
September 2019

Submission of application to use the streamlined planning
process to the Minister for the Environment

January – February 2020

Ministerial consultation on proposed Direction (ended 3
February)

February 2020

Minister issues Direction

February/March 2020

Further pre-notification consultation with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi
Tahu

March/April 2020

Public notification of Proposed Change

April/May 2020

Written submissions (20 working days)

May/June 2020

Recommendations report submitted to Minister

*Provisional timeframes – dependent on Minister decisions

Attachments
1.

Streamlined Planning Process Proposed Direction [8.2.1 - 3 pages]

Legal review

Catherine Schache, General Counsel

Peer reviewers

Andrew Parrish, Regional Planning Manager
Sam Leonard, Senior Planner
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8.3. Retrospective approval of Environment Canterbury
submissions

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Cecilia Ellis, Senior Strategy Advisor

Responsible Director

Katherine Trought, Strategy and Planning

Purpose
1.

The purpose of this report is to seek retrospective approval of four Environment
Canterbury submissions to Central Government that were due before this Council
meeting.

2.

Making submissions to Select Committees and the Ministry for the Environment
provides the opportunity to advocate to Government on potential implications for
Environment Canterbury and the Canterbury region from policy and legislative reform.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

Approves retrospectively the attached submissions on:
1.1. Ministry for the Environment proposals for a more effective landfill levy
1.2. the Land Transport (NZTA) Legislation Amendment Bill
1.3. the Land Transport (Rail) Legislation Bill
1.4. the Urban Development Bill

Submissions
3.

Four consultations were open over the New Year period and submissions on these
were due before this Council meeting date. Therefore, a truncated approach was
applied, with the submissions signed by the Chair and lodged by their due date. The
submissions are:
 Submission to the Ministry for the Environment on their discussion document on
‘Reducing waste: a more effective landfill levy’. The submission was lodged on the
due date of Monday 3 February. A draft submission was circulated to Councillors
for comment.
 Submission to the Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee on the Land
Transport (NZTA) Legislation Amendment Bill. The submission was lodged on the
due date of Friday 7 February. The draft submission was workshopped with
Councillors on Wednesday 5 February.
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 Submission to the Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee on the Land
Transport (Rail) Legislation Bill. The submission was lodged on the due date of
Friday 7 February. The draft submission was workshopped with Councillors on
Wednesday 5 February. Council has requested to be heard by the Select
Committee.
 Submission to the Environment Select Committee on the Urban Development Bill.
The submission was lodged by the due date of Friday 14 February. The draft
submission was circulated to Councillors for comment.

Background
4.

It is unusual to seek retrospective approval of submissions from Council. A number of
consultations have occurred over the New Year period since the last Council meeting
on 12 December 2019, which has impacted on staff’s ability to follow usual submission
process. Given this is the first Council meeting of 2020, and the submissions were due
ahead of this meeting, a truncated approach was applied in drafting and lodging these
submissions.

Next steps
 The Ministry for the Environment will make final policy decisions on the landfill levy
proposals around mid-2020. If agreed, landfill levy changes will take effect from
mid-2020 to mid-2023.
 The Transport and Infrastructure Select Committee reports on both the Land
Transport (NZTA) Legislation Amendment Bill and the Land Transport (Rail)
Legislation Bill are due by 24 April 2020.
 The Environment Select Committee report on the Urban Development Bill is due by
10 June 2020.

Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

Submissionto Mf Elandfilllevyproposals [8.3.1 - 8 pages]
Land Transport ( NZT A) Legislaton Amendment Bill - E Can submission [8.3.2 - 4
pages]
Land Transport ( Rail) Legislation Bill - E Can Submission [8.3.3 - 6 pages]
Environment Canterbury submission on the Urban Development Bill [8.3.4 - 4 pages]

File reference

[SharePoint link for this paper]

Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Cameron Smith, Sam Bellamy
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Environment

Canterbury
Regional Council

Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha

3 February 2020

Customer Services
P. 03 353 9007 or 0800 324 636

Waste disposal levy expansions consultation

=

LandfillLevyConsultation@mfe.govt.nz

www.ecan.govt.nz/contact

ini
j
Ministry
for the Environment

PO Box 345 did
Paix

Environment Canterbury submission on reducing waste: a more effective landfill
levy
Environment Canterbury thanksthe Ministry for the Environment for the opportunity to
commentonthelatest proposals to tackle waste - proposals for a more effective landfill levy

by increasing the waste levy amount, expansion of the levy to different classes of landfills, a
strategic investment plan for revenue generated and enabling better collection of data.

Environment Canterbury offers the following submission based on our responsibilities under
the Resource Management Act 1991 to managedischarge to the environmentfrom waste
disposal facilities. To fulfil these responsibilities, we carry out regional planning, consenting,
compliance monitoring and enforcementfunctions acrossten territorial authority areas.
Through this role we fully recognise and understand the potential harm to the environment
from the disposal of products and generation of waste.

We support the proposals to increase and expand the waste levy, although this should be
subject to continuous evaluation of the effectiveness to help identify any implementation

issues and changesin behaviour (as a result of levy implementation and other waste
minimisation initiatives). We are concerned that successful implementation of the levy is
dependent on clear and consistent definitions of landfill classifications, which are currently
missing. We recommendclear, nationally consistent definitions so that there is no room for
varying interpretation.
Wealso support the need for a strategic investment plan and workto enable better collection
of data on waste. As with most regional councils we carry out a leadership role in dealing with
waste, particularly hazardous wastes, and we workwithterritorial authorities to encourage a
co-ordinated regional approach. Some of the revenue from the levy should be used to
strengthen this leadership role and our delivery of a strategic regional approach to waste
minimisation.
Waste managementis a complex issue, and national direction to help a more consistent,

effective and efficient approach across the country is welcomed, especially given the

movementof waste acrossterritorial and regional boundaries. We look forward to further
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engagementwith the Ministry for the Environment as other proposals and national directives
progress, including the National Environmental Standard for the outdoor storageoftyres, the
details of the priority product stewardship schemes and any proposed amendments and
review of the Waste Minimisation Act 2008.
Further comments on the proposals are enclosed.
Yours sincerely
/) MN

A

#3

YA? “7 ex
Î
Jenny Hughey /
Chair
Encl: Environment Canterbury submission on reducing waste: a more effective landfill levy
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Environment Canterbury submission on reducing waste: a
more effective landfill levy
Landfill levy increase and the need for change
1.

