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COMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 2002 DECISION-MAKING REQUIREMENTS 
Except as below, a statement of compliance and a completed decision checklist is required for any 
agenda item on a council committee or the council recommending that a decision be made. This will 
be the responsibility of the person signing off the agenda item. 
 
The compliance statement and checklist will not be used for: 
• Recommendations that information be received or that the Council make a decision.  
• Decisions taken under the Resource Management Act 1991 or the Biosecurity Act 1993 in relation 

to resource consents, decisions required when following the procedures set out in Schedule 1 of 
the Resource Management Act 1991, other permissions, submissions on plans, or references to 
the Environment Court. 

• Decisions taken to proceed with enforcement procedures under various primary or secondary 
legislation or regulations, including procedures under the Resource Management Act 1991, the 
Biosecurity Act 1993, the Local Government Act 2002, and Environment Canterbury Bylaws. 

• Administrative and personnel decisions that are entirely internal to Environment Canterbury.   
• Other decisions where the procedures to be followed are set out in Legislation. 
 

COMPLIANCE STATEMENT 
The council committee (or the council) must formally certify that: 

(a) It is satisfied that it has sufficient information about the options and their benefits and costs, 
in terms of the region's social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being and the 
effects on community outcomes, bearing in mind the significance of the decisions. 

(b) It is satisfied that it knows enough about and has given adequate consideration to the views 
and preferences of affected and interested parties bearing in mind the significance of the 
decision. 

INFORMATION CHECKLIST 
(a) A Statement of the Proposed Decision 

(b) A Statement of the Objective of the Proposed Decision and the Issue or Problem being addressed 

(c) A list of all reasonably practicable options, (including doing nothing). 

(d) For each option in (c): An evaluation of the Benefits and Costs, in terms of the region's social, 
economic, environmental and cultural well-being. 

(e) For each option in (c): A statement of the extent to which community outcomes would be promoted 
or achieved in an integrated and efficient manner. 

(f) For each option in (c): A statement of the Impact, if any, on Environment Canterbury's capacity to 
undertake its statutory responsibilities 

(g) If the Proposed Decision is a significant decision in relation to land or a body of water, a statement 
of how Maori values have been taken into account 

(h) A Statement of significant inconsistencies, if any, with any Existing Policy, Plan or Legislation 
arising from the Proposed Decision. 

(i) A statement how the views and preferences of affected or interested persons have been given 
adequate consideration during the definition of the problem or issue, the objective, the assessment 
of options and the development of the proposed decision, including the particular contribution of 
Maori to the decision-making process. 

Notes: 
The significance of proposals and decisions determines how much time, money and effort is put into 
exploring and evaluating options and obtaining the views of affected and interested parties.  The 
significance of proposals and decisions is determined through reference to criteria contained in the 
policy on significance. 
The policy on significance together with Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002 set out the 
Council's requirements in relation to decisions. Some decisions can only be made through the Long-
Term Council Community Plan, or after the Special Consultative Procedures set out in the Act have 
been used, (refer to the policy on significance and the Act). 
All decisions of Environment Canterbury are subject to the decision-making requirements of section 
76 of the Act unless inconsistent with specific requirements of other legislation. 



JH/CNCL/C/02/NOM 020206  23 March 2006 

CANTERBURY REGIONAL COUNCIL 
COUNCIL MEETING 

ORDER PAPER 
 
  Page No. 

1. APOLOGIES  

2. MINUTES OF MEETINGS – 2 MARCH 2006 AND 20 MARCH 2006 3 & 21 

3. MATTERS ARISING  

4. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITIONS  

5. JOINT PLANNING AND CONSENTS PROTOCOL FOR SURFACE 
WATER MANAGEMENT IN CHRISTCHURCH 
 

23 

6. URBAN DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY COMMUNITY CHARTER  26 

7. NAVIGATION SAFETY BYLAWS AND INFRINGEMENT FEES 
DELEGATIONS 
 

34 

8. MARINE PEST MANAGEMENT 39 

9. CHRISTCHURCH AREA COMMITTEE 52 

10. UNCONFIRMED MINUTES OF THE 20 MARCH MEETING OF THE 
CANTERBURY MAYORAL FORUM  (To be tabled) 
 

53 

11. REPORT OF THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE  
(To be tabled) 
 

53 

12. REPORT OF THE REGIONAL LAND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE  
(To be tabled) 
 

53 

13. FINANCIAL REPORTS ON COUNCIL PORTFOLIO ACTIVITIES 54 

14. ELECTED MEMBERS CODE OF CONDUCT  65 

15. CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S ITEMS 
      DOCUMENTS SEALED 

71 

16. COUNCILLOR REPORTS EXTERNAL APPOINTMENTS/ 
CONFERENCES/SEMINARS 
CR CUNNINGHAM – LEAVE OF ABSENCE 23 MAY 2006 TO 9 JUNE 2006  
CR JOHNSTON – LEAVE OF ABSENCE 14 MAY 2006 TO 16 JUNE 2006 

72 

17. NOTICES OF MOTION 
CR LITTLE – NOTICE OF MOTION 

73 

18. QUESTIONS  

19. EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS  

20. MEETING WITH PUBLIC EXCLUDED 
20.1 MINUTES OF THE 2 MARCH MEETING 
20.2 MINUTES OF THE 20 MARCH MEETING 
20.3 LYNTON DAIRIES COST DECISION 

 

74 
76 
78 
80 

21. NEXT MEETING – 26 APRIL 2006  

22. CLOSURE  



 

SEC/CA/C/03/Mins 020306  23 March 2006 

ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY 
 

MINUTES OF THE 274TH MEETING OF ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY HELD IN THE 
COUNCIL CHAMBER, 58 KILMORE STREET, CHRISTCHURCH ON THURSDAY,  

2 MARCH 2006 AT 9.30 A.M. 
 

CONTENTS 
 

1.  APOLOGIES 

2.  MINUTES OF MEETING – 2 FEBRUARY 2006 

3.  MATTERS ARISING 

4.  DEPUTATIONS AND PETITION 

5.  REPORT OF THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE 
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7.  ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT LTCCP 2006/16 
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9.  HEARING ARRANGEMENTS FOR VARIATION 1 NRRP CHAPTERS 4 - 8 

10.  REPORT OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE 

11.  MINUTES OF THE CIVIL DEFENCE AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT GROUP 
JOINT COMMITTEE  

12.  MINUTES OF THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL/ENVIRONMENT 
CANTERBURY JOINT COMMITTEE  

13.  MEMBERSHIP OF CANTERBURY WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 

14.  CONSULTATION PROCESS FOR PROPOSED CLEAN HEAT PROJECTS IN 
TIMARU AND KAIAPOI/RANGIORA 

15.  FINANCIAL REPORTS ON COUNCIL PORTFOLIO ACTIVITIES 

16.  RMA ACCREDITATION  

17.  ELECTED MEMBERS REMUNERATION 

18.  CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S ITEMS 
DOCUMENTS SEALED 

19.  COUNCILLOR REPORTS EXTERNAL APPOINTMENTS/ 
CONFERENCES/SEMINARS 

20.  NOTICES OF MOTION 

21.  QUESTIONS 
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23.  MEETING WITH PUBLIC EXCLUDED 
23 .1 REPORT OF THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE 
23.2 COMMISSIONER APPOINTMENTS FOR HEARINGS FOR VARIATION 1  

CHAPTERS 4 - 8 
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24.  NEXT MEETING – 30 MARCH 2006 

25.  CLOSURE 

 
 

PRESENT 

Councillors T K Burke (Chairman), R A Budd, A S Carroll, E H Cunningham, R H M 
Johnston, R M Kirk, R I R Little, A R McKay, A G Neill, M E Oldfield, J F Slee, N J Wagner,  
J M Waters and W E Woods. 
 