Environment Canterbury agreesthat despite the current landfill levy having generated
moneyfor central and local government waste minimisation, the current levy has not

resulted in a decrease of the amount of waste going to landfill in New Zealand. Given
the impact of waste on the environment, economy and society we agree that the

amount of waste going to landfill needs to reduce and the generation of waste in

general needs to change. levyincrease will help promote waste minimisation and a
morecircular economy.

Environment Canterbury agreesin principle that the landfill levy should be progressively
increased to higher rates in the future, although this should be subject to transparent
monitoring and continuous review of the effectiveness of the levy implementation. One
of the risks of increasing (and expanding) landfill levies is the potential for levy
avoidance behaviours suchasillegal dumping or‘fly-tipping’. Reviewing the
effectiveness of levy implementation, supported by improved waste data, will help
identify any further increases (or decreases) required as a result of behaviour change
and advancementsin waste minimisation innovation.

Expanding the coverage landfill levy expansions
3.

Environment Canterbury supports the expansion ofthe landfill levy to classes 1 to 4
landfills, to prevent disposers trying to circumnavigate the controls and levy currently
applicable. Implementation to date hasillustrated that the application of the levy solely
to class 1 sites has not resulted in a reduction of waste to landfill. Given the impact of
waste on the environment, economy and society is not restricted to monofill, it is

appropriate that the landfill levy be expanded to encourage waste minimisation.
Weagree that Cleanfill (class 5) as defined under the proposed 2018 Guidance
definitions should not be included within the proposals to expand levy. Currently, there
is substantial confusion on whata “cleanfill” is and many of the current cleanfill sites
maybereclassified as managedor controlled sites under the newclassifications. Clarity
of the cleanfill definition and nationally consistent guidance is needed to ensure the
exclusion of cleanfill from the landfill levy is applied as intended.
Environment Canterbury supportstheinitial exclusion of farm dumps from the expanded
landfill levy at this time, as there will be difficulties in implementation, monitoring and
enforcementof the levy application on dumps. We havea setof existing rules thatlimit
the kind of waste that can be put in a farm dump and prohibit from taking waste from
outside the property.
Work done by Canterbury, Waikato and Bay of Plenty regional councils hasillustrated
how significant the issue of farm dumpsis in New Zealand, particularly in terms of the
numbers of dumps, the amount of waste they receive and the hazardous nature of
muchof this waste. Given the Knownissues and risk to human health and the

Council Meeting 2020-02-20

59 of 82

environment of these dumps we recommendfuture consideration of inclusion of farm
dumps.
In the interim, we recommendthat a national work programme beestablished to
addressthe significant and widespread issue of farm dumps and to support farmers and
growersin dealing with their wastes. With the expansion oflandfill levy, more needs to
be doneto truly disincentivise the inappropriate use of farm dumpsand the use of these
as a potential avenue for waste levy avoidance.
National direction is also needed to addressinconsistencies and/or lack of regional plan
rules regulating farm dumps nationwide. A National Environmental Standard (NES) on
farm dumpscould help addressinconsistencies. For example, the term ‘farm dumps’
needs to be clearly defined with reference to the size, location, and waste types
involved. A definition should include what farm dumpsare not.
Environment Canterbury also supports the priority currently being given to the
developmentofotherinitiatives, which will help tackle the generation of farm waste.
This includes encouraging effective Product Stewardship Schemes, and declaration of
priority products e.g. farm plastics and packaging and agrichemicals and their
containers.

10. Soils from Contaminated Sites (where an assumption is that they cannot be otherwise
disposed of) should not be exemptfrom the levy. Some soils will require disposal to
Class 1 facilities but dependent on the level of hazard posed, some may besuitable for
disposal to Controlled or Managedsites. Subject to appropriate risk assessment and
having a managementplan in place lower level contaminated soils could be retained on
site. Introducing a levy will help move the contaminated land industry to a more mature
approachto land remediation. Very low-level contamination providing no significant
risks to health or the environment can be managedat Class 4 sites (Controlled Sites),
particularly for waste with only trace levels of contaminants such as asbestos, PAH’s

and DDT whichotherwise would haveto go to a Class1 site.
Setting levy rates
11. Setting a rate that is high enough to change behaviour, reduce wasteto landfills, and
encourage morealternatives and innovations in recycling, composting and reuse should
be balancedwith the potential compliance, monitoring and enforcementrisks from levy
avoidance behaviours. A graduated levywill serve to incentivise the disposal of waste
material as the appropriate fill type and may help to disincentivise landfill levy
avoidance. Environment Canterbury supports a graduated levy rate in accordance with
well-defined landfill types, which reflects the potential for environmental harm of the
waste that is disposedof, and the availability of alternatives to disposal to landfill. A
graduated levyrate will require adequate and consistent waste data such as waste

characterisation and tracking. As noted with an increasein levies, the effectiveness of

different levy rates should be reviewed regularly.

12. Contaminated soils should have a graduated levy dependent on the hazard posed
wherethecostis risk driven, not determined from the general ‘contaminated soils’
description. Having the lowestlevy at landfill for contaminated soils and otherinert
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materials could encourage the dig and dump mentality (soil disposed at landfill). This

may not promote desirable outcomes such as the developmentof use of sustainable
remedial techniques and innovations and improved risk assessments.