 
MANAGEMENT AND OFFICERS PRESENT 

B R Jenkins (Chief Executive) and J C Pani (Manager Secretariat). 
 
J L Atkinson (Acting Director Operations), W M Falconer (Director External Relations),  
M C Freeman (Director Regulation), G A Griffiths (Director Investigations and Monitoring),  
J D Talbot (Director Policy and Planning) and I W Thomas (Director Finance and Corporate 
Services) were in attendance for part of the meeting and some report authors were in 
attendance to present their reports. 

 
 
1. APOLOGIES 

Nil. 
 
 

2. MINUTES OF MEETING – 2 FEBRUARY 2006 

Cr Oldfield requested that his reason for voting against item 8, Hearing Arrangements 
for Variation 1 NRRP Chapters 4–8, be noted in the minutes as a matter of accuracy.  
 
Moved Cr Budd, seconded Cr Johnston. 
 
That the minutes of the 273rd meeting held on 2 February 2006, as amended, be 
confirmed a true and accurate record. 

CARRIED 
 
 

3. MATTERS ARISING 

Item 8, Hearing Arrangements for Variation 1 NRRP Chapters 4–8 
 
Cr Woods commented that Mr Talbot had advised that councillors who put their name 
forward as a member of a Hearing Panel for Variation 1 NRRP Chapters 4–8 must be 
prepared to hear every submission, as a commissioner who does not hear all the 
submissions will not be able to vote on the variation. Cr Woods said that his view was 
that it is only the submissions that a commissioner does not hear that they will not be 
able to make recommendations on, as it is the full Council that makes the final 
decision. 
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4. DEPUTATIONS AND PETITION 

 Nil. 
 
 
5. REPORT OF THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE 

 Moved Cr Wagner, seconded Cr Neill. 
 

That the Council: 
 

(a) Notes the report on the implications of International Financial Reporting 
Standards for Environment Canterbury. 

 
(b) Approves, subject to agreement of the outstanding issue relating to the Clean 

Heat Loan Scheme with Audit New Zealand, the proposed approach for 
inclusion in Environment Canterbury’s draft LTCCP. 

 
(c) Approves the revised Investment Policy, as amended, and the Liability 

Management Policy. 
  CARRIED 

 
 
6. DAM SAFETY FUNDING POLICY 

Wayne Thomas (Director Finance and Corporate Services) presented this report 
proposing a policy for funding the Council’s new responsibilities for dam safety under 
the Building Act 2004. 
 
Moved Cr McKay, seconded Cr Budd. 
 
That the report “Revenue and Financing Policy Analysis” be adopted as the basis for 
funding dam safety responsibilities under the Building Act 2004, incorporated into 
Natural Resources funding categories 1.2 and 1.6 of the Proposed Revenue and 
Financing Policy and publicly notified using the special consultative procedure in 
conjunction with the statement of proposal to adopt the Long Term Council 
Community Plan 2006-16. 

  CARRIED 
 
 

7. ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT LTCCP 2006/16 

Wayne Thomas and Neil Pilbrow (Portfolio Manager Finance and Corporate 
Services) introduced this item recommending adoption of the Statement of Proposal 
to adopt the 2006/16 Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP).   
 
A schedule of amendments to Parts A and B of the LTCCP 2006/16 was tabled. 
 
Mr Thomas advised that the Council had received a number of suggested changes to 
the Draft LTCCP from the Office of the Auditor General and that these changes had 
been resubmitted to Audit New Zealand for certification. Audit New Zealand was 
expected to bring an Audit Certificate to the Council meeting. 
 
It was commented that deleting the words “CCTOs” from recommendation (a) was 
appropriate, as a Council Controlled Trading Organisation was not listed in this 
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recommendation.  To better reflect the current arrangements, the meeting also 
requested a change to the wording in paragraph number one of the Background 
Section from “appoints a trustee to the board of the following Trust” to read 
“Environment Canterbury selects nominees to the boards of the following 
organisations”. 
 
Moved Cr Budd, seconded Cr Waters 
 
(a) That the Council exempts the following Council Controlled Organisations as 

detailed under section 7 of the Local Government Act 2002: Environment 
Canterbury Limited, Living Streams Limited, Road Safety South Canterbury 
Charitable Trust, and Varroa Agency Incorporated. 

 
(b) That the revised Revenue and Financing Policy and Investment Policy 2006 

be adopted for consultation. 
 
(c) That the Council resolves, in accordance with Section 100(2) of the Local 

Government Act 2002, that it is financially prudent not to balance its operating 
budget but to utilise reserve funds available to reduce the level of rates that in 
the absence of the reserve usage would otherwise be required having regard 
to: 

 
(i) The estimated expenses of achieving and maintaining the predicted 

levels of service provision set out in the long-term council community 
plan, including the estimated expenses associated with maintaining the 
service capacity and integrity of assets throughout their useful life; and 

(ii) The projected revenue available to fund the estimated expenses 
associated with maintaining the service capability and integrity of 
assets throughout their useful life; and 

(iii) The equitable allocation of responsibility for funding the provision and 
maintenance of assets and facilities throughout their useful life. 

(d) That the Resource Management Charges under the Local Government Act 
2002 and the Resource Management Act 1991 be adopted for consultation. 

 
(e) That Council adopt the “Statement of Proposal to Adopt the 2006/16 LTCCP” 

as a preliminary step to receiving Audit New Zealand’s certification. 
 
 

Morning tea was taken from 10.30 a.m. to 10.50 a.m. 
 

 
The following was moved by way of an amendment to be included as an additional 
recommendation after recommendation (b) in the original (Cr Budd / Cr Waters) 
motion: 
 

Moved Cr Neill, seconded Cr Oldfield 
 
That the Council refers the Draft LTCCP 2006/2016 to the Finance and Audit 
Committee with delegated power to review all expenditure and levels of 
service and in association with Portfolio Chairs and Council staff examine 
whether there are any areas where cost savings and efficiency gains can be 
achieved without necessarily a reduction of service delivery.   
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That this examination shall run in parallel to the community consultation 
process. 

 
That the Finance and Audit Committee shall report to Council at the Council 
meeting in May 2006. 

 
 
There was lengthy robust debate with views expressed both for and against this 
additional parallel process being introduced at this stage in the LTCCP 
developmental process.   
 
It was commented that the document was drafted for public consultation and that the 
next step was to get feedback from the community.  It was further stated that the 
Portfolio Committees worked through the budget envelope in August/September 2005 
and that was the opportunity to review expenditure and levels of service. 
 
Another view expressed by some Councillors was that this review of expenditure and 
levels of service by the Finance and Audit Committee fitted within that Committee’s 
terms of reference and was an appropriate process at this stage to ensure that the 
Council was treating the issues seriously and was doing everything to minimise rate 
increases for its communities. 
 
In response to questions about rating increases on both urban and rural properties, 
Mr Thomas advised that increases varied between districts. A Christchurch city 
property valued at $270,000 would incur an approximate $37 increase per annum, 
with $17 being a public passenger transport increase. A Waitaki property with a 
capital value of $3.5M would incur an approximate $834 increase with $270 being a 
specific Pests Rate. 
 
The amendment as moved by Cr Neill, seconded Cr Oldfield was then put and 
CARRIED. 
 
A division was called for and CARRIED by 8 votes to 6, the voting being as follows: 
 

For (8) Against (6) 
Cr Woods 
Cr McKay 
Cr Wagner 
Cr Slee 
Cr Little 
Cr Oldfield 
Cr Neill 
Cr Johnston 

Cr Kirk 
Cr Waters 
Cr Carroll 
Cr Burke 
Cr Cunningham 
Cr Budd 

 
The amendment (Crs Neill/Oldfield) was incorporated into the original motion (Crs 
Budd/Waters) and the following recommendations were put: 
 
(a) That the Council exempts the following Council Controlled Organisations as 

detailed under section 7 of the Local Government Act 2002: Environment 
Canterbury Limited, Living Streams Limited, Road Safety South Canterbury 
Charitable Trust, and Varroa Agency Incorporated. 

 
(b) That the revised Revenue and Financing Policy and Investment Policy 2006 

be adopted for consultation. 
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(c) That the Council refers the Draft LTCCP 2006/2016 to the Finance and Audit 

Committee with delegated power to review all expenditure and levels of 
service and in association with Portfolio Chairs and Council staff examine 
whether there are any areas where cost savings and efficiency gains can be 
achieved without necessarily a reduction of service delivery.   

 
(i)   That this examination shall run in parallel to the community consultation 

process. 
 
(ii)   The Finance and Audit Committee shall report to Council at the Council 

meeting in May 2006. 
 
(d) That the Council resolves, in accordance with Section 100(2) of the Local 

Government Act 2002, that it is financially prudent not to balance its operating 
budget but to utilise reserve funds available to reduce the level of rates that in 
the absence of the reserve usage would otherwise be required having regard 
to: 

 
(i) The estimated expenses of achieving and maintaining the predicted 

levels of service provision set out in the long-term council community 
plan, including the estimated expenses associated with maintaining the 
service capacity and integrity of assets throughout their useful life; and 

(ii) The projected revenue available to fund the estimated expenses 
associated with maintaining the service capability and integrity of 
assets throughout their useful life; and 

(iii) The equitable allocation of responsibility for funding the provision and 
maintenance of assets and facilities throughout their useful life. 

(e) That the Resource Management Charges under the Local Government Act 
2002 and the Resource Management Act 1991 be adopted for consultation. 

 
(f) That Council adopts the “Statement of Proposal to Adopt the 2006/16 LTCCP” 

including the amendments listed on the schedule below as a preliminary step 
to receiving Audit New Zealand’s certification. 

 
PART A: Community Outcomes and levels of service, including the Annual 
Plan for 2006/07 

 
 

Page Item 
various Corrections to page cross references 
inside front 
cover 

Amended name of companion document "Project levels of 
service and funding 2006/07" 

Table of 
contents 

Added item: Report to the readers - Audit opinion 

2 Addition of explanation of "Stop Press" boxes later in the 
document. 

4 Removal of note regarding Maori translation still to be done. 
6 Replacement of paragraph with Maori translation. 
18  Figures in assumptions a and b revised to include inflation. 
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21,80,87,88 Amend valuation of Clean Heat Loans under IFRS. 
46 Amend name of Level of Service No 5 by adding "specified" 

after "from". 
56 Renumbered duplicate Level of Service No 6s and reworded 

the measures on No 6 and 7 to positively reflect the 
effectiveness of control programmes, rather than negatively 
measuring the number of properties without a control 
programme that were required to have one. 

76 Add a note regarding the influence that weather has on aquatic 
stream health. 

83 Amend assumption regarding valuations and Clean Heat 
loans. 

85 Add note reference to Financial Assumptions. 
87 Disclosed interest and depreciation separately. 
92 Correction of dates in table in Level of Service No 2. 
98 Updated figures in Key Indicators table to reflect latest 

available information (i.e. from the 2004/05 Annual Report). 
106 Appendix 5 expanded to include additional key ECan 

documents. 
 
PART B: Funding and Financial Policies 2006 

 
Page Item 
30 Included a note in the Democratic Process group of activities 

regarding the portion that is funded from the Public Passenger 
Transport reserve. 

62, 63 Expanded table "Part A- Financial overview" to cover all ten 
years of the LTCCP and added information on loans. 

 
CARRIED 

 
Lunch was taken from 12.45 p.m. to 1.30 p.m. 
 

 
8. DRAFT CANTERBURY REGIONAL PASSENGER TRANSPORT PLAN 2006 

Nick Bryan (Transport Policy Analyst) introduced this item for Council to adopt a Draft 
Canterbury Regional Passenger Transport Plan for consultation and spoke to a 
PowerPoint presentation.  He advised that under the requirements of the Land 
Transport Management Act 2003, the Canterbury Regional Passenger Transport 
Plan, which was adopted in February 2002, needed to be renewed. 
 
Moved Cr Wagner, seconded Cr Waters. 
 
That the Council adopts the Draft Canterbury Regional Passenger Transport Plan 
2006 for public submissions. 

  CARRIED 
 

Item 17 was taken at this time. 
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17. ELECTED MEMBERS REMUNERATION 

Jude Pani (Manager Secretariat) presented this item.  She advised that the Council 
needed to consider and recommend its remuneration for the 2006/2007 year to the 
Remuneration Authority for approval and that if Council wished to set aside a 
payment to Councillors appointed as members of the Hearing Committees, that 
payment would be made by way of an allowance from 1 July 2006. The Council also 
needed to recommend any changes to Councillors’ reimbursements to the 
Remuneration Authority. 
 
Moved Cr McKay, seconded Cr Waters. 
 
(a) That the Council recommends to the Remuneration Authority that the 

Councillors’ Remuneration increase of $31,033 for 2006/2007 be set aside for 
payment to Councillors appointed as members of the Hearing Committees for 
Variation 1 and 2 of the NRRP Chapters 4–8. 

 
(b) That the Council re-confirms Councillors’ reimbursements and recommends 

an increase in Conferences/Training Courses/Seminars funding to $28,000 for 
2006/2007 to the Remuneration Authority. 

  CARRIED 
 
Crs Johnston, Oldfield, Little and Woods requested that their abstention from voting 
on recommendation (a) be recorded 
Crs Neill and Oldfield requested that their votes against recommendation (b) be 
recorded. 
 
 

9. HEARING ARRANGEMENTS FOR VARIATION 1 NRRP CHAPTERS 4 – 8 

John Talbot (Director Policy and Planning) introduced this item seeking Council 
resolution about the Councillor composition of the hearing committees for Variation 1 
and 2 of the NRRP Chapters 4–8.  
 
Crs Carroll, Johnston, Kirk, Little, Oldfield and Woods indicated their availability as a 
member of the Hearing Committees for Variation 1 and 2 of the NRRP Chapters 4–8.  
 
The Chairman called for declarations from each of the Councillors. Prior to receiving 
declarations from the Councillors Jude Pani reminded Councillors of the points 
relating to non-pecuniary conflicts of interest and predetermination and read the 
relevant extracts from A Guide to the Local Authorities (Members’ Interests) Act 1968 
and Non-Pecuniary Conflicts of Interest. Cr Burke then provided comments from the 
Local Government Law in New Zealand giving an example of when personal interest 
could create suspicion of bias if a Councillor is or was an office-bearer or member of 
an organisation that made a submission to the application being heard.  
 
Cr Little advised that to ensure the Council was not put at risk because of any 
perception of a conflict of interest in relation to his previous roles with Federated 
Farmers, he wished to step back from the process and not be considered as a 
member of a Hearing Panel. Crs Carroll, Johnston, Kirk, Oldfield and Woods declared 
that there was no conflict that would preclude them from being considered as a 
member of the Hearing Panel for Variation 1 and 2 of the NRRP Chapters 4 – 8. 
 