13. Wedo not consider the levy should be lower for industrial monofills (class 1) than
municipal landfills (class 1) as we encourage diversion and circular economy in all
circumstances. There may be a risk of creating an alternative ‘market’in landfills /
landfilling associated with industrial premises having such monofill assets if levies differ.

Implementation
14. Wesupport the phasing in of changesto the levy. As noted in the discussion document,
phasing the implementation of the changeswill help with compliance, giving more time

to work with the relevant sectors that will be affected by the change.
15. In principle, we prefer Option A to increase then expandthelevyasthis will get the ball
rolling and allow the generation of immediate revenue to spend on wasteinitiatives, so
the Ministry for the Environment andterritorial authorities have adequate resources for
the implementation of the full suite of levy proposals. However, Option A may also
impact regional councils in termsof the risk of greater diversion from class 1 landfills to
non-levied landfills and may require more frequent compliance monitoring of consent
conditions. If option A is chosen, we strongly recommend that money be made available

from the revenue generated to assist with compliance activity.

16. Wewould support Option B asan alternative, if borrowing could occur against the
increased revenuethe levy will generate. Implementation starting 1 July 2020 seems
ambitious and doesnot give the local government sector and others time to prepare for
the new levy requirements, for example, the potential for increased monitoring of
consentconditions. This does not align well with local government annual and long-term
planning cycles. Implementation from July 2021 (option B) would enable better
alignment with the adoption of council long-term plans for 2021-31, providing local

governmenthassufficient time to consider implementation requirements as plans are
prepared. Option B would also allow industry more time to prepare.

17. A significant risk to implementation, which is not addressed in the discussion document,
is differing interpretations of classification definitions that currently exist. Regional
council plans and consents conditions do not currently match the proposed landfill
classifications and there is a lack of nationally consistent definitions of cleanfill, inert
material, farm dumps etc. The implications of the definitions and implementation of
proposed landfill categories on existing regional council consents and their conditions
has not been explored in the discussion document. If levy implementation is to be
successful, clarity is needed on classification definitions so that there is no room for
different interpretations of definitions and waste being disposed of inappropriately. We
recommendclear, nationally consistent definitions so that there is no room for varying
interpretation. As an example, whereclarity could be improved, we suggestthat any
reference to timber under non-hazardous construction material be referred to as
‘untreated timber’. Treated timber is hazardous and should be disposed of to a class 1
site.
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Levy investmentplan
18. We support the creation of a detailed levy investment plan which provides strategic
direction for the investment of waste levy funds. To be effective, we recommend that the
investment plan acknowledgesand aligns with local government long-term and annual
planning cycles.

19. The waste levy spending criteria for territorial authorities are currently too restrictive. If
the criteria were broadenedterritorial authorities may be able to tackle farm waste in
their areas by providing initiatives such as those beingtrialled by AgRecovery.

20. Weare keen to understand ways in which regional councils could benefit from a landfill
levy. Currently regional councils can apply for contestable funding. However,thecriteria
are limited. Regional councils could benefit from some of the waste levy revenue to help
fund regional leadership and collaboration in waste projects, many of whichwill provide
spill-over benefits into other regions and nationally. Regional councils could also use
the levy to assist with regional data collection and reporting.

21. Levy revenue could go towards complianceactivities, especially if levy avoidance
behaviours escalate as a result increased and expandedlandfill levies. Levy revenue

could also be used tofind alternative ways of monitoring and enforcing the creation and
use of farm dumps and encouraging support of other alternatives.

22. Aspart of the next Waste Minimisation Act 2008 review, regional council eligibility for
the waste levy fund should be explored including levied funds being made available to
regional councils to support collaborative projects and waste minimisation and
managementin their region and support collaborative working.

23. Other considerations for the Waste Minimisation Act 2008 review include:
e

Regional councils’ role. There is scope for a regional council’s role in waste
managementto be better defined and regional expertise better utilised. For
example, regional councils are uniquely placed to provide a strategic leadership
role in hazardous waste minimisation and management, to understand the needs
of local communities, and workcollaboratively acrossall the districts in their
regions.

e

Farm dumpsand their impact on the receiving environment. As noted in
paragraphs 10-16 the impact of farm dumps needs to be adequately addressed
and would benefit from a national work programme and direction.

e

Consideration offly tipping / illegal disposal of wastes that may increase due to
levy avoidance behaviours.

e

Consideration of an allowance for an exemption if waste from a closed landfill is
uncovered due to sea level rise and / or flooding orif a landfill needs to be
relocated due to sealevelrise. Firstly, there is no opportunity to minimise or reduce
that waste. Secondly, with changing population patterns and the drift from rural to
urban living, many rural councils will have a much smaller rate payer base now

than they had in the past and it may place an overly high burden on existing
ratepayers
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e

Consideration of inert waste being usedfor positive benefit, like land reclamation,
being exempt from the levy needs should also be considered.

24. This is not an exhaustivelist and Environment Canterbury would welcomefurther
engagementon considerations for the Waste Minimisation Act review. Given the

numberof Governmentconsultations and policy reviews at present, we ask that the
timing of the Waste Minimisation Act review aligns with other relevantlegislative and
policy reviews or proposed changes, so that local government can engage effectively.

Wewould also askthat the Waste Minimisation Act review considers implications on
regional council of other legislation and policies, for example the Resource
ManagementAct, Waste Minimisation Fund, Emission Trading Scheme, Zero Carbon
Actetc.
Waste data

25. Environment Canterbury supports enabling better data collection on waste as New
Zealand lacks comprehensive, reliable waste data. Voluntary data collection and
reporting is unlikely to work. A National Waste Data Framework should be agreed upon
to ensure that data is reported in a consistent manner. Improved waste data would
make projects suchasthe risk assessmentof landfills vulnerable to climate change,

which Environment Canterbury is currently leading on behalf of the regional sector,
Ministry for the Environment, Local Government New Zealand and Departmentof
Conservation, easier to undertake and the assessment more robust andreliable.
Costs and benefits

26. The proposals, if implemented successfully, could promote waste minimisation and

result in reduction in the generation and disposal of waste to a more circular economy.
The revenue generated from increased and expandedlevy rates could further
contribute to progressing waste minimisation initiatives.