There was further discussion on conflict of interest matters.  The Chairman raised 
concerns about reported comments of Cr Oldfield voicing support for different 
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mechanisms for water allocation and local decision making for Canterbury.   
Cr Oldfield clarified the context within which the comments were made and confirmed 
his commitment to the Regional Council and his role as a Regional Councillor 
representing his constituents. 
 

Afternoon tea was taken from 3.10pm to 3.25pm. 
 

Moved Cr Wagner, seconded Cr Burke. 
 
That the Council resolves for hearings into submissions on Variation 1 and 2 of the 
Proposed NRRP Chapters 4-8 to appoint Councillors Carroll, Johnston, Kirk, Oldfield 
and Woods to the hearings committees and that the matter be further discussed 
when Council is clear about the composition of the Chapters and timing of the 
hearings. 

  CARRIED 
 
 

10. REPORT OF THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Cr Budd as Chairman of the Regional Planning Committee presented the report of  
8 February 2006 meeting.  There was lengthy discussion, which included discussion 
on the impacts of this variation on current matters before the Environment Court. 

 
Moved Cr Budd, seconded Cr Burke. 
 
(a) That the boundary between Zone 1 and Zone 2 be located where the natural 

barriers to contamination comprising a layer of surface fine sediment more 
than 3 metres deep, and an upwards groundwater pressure, are both present. 

LOST 
 
(b) That a new zone – to be called Zone 3 – be added to the Christchurch 

Groundwater Recharge Zone to cover the area between Zone 2 and the 
coastline. 

CARRIED 
 
(c) That the areas of Zone 1 that have an operative planning zone, which 

provides for urban development, be managed as subzones of Zone 1. 
 

LOST 
 
A division was then called for on recommendation (c).   
 
LOST on division by 8 votes to 6, the voting being as follows: 
 

For (6) Against (8) 
Cr Carroll 
Cr Waters 
Cr Kirk 
Cr Budd 
Cr Cunningham 
Cr Burke 

Cr Wagner 
Cr Neill 
Cr Oldfield 
Cr Little 
Cr Slee 
Cr McKay 
Cr Woods 
Cr Johnston 
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11. MINUTES OF THE CIVIL DEFENCE AND EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT GROUP 
JOINT COMMITTEE  

Moved Cr McKay, seconded Cr Burke. 
 
That the minutes of the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Group Joint 
Committee be received. 

  CARRIED 
 
 

12. MINUTES OF THE CHRISTCHURCH CITY COUNCIL / ENVIRONMENT 
CANTERBURY JOINT COMMITTEE  

Moved Cr Wagner, seconded Cr Waters. 
 
That the minutes of the Christchurch City Council / Environment Canterbury Joint 
Committee be received. 

CARRIED 
 
 

13. MEMBERSHIP OF CANTERBURY WASTE JOINT COMMITTEE 

Mike Freeman (Director Regulation) and Darren Patterson (Hazardous Substances 
and Waste Management Officer) introduced this item for Council to discuss the 
invitation by the Canterbury territorial authorities to join the Canterbury Waste Joint 
Committee. Dr Freeman commented on the importance of working with the territorial 
authorities in Canterbury, he also advised of suggested changes to what was 
circulated in the agenda as recommendation (a).  
 
Moved Cr Johnston, seconded Cr McKay. 
 
(a) That the Council accepts the invitation to become a member of the Canterbury 

Waste Joint Committee, accepts the proposed Constituting Agreement for the 
Canterbury Waste Joint Committee, and authorises the Chief Executive to: 

 
(i)  Negotiate any technical or financial issues, and 

  (ii) Sign on behalf of Environment Canterbury.   
 
(b) That the Council appoints Councillors Little and Waters to represent 

Environment Canterbury on the Canterbury Waste Joint Committee. 
  CARRIED 

 
 

14. CONSULTATION PROCESS FOR PROPOSED CLEAN HEAT PROJECTS IN 
TIMARU AND KAIAPOI/RANGIORA 

Linda Kirk (Portfolio Manager Air) introduced this item for Council to consider and 
approve the wording of two consultation documents, and consultation process, 
concerning the proposed introduction of Clean Heat projects for Timaru, and for 
Kaiapoi/Rangiora.  Ms Kirk spoke to a PowerPoint presentation. 
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Moved Cr Budd, seconded Cr Neill. 
 
That the consultation documents (Proposal to Introduce a Clean Heat Project for 
Kaiapoi and Rangiora, and Proposal to Introduce a Clean Heat Project for Timaru) 
and consultation process set out in the Council report, be approved as the basis for 
consultation on a proposed Clean Heat project for Timaru, and for Kaiapoi and 
Rangiora. 

  CARRIED 
 

 

EXTENSION OF TIME BEYOND THE SIX-HOUR LIMIT 

Moved Cr Waters, seconded Cr Little. 
 
That the Council suspend clause 3.3.7 of the Standing Orders to allow the meeting to 
continue beyond the six-hour limit.  

CARRIED 
 

 
15. FINANCIAL REPORTS ON COUNCIL PORTFOLIO ACTIVITIES 

Wayne Thomas presented the Financial Reports for the seven months ending  
31 January 2006. 
 
Moved Cr Burke, seconded Cr Cunningham. 
 
That the information on the financial reports for the period ending 31 January 2006 be 
received. 

  CARRIED 
 
16. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT ACCREDITATION  

Jude Pani introduced this report for approval for Councillors to undertake Resource 
Management Act decision-making training and advised Council that costs would 
come from Ratepayer Services budget, as there was no other budget area to draw 
these Councillor training costs. She further commented that by approving these costs 
there would be no further funds available for conferences/training course/seminars in 
the current financial year. She also advised that all associated conference attendance 
costs are charges against this code (including attendance at Zone 5 meetings). 
 
Moved Cr Wagner, seconded Cr Budd. 
 
That the Council approves Councillors Cunningham and Oldfield to attend the 
Ministry for the Environment sponsored training programme “The Training 
Assessment and Certification Programme for RMA Decision-makers”. 

  CARRIED 
 

 
18. CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S ITEMS 

Moved Cr Johnston, seconded Cr Burke. 
 
That the information on documents sealed be received.  

  CARRIED 
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19. COUNCILLOR REPORTS EXTERNAL APPOINTMENTS/ CONFERENCES/ 
SEMINARS 

Moved Cr Burke, seconded Cr Budd. 
 
That leave of absence be granted for Cr Neill, 10 March to 17 March 2006 inclusive. 

CARRIED 
 
• Cr Budd briefed the meeting on his attendance at the Urban Development 

Strategy Forum. He advised that the Forum had adopted the Charter at its last 
meeting. 

• Cr McKay advised that Lake Pukaki levels were worse than the 1992 situation. 

• Cr Johnston briefed the meeting on the discussion and recommendations from 
the Pest Management Liaison Committee Chairs (PMLC) meeting held on 15 
February 2006. He advised that the meeting discussed issues relating to both the 
National Pest Management Strategy for Bovine Tb, and Target Pest Enterprises 
Limited (including maintaining capability).  The Committee wanted to recommend 
to Council that membership by the one Councillor of both the Pest and 
Biosecurity Portfolio Committee and Target Pest Enterprises Limited Board (TPE) 
had the perception of a conflict of interest and different councillor appointments 
should fill the positions.  They also recommended that there was a perception of 
a conflict in the one person carrying out the role of TPE Board member and Chair 
of the PMLC.  The PMLC also received an update on rabbit levels and 
effectiveness of RHD, the level of coordination needed for rabbit control in a user 
pays environment, programmes for uniform targeted rate funded projects in 
2006/07 and the use of technology, including cameras and GPS, in regulation 
processes. 

• Cr Cunningham briefed the meeting on her recent attendance at the 
Avon/Heathcote Ihutai Trust meeting.  She advised that the Christchurch City 
Council, Environment Canterbury and Ihutai Trust are jointly planning to develop 
a long term monitoring programme to monitor water quality of the Avon and 
Heathcote Rivers and the Estuary. It appears that a lot of data collected by the 
different groups is not written up or shared. The plan should be finished in June. 

 
 

20. NOTICE OF MOTION 

Nil. 
 

 
21. QUESTIONS 

 Nil. 
 

 
22. EXTRAORDINARY AND URGENT BUSINESS 

Nil. 
 
 

The meeting moved into public excluded from 5.05 p.m. until 5.12 p.m. 
 

 



 

SEC/CA/C/03/Mins 020306  23 March 2006 

23. MEETING WITH PUBLIC EXCLUDED 

Moved Cr Burke, Seconded Cr Waters 
 
That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this meeting, 
namely: 
 

23.1 Report of the Finance and Audit Committee 
23.2 Commissioner Appointments for Hearings for Variation 1 NRRP 

Chapters 4 – 8 
 

The general subject of the matter 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: 
 
General subject of each matter 
to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

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

23.1 Report of the Finance 
and Audit Committee 

That good reason exists for 
not discussing the matter with 
the public present and is not 
outweighed by the public 
interest. 

Section 48(1)(a) 

23.2 Commissioner 
Appointments for 
Hearings for Variation 1 
NRRP Chapters 4 – 8 

That good reason exists for 
not discussing the matter with 
the public present and is not 
outweighed by the public 
interest. 

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 interests protected by Section 7 
of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the relevant part of the 
proceedings of the meeting in public are as follows: 

 
23.1 Protect the privacy of natural persons, including that of deceased 

natural persons – Section 7(2)(a). 
 
 Protect information where the making available of the information would 

be likely unreasonably to prejudice the commercial position of the 
person who supplied or who is the subject of the information – Section 
7(2)(b)(ii). 

 
 Enable any local authority holding the information to carry out, without 

prejudice or disadvantage, commercial activities - Section 7(2)(h). 
 
 Enable any local authority holding the information to carry on, without 

prejudice or disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial and 
industrial negotiations); – Section 7(2)(i). 

  
23.2 Protect the privacy of natural persons, including that of deceased 

natural persons – Section 7(2)(a). 
  CARRIED 
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IN OPEN MEETING 

Moved Cr Burke, Seconded Cr Johnston 
 
That the meeting move into Open Meeting. 

CARRIED 
 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 5.15 p.m. The Council decided to reconvene at 9.30 a.m., 
Wednesday 8 March 2006 to complete discussion on the item 7 – Adoption of the Long Term 
Council Community Plan 2006/16 – following receipt of the Audit Certification from Audit New 
Zealand. 
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MINUTES OF THE RECONVENED MEETING HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, FIRST 
FLOOR, PEGASUS BUILDING, ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY, 58 KILMORE STREET, 

CHRISTCHURCH RECONVENED ON WEDNESDAY 8 MARCH 2006 AT 9.30 A.M. 
 
 
PRESENT 

Councillors T K Burke (Chairman), R A Budd, A S Carroll, E H Cunningham, R H M 
Johnston, R M Kirk, R I R Little, A R McKay, A G Neill, M E Oldfield, J F Slee, N J Wagner,  
J M Waters and W E Woods. 
 
 
MANAGEMENT AND OFFICERS PRESENT 

B R Jenkins (Chief Executive), W M Falconer (Director External Relations), M C Freeman 
(Director Regulation), G A Griffiths (Director Investigations and Monitoring), K G Lawn (Director 
Operations), J D Talbot (Director Policy and Planning), I W Thomas (Director Finance and 
Corporate Services), N C Pilbrow (Portfolio Manager Finance and Corporate Services), H 
Sellwood (Finance Manager) and L M McDonald (Administration Officer). 
 
Cr Burke welcomed Mr Julian Tan of Audit New Zealand to the meeting. 
 
Cr Oldfield sought, and was granted leave, to make a personal statement under Standing 
Order 3.8.12 and explained that the nature of the statement related to his address to the 
meeting of 2 March. [Cr Oldfield at that meeting expressed his disappointment at the LTCCP 
Portfolio process and commented of hearing negative references being made about the 
Chief Executive. Cr Oldfield apologised later in the meeting for any offence his comments 
caused the staff.] 
 
Cr Oldfield said that in seconding an amendment to a motion, he had made statements that 
were offensive to the Chief Executive and staff.  While he had apologised on that day to staff 
there was inadequate acknowledgement that the apology was to the Chief Executive.  Cr 
Oldfield said he wished to personally, publicly apologise to the Chief Executive for any 
offence his statements caused.  He regretted his statements and requested that his apology 
be recorded. 
 
 
7.1 ADOPTION OF THE DRAFT LTCCP 2006/16 

Wayne Thomas introduced this item and explained that the consideration of item 7 
had been adjourned on 2 March 2006 to allow for changes to the valuation of the 
Clean Heat Loan Scheme to be audited and finalised, and for the completion of the 
review by Audit New Zealand. 
 
A report was tabled with a schedule attached describing the update to the funding 
impact section for the Clean Heat Loan Scheme and some additional clarification as 
requested by Audit. 
 
Helen Sellwood explained that the adjustment was a valuation issue for the Clean 
Heat Loan Scheme and would result in a deficit in the Clean Heat Reserve.  While the 
figures are significant, no additional funding was being sought. 
 
Mr Thomas advised that the recommendation (b) in the tabled report was a 
reconfirmation of the resolution earlier in this meeting arising from the changes to 
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Clean Heat values, and (c) was a recommendation relating to a proposed 
amendment to resource management charges. 
 
Cr Neill, referring to Appendix 7 – Fees and Charges (page 116 of the draft LTCCP 
document) proposed a procedural motion to consider a proposal to alter the resource 
management charges (as resolved earlier in this meeting), as new information was 
now available. 
 
Moved Cr Neill seconded Cr McKay. 
 
That pursuant to Standing Order 3.9.17 information be received regarding a proposed 
alteration to the previously adopted Resource Management Charges adopted for 
consultation under the Local Government Act 2002 and the Resource Management 
Act 1991. 

CARRIED 
 

Mike Freeman apologised for the lateness in bringing this matter to the Council and 
explained that the level of cost recovery in the compliance monitoring section had 
recently been reviewed.  The information showed that, due to a variety of factors 
including high staff turnover, the objective of 100% cost recovery was not currently 
being achieved. 
 
Dr Freeman proposed an increase in the hourly rate for compliance monitoring 
officers from $85 to $90.  He noted that this would make the rate consistent with rate 
charged for consents investigating officers. 

  
Cr Neill left at 9.58am 
 

Cr Johnston said that the wider question of the appropriateness of the 100% cost 
recovery rate should be reconsidered by Council in the future. 
 
Cr Burke then invited Mr Julian Tan of Audit New Zealand to report to the Council on 
the audit of the draft LTCCP. 
 
Mr Tan explained that the Local Government Act required Audit New Zealand to 
consider certain matters within the draft LTCCP, and it is not their role to express an 
opinion of the merits of the policies with the draft Plan. 
 