27. There may be an increasein inappropriate disposal, illegal dumping or uncontrolled
burning with an increased and expandedlevy rate. Regional councils, along with
territorial authorities, will need to be prepared and resourcedto deal with these.
Regional councils can exercise their Resource Management Act responsibilities to
ensure that levy avoidance behaviour does not lead to waste being disposedofin the
incorrectlandfill or illegally dumped. Enforcementaction is often complex, costly and
time-consumingfor regional councils. Increased costs associated with compliance and

enforcementactivities as a result of avoidance of increased and expandedlevies may
impact on regional council rates or user pays activities such as consenting.

28. There would be costinvolved in reviewing and updating regional plansto align with an

expansion ofthe levy to additional sites and different types of waste, and requirements
to collect data. Taking plan changesthrough a full statutory processis costly, and
Environment Canterbury would aim to include any required changeswith other plan
changes required to give effect to national direction. Costs could be minimisedif a
National Environmental Standard directed specific changes to a regional plan without
the need for consultation. This may be an option for the Government to consider.
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Transport and Infrastructure Committee
Parliament Buildings
Wellington
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ti@parliament.govt.nz
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Regional Council
Kaunihera Taiao ki Waitaha

|

Customer Services

P. 03 353 9007 or 0800 324 636
200 Tuam Street
PO Box 345

Christchurch 8140

E. ecinfo@ecan.govt.nz

www.ecan.govt.nz

Dear Chair
Land Transport (NZTA) Legislation Amendment Bill — Environment Canterbury
Submission
Thankyoufor the opportunity to make a submission on the Land Transport (NZTA) Legislation
AmendmentBill (the Bill).
Environment Canterbury does not wish to make anoral submission.
Environment Canterbury (the Canterbury Regional Council) works with territorial authorities
and other stakeholders in Canterbury to enable a resilient and safe, multi-modal transport
network. Environment Canterbury also convenes the Canterbury Regional Transport

Committee (RTC), which is responsible for developing the Canterbury Regional Land

Transport Plan under the Land Transport ManagementAct 2003.
Preliminary matters

Submissionson this Bill were called for at the end of December 2019, immediately before the
Christmas break. Due to this timing, it has not been possible for the Canterbury RTC to
convene to prepare a submission. Noting also the number of other transport-related
governmentpolicy documents released in December 2019, including Roadto Zero, it has also
been difficult for Canterbury territorial authorities to consider the implications of this Bill and
prepare their own submission in the time allowed.
Environment Canterbury first wishes to draw the Committee’s attention to this matter, as some
of the proposals in the Bill have implications for local government. This approach has

hampered Environment Canterbury's ability to engage as meaningfully as it would have

wished onthis Bill.
Second, the Bill is intended to support the implementation of the new national road safety

strategy 2020-2030, Roadto Zero. This strategy was released at the end of December 2019
and manyterritorial authorities have not yet had an opportunity to consider the new direction
outlined in the strategy and the changesthat local governmentwill need to make.
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Environment Canterbury supports the intent of Road to Zero, whichis to significantly reduce

deaths and serious injuries on our roads. Environment Canterbury considers some of the
measuresin the Bill will be greatly beneficial to achieving the significant reduction in deaths
and serious injuries on our roads that is needed.

However, the Bill appears to implement some components of Road to Zero in a piecemeal
way. It is not clear whether the remaining changeswill be made through furtherlegislation or
can be madethrough subordinate legislation (such as through rules). This has madeit difficult

to assess the implications of and express support for some of the proposals in theBill, as they
cannot be consideredin their full context.
Environment Canterbury wishes to submit on the following three matters.

1. Remove expansion of functions of RTCs
Clause 12 ofthe Bill proposes the following new function for RTCs:

Each regional transport committee (including the regional transport committee for Auckland)
mustalso carry out any functions conferred on a regional transport committee under any other
provision in this Act or any other land transport Act.
It is not clear what additional functions are contemplated as noneare outlinedin theBill. It is
also notclear if imposing these additional functions would require further legislative change or
could be introduced by way of subordinate legislation (for example, through rules).

Environment Canterbury considers there is no need for this clause, given no additional

functions have been proposed. Rather, should additional functions be proposedin the future
through newlegislation, an appropriate consequential amendment could be consideredatthat
time. This would then give local government the opportunity to consider whether it supported

the proposed change in function based on the specific details of the proposed new function,
as well as considering the impact on resourcing.
Recommendation
1.

Remove Clause 12.

2. Remove new powerto establish committees
Clause 104 of the Bill amends the Land Transport Act 1998 to enable the Minister to require
the Agencyto establish a committee and specify the purpose, functions, duties and powers of
the committee, and who can appoint members.
Environment Canterbury understandsthatthis provision is likely intended to enable the Waka
Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (Transport Agency) to establish an independent committee to
review a National Speed ManagementPlan.
However, in practice, this broad power to establish committees is not limited to this particular
purpose. As such, it is not clear which of the Transport Agency’s powers and functions might
ultimately be delegated under this provision to a committee.
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In the absence of further information about how this provision might be used, and an
opportunity to consider the implications, Environment Canterbury cannot support such a broad
provision.
Ideally, local roads and state highways should be included in the same Speed Management
Plan to ensure changes across the network are considered holistically. This, for example,
prevents a scenario where speed is lowered on a higher quality state highway but not on

alternative routes comprising local roads of a lower quality.
Recommendation

2.

Remove Clause 104.