Mr Tan advised that, in their opinion, Council had complied with the Act in all material 
aspects including long-term decision-making, and accountability to the community.  
He confirmed that the underlying information used formed a reasonable basis for the 
draft Plan, the assumptions set out were based on the best information available to 
Council, and the forecast was presented generally in accordance with accounting 
practice and provided an appropriate framework.  
 
Moved Cr Budd, seconded Cr Johnston 
 
(a) That the Council resolves to adopt the further amendments to the “Statement 

of Proposal to Adopt the 2006/16 LTCCP” set out in the attached schedule of 
amendments prior to receiving final audit certification. 

 
(b) That the Council confirms following the inclusion of the changes to the 

valuation of the Clean Heat Loan Scheme, in accordance with Section 100(2) 
of the Local Government Act 2002, that it is financially prudent not to balance 
its operating budget but to utilise reserve funds available to reduce the level of 
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rates that in the absence of the reserve usage would otherwise be required 
having regard to: 

 
(i) The estimated expenses of achieving and maintaining the predicted 

levels of service provision set out in the long-term council community 
plan, including the estimated expenses associated with maintaining the 
service capacity and integrity of assets throughout their useful life; and 

 
(ii) The projected revenue available to fund the estimated expenses 

associated with maintaining the service capability and integrity of assets 
throughout their useful life; and 

 
(iii) The equitable allocation of responsibility for funding the provision and 

maintenance of assets and facilities throughout their useful life. 
 

(c) That the amendment to the Resource Management Charges, to increase the 
hourly charge-out rates for Compliance Monitoring Officers from $85 to $90, 
under the Local Government Act 2002 and the Resource Management Act 
1991 be adopted for consultation. 

 
(d) That Council receive the audit certificate for the “Statement of Proposal to 

Adopt the 2006/16 LTCCP”. 
 

(e) That Council adopt the “Statement of Proposal to Adopt the 2006/16 LTCCP”, 
with audit certification, for consultation with the community. 

CARRIED 
 

The meeting then returned to item 18 
 
18. CHIEF EXECUTIVE’S ITEMS 

 Dr Jenkins provided updates on the following issues: 
 

LYNTON DIARY LTD - APPEAL 
 

Copies of the Environment Court decision, dated 6 March 2006, imposing costs 
against the Council in the matter of the Lynton Diary Ltd appeal were circulated.  Dr 
Jenkins advised that advice was being sought on the implications of this decision and 
a report would be brought back to Council. 

 
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE – GROUNDWATER RECHARGE ZONE 
 
Dr Jenkins advised that a report had been received from Dr Hugh Thorpe, engaged 
by residents at Coutts Island, regarding the proposed boundary between zone 1 and 
zone 2 of the groundwater recharge zone.  This would be reported to the Regional 
Planning Committee. 

 
FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE – REVIEW OF LTCCP 
 

 A proposed schedule of meetings to be held with Portfolio Chairs and Deputy Chairs, 
with staff was circulated.   

 
Dr Jenkins confirmed that this was the first step of the process to review the LTCCP 
as resolved earlier at this meeting.  Following the Portfolio meetings the discussion 
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will be brought together at an April Council workshop before being referred to the 
Finance and Audit Committee. 

 
ADDITIONAL COUNCIL MEETING – 22 JUNE 2006 
 
An additional Council meeting has been tentatively scheduled for 22 June 2006 to 
adopt the final LTCCP.  This meeting is required to allow time for the Auditor to 
consider changes to the LTCCP arising from submissions before the Council meeting 
of 29 June 2006.  

 
The meeting closed at 10.30am. 
 
 

CONFIRMED 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE     CHAIRPERSON 
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ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY 
 

MINUTES OF THE 275TH MEETING OF ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY HELD IN THE 
WAIMAKARIRI ROOM, 58 KILMORE STREET, CHRISTCHURCH ON MONDAY,  

20 MARCH 2006 AT 8.00 A.M. 
 

CONTENTS 
 
 
1. APOLOGIES  

2. MEETING WITH PUBLIC EXCLUDED 
ELECTRICITY CORPORATION OF NEW ZEALAND (ECNZ )RATES REBATE CLAIM 

  
3. NEXT MEETINGS – 30 MARCH 2006  

4. CLOSURE  

 
PRESENT 

Councillors T K Burke (Chair), Crs R A Budd, A S Carroll, R H M Johnston, R M Kirk,  
R I R Little, A R McKay, A G Neill, N J Wagner, J M Waters and W E Woods. 
 
MANAGEMENT AND OFFICERS PRESENT 

B R Jenkins (Chief Executive), I W Thomas (Director Finance and Corporate Services) and  
L M McDonald (Administration Officer). 
 
Cr Burke welcomed Councillors, Council staff, Ms M Perpick (Partner Wynn Williams), to this 
Extraordinary Meeting of the Canterbury Regional Council. Cr Burke confirmed his email 
advice of 17 March 2006 that under Standing Order 2.14 he had called an Extraordinary 
Meeting of the Council to consider further information that had been received relating to the 
matter of ECNZ rates rebate claim.   
 
As it was considered important that the business should be dealt with as soon as possible he 
had therefore used the authority provided by Standing Order 2.14.3 allowing the Chair to call 
a meeting and Standing Order 2.14.4 which provided for 24 hours notice.  
 

 
1. APOLOGIES 

Crs E H Cunningham, M E Oldfield and J F Slee. 
 
 

2. MEETING WITH PUBLIC EXCLUDED 

Moved Cr Burke, seconded Cr Budd. 
 
That the public be excluded from the following part of the proceedings of this meeting, 
namely: 
 

ECNZ Rates Rebate Claim 
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The general subject of the matter 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: 
 
General subject of each matter 
to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

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

Consideration of Legal Advice That good reason exists for 
not discussing the matter with 
the public present and is not 
outweighed by the public 
interest. 

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 interests protected by Section 7 
of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the relevant part of the 
proceedings of the meeting in public are as follows: 

 
Maintain legal professional privilege – Section 7(2)(g). 

 
Enable any local authority holding the information to carry on, without prejudice 
or disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial and industrial negotiations) 
Section 7(2)(i). 

CARRIED 
 
 
It was further resolved that Ms M Perpick be permitted to remain at the meeting 
following the exclusion of the public to allow her to provide legal advice to the Council 
in relation to the public excluded item. 
 
 
IN OPEN MEETING 
The meeting moved into Open Meeting at 9.24 a.m. 
 
 

3. NEXT MEETING 

30 March 2006. 
 
 

4. CLOSURE 

The meeting closed at 9.25 a.m. 
 
 
 

CONFIRMED 
 
 
 
 
 
DATE     CHAIRPERSON 
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ITEM AGENDA NO:  5 SUBJECT MATTER: JOINT PLANNING AND 
CONSENTS PROTOCOL FOR SURFACE WATER 
MANAGEMENT IN CHRISTCHURCH 
 

REPORT TO: Council 
 

DATE OF MEETING: 30 March 2006 

FILE REFERENCE: PORTFOLIO: Water 
PROJECT: District Planning Liaison 
OUTPUT: Joint Protocol 
 

REPORT BY:   Jenny Ridgen 
 Environmental Scientist  
   Christchurch City Council 

ENDORSED BY: John Talbot 
 Director Policy and Planning 
 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this report is to seek Council adoption of “A Joint Christchurch City Council 
and Environment Canterbury Planning and Consents Protocol for Surface Water 
Management” (the Protocol) between Christchurch City Council (CCC) and Environment 
Canterbury (ECan). The Protocol provides principles and agreed practices for the 
development of an integrated catchment management approach for Christchurch’s surface 
water. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS OR DOCUMENTS PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED 
 
A presentation was made at the Joint CCC/ECan Committee on 28 February 2006. 
A copy of the Protocol is attached. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
CCC currently holds over 100 resource consents, incorporating over 800 conditions, for the 
operation and maintenance of the City’s land drainage system.  A change in focus from 
individual sites to a catchment-wide approach is required to improve in surface water quality. 
 