3. Remove new powerto require Road Controlling Authorities to set specific
speedlimits
Section 157 of the Land Transport Act 1998 allows the Minister of Transport to make rules to

“empower” Road Controlling Authorities (RCAs) to set speed limits for roads within their

jurisdiction. Clause 101 of the Bill amends section 157 to change this to “empoweror require’.

This appears to havetheeffect of allowing the Minister to set the speedlimit for any local road.
Environment Canterbury considers this new power is too broad.

As indicated above, Environment Canterbury considers changesto the speed limit setting
process should not be madein a piecemeal or isolated way. The current bylaw process
includes a significant consultation component which is carried out by RCAs. A number of
challenges have arisen with this process and RCAs have expressed the need for the speed
limit setting process to be improved. However,it is not clear how the newability for the Minister
to require councils to set a certain speedlimit interfaces with this requirement.
Environment Canterbury understands that the Governmentis intending to introduce a new
speedlimit setting regime, including the introduction of Regional Speed ManagementPlans
and the removal of the current bylaw-making process.
Environment Canterbury cannot support introducing this provision in isolation from
understanding how the other changesthat are also needed to implement a new speedlimit
setting regime will be made. These changes need to be considered and submitted on as a
whole.
Notwithstanding this view, should this provision be retained, Environment Canterbury also

considers that the Minister should be required to have particular regard to the views of the
relevant RCA,giventheir expertise and understandingoftheir local community context, before
exercising this power.
This would ensure that local knowledge is taken into account when identifying the safe and
appropriate speedfor a particular road. The Transport Agency currently uses the MegaMaps
tool to identify safe and appropriate speed limits. RCAs consider that MegaMapsis a helpful
starting point, but it is not an end point. Further analysis of MegaMaps recommendationsis

required before the safe and appropriate speedlimit for a particular road can be determined.
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Recommendations

3. That Clause 101 of the Bill is not progressedin isolation from the broader changes required
to implement a new speedlimit setting regime

4. Notwithstanding recommendation 1, that if the Minister were to exercise the power in

Clause 101 of the Bill, the Minister must first have particular regard to the view of the
relevant RCA before requiring an RCAto set a particular speedlimit.

Yours sincerely

LLfe
Chair, Environment Canterbury
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Dear Chair
Land Transport (Rail) Legislation Bill - Environment Canterbury Submission
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the Land Transport (NZTA) Legislation
Amendment Bill.

Environment Canterbury does wish to make an oral submission.
Environment Canterbury (the Canterbury Regional Council) works with territorial authorities
and other stakeholders in Canterbury to enable a resilient and safe, multi-modal transport
network. Environment Canterbury also convenes the Canterbury Regional Transport

Committee (RTC), which is responsible for developing the Canterbury Regional Land

Transport Plan under the Land Transport Management Act 2003.

Preliminary matters
Submissions on this Bill were called for at the end of December 2019, immediately before the
Christmas break. Due to this timing, it has not been possible for the Canterbury RTC to
convene to prepare a submission. Noting also the number of other transport-related
governmentpolicy documents released in December 2019, including the Draft Rail Plan, it has

also been difficult for Canterbury territorial authorities to consider the implications of this Bill
and prepare their own submissionin the time allowed.

Environment Canterbury first wishes to draw the Committee’s attention to this matter, as some
of the proposals in the Bill have implications for local government. This approach has
hampered Environment Canterbury’s ability to engage as meaningfully as it would have
wished onthisBill.
Summary of key points
1.

Environment Canterbury supports the objective of the Bill.

2.

Environment Canterbury supports the developmentof a Rail Network Investment
Programme (RNIP) by KiwiRail. However, Environment Canterbury submits that KiwiRail
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should consult on the RNIP with Regional Transport Committees (RTCs) before the

RNIP is submitted to the Minister of Transport.

3. Environment Canterbury seeksclarity on funding sourcesforrail infrastructure activities.
Environment Canterbury is concernedthat there will be a shortfall in fundingforrail
infrastructure activities and that this will be met by reducing funding for other transport
activities from the National Land Transport Fund (NLTF).

4. Environment Canterbury does not support the ‘partial integration’ model (Option 3 in the
Regulatory Impact Analysis) and submits thatthe‘full integration’ model (Option 4), be
adopted. Rail projects should be incorporated in the regional land transport planning
processandbeprioritised alongside other transport activities before being included in
the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP).

5. Environment Canterbury considers the appointment of KiwiRail as a member of an RTC
should be made byregional councils, and not by KiwiRail, consistent with the approach
to appointing other members underthe Land Transport ManagementAct 2003 (LTMA).

Under the LTMAorganisations nominate their members and regional councils make the

appointments.
6.

Environment Canterbury proposes the assessmentcriteria developed by Waka Kotahi
NZ Transport Agency (Transport Agency) forrail infrastructure projects must be
consistent with assessmentcriteria that the Transport Agency usesfor other transport

activity classes.

Further detail is provided below, to expand on the key points of our submission.
1.

Environment Canterbury support for objective of Bill

Environment Canterbury supports the objective of the Bill to implement a new planning and
funding framework for the heavy rail network owned by KiwiRail. This includes bringing the
planning and funding of the national rail network under the LTMA.This will help to provide
greater certainty for investmentin rail and will improve the integration of rail within the wider
land transport system.
2.

RTCs should be consulted on the RNIP

Environment Canterbury supports the development of the RNIP, which sets out all rail
activities to be fundedor partially funded from the NLTF.
First, Environment Canterbury is concerned that KiwiRail can prepare an RNIP without any
requirement for KiwiRail to consult with RTCs on rail network improvements in the relevant
region. This presents an unnecessary challenge to moving toward an integrated multi-modal
transport planning and investment approach.
Second, KiwiRail must prepare the first RNIP by 1 July 2021 which coincides with the
legislative date by which the next NLTP must be released. Environment Canterbury
recommends that this date be brought forward to 1 October 2020 to enable suitable
consideration of the RNIP within the regional land transport planning process. It should be
noted that Regional Land Transport Plans (RLTPs) must be submitted to the Transport Agency
by 30 April 2021 specifically to support the preparation of the next NLTP.
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This approach will also makeit challenging to include the RNIP activities in the RLTP and
difficult for RTCs to gain an understanding of what rail network infrastructure projects are
proposedin their regions.
Recommendations

A. Environment Canterbury recommends that KiwiRail be required to undertake early

engagementand consultation on the RNIP with RTCs before the RNIP is submitted to the
Minister.

B. Environment Canterbury recommends the date for KiwiRail finalising the first RNIP be
brought forward from 1 July 2021 to 1 October 2020 to enable inclusion of the RNIP into
RLTPs.
C. Environment Canterbury also recommendstheBill be amended to ensure future RNIPs
are also presented to RTCsprior to the date by which the Transport Agency require RLTPs

to befinalised.
3. Clarity on funding sourcesfor rail infrastructure activities
Environment Canterbury supports the developmentof the RNIP, setting out all rail activities to

be fully or partially funded from the NLTF.
It is unclear how muchinvestment from the NLTF will be directed to heavy rail activities in
addition to funding sources from outside of the NLTF. Further clarity about the track user
charges process and the investmentpriorities and activity class bands in the Government
Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS) 2021, including how much supplementary Crown
funding will be available for rail network improvements, is needed.
Environment Canterbury is concerned that a significant amount of NLTF funding could be
required to upgraderail network infrastructure. This could impact on the ability to fund other

transport activities, including those needed to deliver key Government objectives such as
implementing Road to Zero, as well as maintaining existing infrastructure to the standard
required by the Government.

Rail is not as prevalent in the South Island asit is in the North Island, with the focus of

governmentinvestmentin rail primarily on rail in Auckland and Wellington. Removing funding
from other activity classes to support rail investment in the next planning period would likely
disproportionately disadvantage the South Island.
Recommendation

D. Environment Canterbury recommendsthat sufficient Crown funding forrail infrastructure
should be allocated in the GPSto enablerail investmentactivities to be undertaken without
reducing funding for the other transport activity classes.
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4.

Fully integrated modelis preferred

With respect to the planning and funding ofrail, the Bill adopts the ‘partial integration’ model
(Option 3) in the accompanying Regulatory Impact Analysis. Underthis option, the Minister of
Transport holds decision-making rights over the programme ofactivities and funding approval
for individual activities rather than the Transport Agency Board.

Environment Canterbury considers that the ‘full integration’ model (Option 4) should be
adopted. Under Option 4, rail network activities would be considered as part of the RLTP and

NLTP decision-making processin the same wayasall othertransport activities funded through
the NLTF. This would allow RTCsto determine whichrail activities they want to put forward
and to prioritise these activities alongside other transport projects based on a whole-ofnetwork approach. The ‘full integration’ model respects the critical role of RLTPs as the

primary documents guiding integrated land use and transport investmentin a region.

Environment Canterbury considers that KiwiRail should develop the RNIP and lodgethis for
inclusion in RLTPsin a similar way to the manner in which the Transport Agency prepares
and submitsits Transport Agency Investment Proposal (TAIP) and local government prepares
and submits their transport programmes.
Recommendation:

E. Environment Canterbury recommends that the Government adopt the ‘full integration’
model (Option 4), as set out in the Regulatory Impact Statement, to ensure rail network
activities are considered as part of the RLTPs and NLTP developmentprocess.
5. Appointment of KiwiRail to an RTC should bebythe relevant regional council
Clause 14 providesfor the appointment of KiwiRail representation on RTCs, including that the

KiwiRail member must be appointed by KiwiRail.

Environment Canterbury considers that the KiwiRail member should be nominated, but not
appointed, by KiwiRail. Rather, the appointment should be madeby the relevant regional
council, consistent with appointments to RTCs undersection 105 of the LTMA. Section 104(4)
of the LTMAalso makesit clear that those appointments may only be made on the nomination

of the relevant entity.

It is also important to ensure that this provision does not create any legal ambiguity about

whether representatives from organisations not referred to in the LTMA can nonetheless be
appointed to an RTC. Currently some RTCs have members who are not referred to in the
LTMA, such as Police or representatives from other modes.
Recommendation:

F.

Environment Canterbury recommends the appointment of KiwiRail as a memberof an
RTC be madeby regional councils, and not by KiwiRail, consistent with the approach to
appointing other members undersection 105 (membersstill need to be nominatedbytheir
ownorganisation).
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G. Environment Canterbury seeks assurance that this provision does not create any legal
ambiguity about whether representatives from organisations not referred to in the LTMA
can nonetheless be appointed to an RTC.

6. Consistency of assessment method

Clause 11 inserts a new Section 22F into the LTMA. Section 22F(1) provides for a numberof
matters that the Transport Agency must advise the Minister on, including whethera rail activity

proposed for funding is efficient and effective and consistent with the GPS. Under Section

22F(3) the Transport Agency must develop assessment methods to use when giving advice

on whetherthe activity is efficient and effective and consistent with the GPS.

Environment Canterbury considers that the assessment methods used by the Transport

Agency to assess rail infrastructure activities should be consistent with the existing

assessmentcriteria the Transport Agency uses for assessing other transport activities. This

will ensure a more consistent and mode-neutral approachis taken to transport fundingforrail
activities.
Recommendation:

H. Environment Canterbury recommendsthat the assessment methods for rail activities be
consistent with the assessment methods used by the Transport Agency whenevaluating
other transport activities being put forward for inclusion into the NLTP.

Yours sincerely

IMShe
Jenny Hughe
Chair, Environment Canterbury
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Parliament Buildings

Wellington

Dear Select Committee

Environment Canterbury submission on the Urban DevelopmentBill
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Urban DevelopmentBill (the Bill) as part of
the Select Committee process.
About Environment Canterbury
Environment Canterbury is the regional council for the largest geographical region and second
most populous region in New Zealand. Our region encompasses a numberof key cities and
towns that support diverse urban environments and communities. Greater Christchurchis the
largest urban area in the region, supporting around 80% of the regional population and 40% of
the South Island population.
Environment Canterbury is amember of the Greater Christchurch Partnership (GCP), a
voluntary partnership with Christchurch City Council, Selwyn and Waimakariri District Councils,
Te Rinanga o Ngai Tahu and the Canterbury District Health Board, with non-voting partners
including Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency, Regenerate Christchurch and the Departmentof

the Prime Minister and Cabinet.
The GCP is responsible for implementing the Greater Christchurch Urban Development
Strategy (UDS), which promotesan integrated and intergenerational approach to planning for

urban development in Greater Christchurch. The UDS seeksto ensure that developmentis
managedin a manner that protects environments, improves transport connections, creates
liveable areas and sustainably manages population growth.
The GCP recently completed a review of the settlement pattern arrangements for Greater
Christchurch as part of satisfying the requirements of the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development Capacity for high growth councils to producea ‘future developmentstrategy’.

You can find out more aboutthe joint future developmentstrategy for Greater Christchurchat
the followinglink: https://greaterchristchurch.org.nz/ourspace/

At the wider regional level, Environment Canterbury also worksin close collaboration with the
ten territorial authorities in the region via the Canterbury Mayoral Forum and its sub-forums.
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Key submission points on theBill

In July 2019, Environment Canterbury made a submission on the Kainga Ora — Homes and
Communities Bill. Our submission supported the establishment of Kainga Ora as the

Government's national urban developmentauthority but also noted that our support was only
in principle due to the uncertainty surrounding the scope and nature of the powers that would
be available to Kainga Ora to lead and co-ordinate developmentprojects.

Our submission reiterated concerns we hadpreviously raised as part of the consultation on the

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment’s Urban DevelopmentAuthorities Discussion
Documentin May 2017.

The main concerns weraised in this submission revolved around the diluted role of regional

councils in plan preparation and decision making as a result of urban developmentauthorities,
and therefore the risk of poor outcomesfor the sustainability and liveability of cities and towns,
and the necessary integrated approachto the sustainable use of resources across a region.

This potentially diluted role for regional councils includes in relation to the developmentplan
process, the ability for an urban developmentauthority to amend regional (as well as districtlevel) resource managementplans and policies, and the ability to delegate resource consent
processing responsibilities to an urban developmentauthority.
In this context, we are pleased to see the Bill addresses some of the concerns wepreviously
raised on the impact of an urban developmentauthority on the role of regional councils.
Environment Canterbury supports the provisions in the Bill that require regional councils to be
involved in consultation processes. This includes under section 70, which states Kainga Ora
must consult with relevant local authorities when drafting a developmentplan beforeit is
publicly notified for comment; and undersection 35, which states Kainga Ora must seek
engagementwith relevantlocal authorities before notifying a specified developmentproject for
public feedback.
Further strengthening of the role of regional councils in establishing a specified development
project could be made by amending the referenceto “the relevantterritorial authorities” under
section 30(h)(i) to “the relevant local authorities’, in order to ensure that regional councils are
appropriately consulted. This point has also been made by the New Zealand Society of Local
Government Managers (SOLGM)in their submission ontheBill.
The importance of a strong partnership approachwithlocal authorities, as well as with iwi, the
development sector and communities, could also be strengthenedin theBill. In view of the
wide-ranging development powers andfunctionslikely to be provided to Kainga Ora,

meaningful engagementwith relevant local authorities as part of a specified development

project will be essential to providing appropriate checks and balances, and ensuring good
outcomesare achievedfor our cities and towns.
Environment Canterbury also supports otherprovisions in the Bill that address concerns we
have raised during previous consultations. These provisions include:
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e

Thecriteria for establishing a specified development project under section 30 that
requires the project area to only contain landthat is within an urban area, unless the joint
Ministers consider that the land is generally suitable for urban use. Environment
Canterbury considers that this measure will help to reinforce the established settlement
pattern for Greater Christchurch, unless there is a significant requirement or circumstance
for additional land outside the urban boundary.

e

The requirement undersection 5 to recognise and provide for the matters in section 6 of
the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) when establishing a specified development
project. Environment Canterbury considers thatthis will help ensure thatthere is
consistency in matters to be considered when preparing plans under the RMA and plans
potentially being changed using provisions under thisBill.

e

Theinclusion of natural hazards and their management as a matter to be considered
under section 5 when establishing a specified development project, as outlined in section

6 of the RMA.Given the significanceof climate change and sealevel rise for manyof

New Zealand’s cities and towns, we askthat the Select Committee considers including a
specific reference to these matters in the Bill.
+

The requirements undersections 75 to 78 to publicly consult on draft developmentplans.
This is consistent with the public participation requirements under the RMA.

e

The provision under 116 that stipulates that Kainga Ora is not the consent authority for a
resource consentapplication if a regional council, the Minister for the Environmentor the
Environmental Protection Authority would be the consent authority under the RMA.

Wealso note that highly productive land is not currently identified in the list of constraints and
opportunities set out in section 34 of the Bill. The Government has already recognised the
need to manage the impact of development on highly productive land through its proposed
National Policy Statement on Urban Development. Environment Canterbury recommendsthat
information held by local authorities related to highly productive land is included in clause (d)
of section 34 as a matter to be considered by Kainga Ora when assessing specified
developmentprojects.
Closing remarks

Environment Canterbury appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Urban Development
Bill. The Bill will provide Kainga Ora with the powersit can use to undertakeits functions as
the national urban development authority and the processes by whichit must follow when
exercising them. We recognise that these powers and a newstreamlined process will seek to
enable complex, transformational development in New Zealand’scities and towns which may
not otherwise be delivered by the market.
Environment Canterbury supports the purposeofthe Bill to “facilitate urban developmentthat

contributes to sustainable, inclusive and thriving communities’.

However, we do have some concerns aboutthe risk of unfettered development powers being
provided to Kainga Ora andtherefore believe that the Bill could place a greater emphasis on
Kainga Ora developing collaborative partnerships with relevant local authorities, iwi and other
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will help ensure
key stakeholders when undertaking specified developmentprojects. This
positive, local outcomes are achieved for our urban communities in New Zealand.
Wedo not wish to be heard in regard to this submission.
Yours sincerely

fey Wifey

Jenny Hughey
Chair
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8.4. Biosecurity Advisory Group Membership

Council report
Date of meeting

20 February 2020

Author

Verity Halkett

Responsible Director

Nadeine Dommisse

Purpose
1.

Biosecurity Advisory Groups were established mid 2019 to support the implementation
of the 2018 Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan and a revised region-wide
delivery of the Biosecurity Programme.

2.

The groups will provide Environment Canterbury an important interface with the
community, including landholders and those with a role in managing biosecurity in
Canterbury.

3.

The groups are established under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) as ‘other
subordinate decision-making bodies’ but are advisory only in nature and are not formal
decision-making committees of Environment Canterbury.

Recommendations
That the Council:
1.

confirms the nomination of Clinton McConchie as a Papatipu Rūnanga
representative on the North Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group;

2.

confirms the following nomination of Territorial Authority representatives:
2.1. Cr Vince Daly (Hurunui District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the North Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group
2.2. Cr Bob Mugford (Selwyn District Council) to represent Territorial
Authorities on the Central Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group
2.3. Cr Jeff Bland (Selwyn District Council) to represent Territorial Authorities
on the Christchurch and Banks Peninsula Biosecurity Advisory Group
2.4. Cr Anne Munro (Mackenzie District Council)to represent Territorial
Authorities on the South Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Group.

3.

appoints Environment Canterbury Councillors as establishment Chairs:
3.1. Cr Grant Edge as establishment Chair for the North Canterbury
Biosecurity Advisory Group
3.2. Cr Ian Mackenzie as establishment Chair for the Central Canterbury
Biosecurity Advisory Group
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3.3. Cr Lan Pham as establishment Chair for the Christchurch and Banks
Peninsula Biosecurity Advisory Group
3.4. Cr Elizabeth McKenzie as establishment Chair for the South Canterbury
Biosecurity Advisory Group.
4.

Approves the establishment of, and delegates to, a Biosecurity Advisory
Councillor Working Group the power to:
4.1. consider applications for membership from community candidates in
accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of Reference
and to appoint Community Members; and
4.2. confirm the Papatipu Rūnanga representative(s) nominated by the
relevant Papatipu Rūnanga within the area (noting that Resolution 1
confirms the appointment of the Papatipu Rūnanga representative for
one of the four Biosecurity Advisory Groups); and
4.3. confirm any future Territorial Authority representative(s); and
in accordance with the Biosecurity Advisory Group Terms of Reference.

Key points
4.

Biosecurity Advisory Groups provide
 advice on Environment Canterbury’s Biosecurity Programme and project delivery
 leadership within the community on good biosecurity practices and active support for
the objectives of the Canterbury Regional Pest Management Plan
 knowledge on local pest issues and a forum for discussing pest management, and
fostering alignment across groups and agencies in the area.

5.

It is recommended a Biosecurity Advisory Councillor Working Group is established to
confirm Papatipu Rūnanga Representatives. One Papatipu Rūnanga representative has
been nominated for the Northern Group, however, there are still vacancies for the other
three groups. The Working Group will also be able to confirm future Territorial Authority
representatives, and appoint new community members (in the case of vacant positions
during the three year term of the Biosecurity Advisory Groups).

6.

The Working Group also will ensure that group membership is as representative as
possible of the communities they represent.

Background
7.

The community members and Environment Canterbury Councillor representatives were
appointed late 2019.

8.

All available positions for community members currently are filled.

9.

Nominations for Territorial Authority representatives were received late 2019, following
the triennial elections.
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10. Ngā Rūnanga have been contacted for feedback and their nominations for
representation on the groups. There are vacancies in the Central, Christchurch and
Banks Peninsula, and South Canterbury Biosecurity Advisory Groups. The Biosecurity
Advisory Councillor Working Group will confirm Ngāi Tahu representatives as
nominations are received.
11. The role of Establishment Chair will be filled by the Environment Canterbury
Councillors. Beyond the first year, the Biosecurity Advisory Groups will self-appoint a
Chair from the membership of the group.
12. The Biosecurity Advisory Groups are underway and held their first meetings in early
February.

Cost, compliance and communication
Financial implications
13. There are no financial implications from confirming representatives and Chairs to these
groups. Only community members and Papatipu Rūnanga members receive
remuneration and mileage under the Terms of Reference for the Biosecurity Advisory
Groups.

Risk assessment and legal compliance
14. Despite their formal classification under the LGA as ‘other subordinate decision-making
bodies’ (which simply follows the statutory terminology), the groups will have no
statutory powers or functions nor are they delegated any functions or powers by the
Council.
15. The members of the groups will have indemnity protection for the advice they provide
(under LGA section 43, as part of the groups being established as ‘other decisionmaking bodies’).

Significance and engagement
16. Papatipu Rūnanga have been contacted for nominations for representation on the
groups.
17. Territorial Authorities were contacted for nominations, and the nominations were agreed
at the Chief Executives Forum on 27 January.

File reference
Legal review

Catherine Schache

Peer reviewers

Adrienne Lomax, Nick Daniels
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9. Other Business
10. Notices of Motion
11. Questions
12. Next Meeting
13. Closing Karakia
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