The Protocol has been developed to provide an agreed approach on how the two councils 
will work together to achieve integrated catchment management.  The Protocol is intended to 
be a “living document” and will act as a guide for Council processes as the first Integrated 
Catchment Management Plan (ICMP), for South West Christchurch, is developed.  The 
Protocol is a non-statutory document. 
 
 
THE PROPOSAL 
 
The Protocol sets out a number of Key Principles and Agreed Practices that provide the 
basis for the integrated approach. 
 
Key Principles outlined in the Protocol include: 
 
• Integrated Land Use Planning – land use planning will consider catchment-wide impacts 

and incorporate surface water management into planning decision-making. 
• Interim Consenting – Environment Canterbury will continue to process applications on a 

site-by-site basis until an ICMP is in place. 
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• Interim Arrangements for Integrating Discharge Permits and Subdivision Consents – in 
the absence of an ICMP, subdivision consents and discharge permits shall be applied 
for at the same time and joint hearings held. 

• Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan (PNRRP) Requirements – implementation 
of the Protocol shall reflect Rule WQL7 of the PNRRP, but without prejudicing CCC’s 
right to argue its submissions on PNRRP provisions.  It is expected that the Protocol will 
be amended during the life of the PNRRP and will still be used once the PNRRP is 
operative. 

• Rule WQL7 – this rule concerns the discharge of stormwater within areas covered by an 
ICMP.  CCC will apply for consents under this rule and the two Councils will work 
together to co-ordinate pre-application advice and, during processing, ensure that the 
appropriate scale of assessment is provided. 

 
Agreed Practices outlined in the Protocol include: 
 
• Ensuring that actions governed by the Protocol are consistent with the PNRRP. 
• Prioritising catchments within Christchurch for preparation of ICMPs and applications for 

catchment-wide consents. 
• Continuing to process applications for individual discharges until catchment-wide 

consents are obtained. 
• CCC and ECan focus on catchment-wide management rather than individual non-

compliances. 
• Taking sewer overflows into account when preparing ICMPs. 
• Surrendering relevant existing discharge permits once catchment-wide consents have 

been obtained. 
• Using a pilot area for preparation of an ICMP and catchment-wide consent process. 
• Authorisation by CCC of discharges into the stormwater network system where 

catchment-wide consents have been obtained. 
 
The Protocol has been developed to encompass the area within the Christchurch City 
boundary.  Banks Peninsula areas have not been prioritised in the Protocol, however, 
extension of the Key Principles and Agreed Practices would be readily applicable to the 
wider Banks Peninsula area. 
 
It is recognised that the Protocol will need to be a living document that can be updated when 
necessary, e.g. when the pilot ICMP (for South West Christchurch) has been prepared.  In its 
current form the Protocol recognises that a number of issues remain outstanding and cannot 
be confirmed until they have been worked through during the development of the first ICMP. 
 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING POLICY, PLANS OR LEGISLATION 
 
The Proposed Natural Resources Regional Plan provides policies and rules that promote 
integrated catchment management and sets out the requirements for ICMPs.  This 
complements the CCC approach to managing Christchurch’s waterways by addressing 
ecological, landscape, recreation, cultural, heritage, and drainage values.  This approach has 
replaced the traditional one, focused primarily on drainage. 
 
 
VIEWS OF AFFECTED AND INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
A public consultation process has been carried out on the draft Protocol and Councillors 
have been advised of the Protocol at the Joint ECan/CCC Meeting on 28 February 2006 and 
at the CCC Councillor Seminar on 14 March 2006.  The draft document has been amended 
to incorporate feedback from the public and Councillors. 
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FINANCIAL AND LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The Protocol will commit both Councils to providing resources.  Each Council will need to 
ensure that relevant staff are well informed on the agreed principles and practices set out in 
the Protocol and that they are able to commit time to its implementation. 
 
Environment Canterbury staff will be expected to provide pre-application advice, give clear 
direction to developers, and work with CCC staff in the development of ICMPs (particularly 
for the pilot ICMP for South West Christchurch). 
 
CCC will need to review planning procedures to better co-ordinate land use planning with 
catchment planning.  To improve surface water quality, CCC will also need to commit to 
significant upgrading of some waterways, including the installation of new infrastructure.  
Funding for the pilot ICMP (South West Christchurch) has been anticipated through the 
LTCCP process.  It is recognised that considerable funding will be required for CCC to work 
methodically towards improving surface water quality across the City and that future LTCCP 
funding requirements will be better informed as the pilot ICMP progresses. 
 
In advance of the PNRRP becoming operative, the Protocol encourages interaction and 
information exchange between the two Councils, and provides detail on where 
responsibilities lie, and how ICMPs will be developed.  This will help to reduce the 
uncertainty that interim arrangements can bring. 
 
The Protocol supports the “no surprises” provision in the Canterbury Local Authorities 
Triennial Agreement between Councils, by setting out agreed processes for dealing with 
issues arising from surface water management. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Council adopts the “Joint Christchurch City Council and Environment Canterbury 
Planning and Consents Protocol for Surface Water Management”. 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 6 SUBJECT MATTER:  URBAN DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 
COMMUNITY CHARTER 
 

REPORT:  Council DATE OF MEETING:    30 March 2006  
 

FILE REFERENCES:  PORTFOLIO: Land 
PROJECT: UDS 
OUTPUT: Strategy 

  

REPORT BY: AliceAnne Wetzel 
Senior Resource 
Management Planner 

 

ENDORSED BY: John Talbot 
Director Policy and Planning 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
The purpose of this report is to inform the partner Councils of the Greater Christchurch Urban 
Development Strategy about the Community Charter adopted by the Greater Christchurch 
Urban Development Forum at its meeting on 22 February 2000. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy Community Charter. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Community Charter is a short, concise, high-level document that introduces the 
principles and goals for the draft Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy that will 
follow in June/July 2006.  The Charter is the bridge between the April 2005 consultation with 
the community on the options and the draft Strategy.  It is a major milestone and is the next 
step in the process, it provides the framework for the development of a comprehensive 
Strategy. 
 
The content of the Charter is based on, and reflects, the feedback received through the 
options consultation. It is also consistent with the visioning work carried out with the Forum in 
2004, the community outcomes of each partner Council and the policy objectives outlined 
within the City, District and Regional Plans, and the corporate goals of Transit NZ.   
 
The Charter will be released to the public, but will not involve any formal consultation process 
because as stated, it reflects the feedback received from the public.   
 
The Charter will be launched at the end of April and will be supported by a number of 
communications initiatives.  The target audience will include the strategic partners, key 
stakeholders, and residents.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Council receives the information about the UDS Community Charter. 
 



                 

Community Charter  

February 2006     

The Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy will improve the quality 
of life for people by focusing on defining clear boundaries between urban and 
rural areas and developing existing urban areas in a more concentrated form.  
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1 Introduction   

The purpose of this document is to set out the guiding principles and directions for the Greater Christchurch Urban 
Development Strategy for today and 30 years into the future.  It is a further step in defining the Strategy and draws on 
the results of the consultation with the community on options for how Greater Christchurch should grow. It is the 
statement of intent describing what the Councils and Transit New Zealand intend the Strategy will seek to achieve.   

The Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy (the Strategy) is a collaborative project involving the 
Waimakariri and Selwyn District Councils, Christchurch City Council (including the former Banks Peninsula District 
Council), Environment Canterbury (the Regional Council) and Transit New Zealand.   

The councils meet regularly with a cross section of local leaders drawn from the community, business and government 
organisations as a group called the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy Forum. Although the Forum 
guides the project, it is appropriate that the Greater Christchurch community set the vision and direction for developing 
and implementing the Strategy.  

The Greater Christchurch area covers Christchurch City and Lyttelton Harbour basin; and includes Waimakariri District 
north to the Ashley River and Selwyn District south to the Selwyn River. (Insert map)  

Developing this long-range Strategy is a new way for councils and the community to work together; a new approach to 
strategic planning. The Strategy must consider the complexity and interrelationships of issues around integrating land 
use and infrastructure (especially transport, water and energy) while giving effect to the social, cultural, economic and 
environmental values and aspirations of the Greater Christchurch communities. This is an opportunity to provide 
leadership and governance on these issues for the people, Tangata Whenua, councils and strategic partners of Greater 
Christchurch.   

The Charter recognises that the Strategy needs to satisfy four expectations: 

1. Of the community, who asked for the protection and enhancement of 
- the aquifers, ecological values, and outstanding natural and rural landscapes 
- productive rural land 
- existing urban centres and their development 
- community health and character, diversity and facilities 
- sense of place , heritage, open space networks, and urban and site design

 

in the move toward their desired, sustainable future; 

2. Of the business sector, by providing better integration between communities, land use, resources, 
infrastructure and funding to support and enhance a prosperous and diverse local economy; 

3. Of the Councils to provide direction for growth management and community outcomes processes in their: 
- Long-Term Council Community Plans (LTCCP) 
- Regional Policy Statement 
- Regional Land Transport Strategy 
- City and District Plans 

4. The legislative framework, to provide a clear, robust, and integrated implementation framework and process to 
meet the requirements of the Local Government Act, Land Transport Management Act and Resource 
Management Act and using other relevant Acts to achieve community well-being.  

What the community said  

The values expressed by the community provide the vision, creating the picture of what Greater Christchurch should 
look like in 30 years.  
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In April 2005, the community were asked to consider four options showing how Greater Christchurch could grow.  The 
community said it was most important for Councils to continue working together to produce a robust and clear strategic 
plan.  Also clear was the importance of protecting our rural areas, while enhancing the quality of our urban areas -  all 
of which make Greater Christchurch such a great place in which to live, work and play.    

What stood out was that the people of Greater Christchurch shared a number of major concerns regardless of where 
they live, particularly: 

concentrating development patterns by focusing on well defined urban centres and towns 
drawing a defined boundary between urban and rural areas 
preserving, creating and linking urban and rural open space including parks and recreation areas 
protecting outstanding landscapes including rural outlooks  
protecting the quality and quantity of groundwater and surface water 
maintaining the character of our communities 
protecting and enhancing ecological systems 
reducing and preventing air, land and water pollution 
maintaining a secure and productive resource base including minimising the loss of productive land 
having more transport options, particularly walking, cycling and public transport 
moving goods and people efficiently, making effective use of transportation and service corridors 
ensuring good stewardship of land, sites and structures with cultural heritage value 
ensuring adequate, affordable and appropriate housing  

Guiding Principles  

These principles underpin and provide context for the Strategy, and shape and guide decisions on planning, transport 
and infrastructure investment. They will also guide the actions of the Strategy as it is implemented.  

Using the information gathered from the consultation feedback, the assessment criteria developed for the Options 
process and relevant guiding national policy documents, particularly the Sustainable Development for New Zealand 
Programme of Action (January 2003), this Charter sets the principles for balancing social, cultural, economic and 
environmental goals.  

Sustainable prosperity is the overarching principle of this Charter and requires having a better understanding of the 
systems that supports life in the community. This is a broad view, to recognise that our day-to-day activities can 
simultaneously affect our economy, environment and community.    

Sustainable prosperity will be achieved through: 

Leadership providing good governance, making decisions, taking action and accepting responsibility, ensuring 
the impacts and outcomes are monitored, reviewed, and managed effectively.  

Partnership working in a collaborative and coordinated manner with one another, the community, strategic 
partners, government, and other organisations through short-term actions based on long-term 
goals and continued commitment to effective engagement in respect of strategy development and 
implementation. 

Responsibility continually working towards ensuring our communities are great places to live, work and play, are 
safe and economically secure, and are physically and socially healthy. 

Resilience managing risk and uncertainty through strategy and implementation frameworks that enhance how 
individuals, communities and organisations respond to hazards and the unexpected. 

Adaptability taking into account the past and anticipating the future, putting in place strategy and 
implementation frameworks that are adaptable to change. 
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SUSTAINABLE 
PROSPERITY

RESILIENCE

RESTORATION

LEADERSHIP

ADAPTABILITY

PARTNERSHIP

RESPONSIBILITY

INNOVATION

INTEGRATION

Innovation strategic partners and the community collaborating to find creative, pragmatic, cultural and 
resourceful approaches and solutions. 

Integration integrating environmental, land-use, infrastructure, social, cultural, economic and governance goals 
in all decision-making, policies, plans and activities by recognising the connections between 
systems, giving effect to the regional and local metropolitan context.  

Restoration ensuring our natural systems are valued and protected through restoring and enhancing 
biodiversity and ecological integrity.                     

Strategic Direction:  

These goals set the direction and desired outcomes the Strategy that, through specific and carefully framed policies, 
initiatives and programmes, will achieve over time.  

The strategic aim is to improve the quality of life for the people of Greater Christchurch while focusing on defining 
clear boundaries between urban and rural areas and developing existing urban areas in a more concentrated form.  
This requires:  

Good governance and leadership to: 
Continue to work in partnership with the community, Tangata Whenua, strategic partners and central 
government 
Prepare a visionary long-term Strategy to ensure strategic and integrated planning is reflected in : 
- Long-term Council Community Plans  
- The Regional Policy Statement and Plans 
- Regional Land Transport Strategy 
- City and District Plans 
Put in place a strategy and implementation framework that translates vision into action, monitors and 
reviews progress at agreed milestones and can adapt to change over the long term 
Ensure individuals and groups in the community, organisations and government agencies participate 
effectively in developing the Strategy, and are engaged in implementation 
Initiate private and public partnerships to support the delivery of the Strategy, and 
Put in place mechanisms to assist in resolving different points of view and approaches to issues, to achieve 
collaborative action.  



15/03/2006 FINAL _ with amendments made by the Forum   4

Better manage urban growth to: 
Define and maintain clear boundaries between urban and rural areas using networks of open space 
Develop existing urban areas in a more concentrated form  
Provide for new urban development that is well integrated with existing urban areas and towns 
Develop and support well defined, resilient and distinct urban centres and self-sufficient rural towns 
Create an urban form that minimises the use of energy and water 
Ensure the integration of land use, infrastructure and funding 
Deliver vibrant and diverse city and town centres to live, work and play in, supporting safer and healthier 
communities with access to facilities  
Maintain and protect land, sites and structures with heritage value particularly in established suburbs and rural 
settlements 
Recognise and protect cultural identities 
Ensure buildings and housing are warm, energy-efficient and well built 
Preserve, create and link urban and rural open space including parks, recreation areas and natural areas 
Be resilient to climate change and environmental events 
Protect and make effective use of existing and future transportation and service corridors to move goods 
and people efficiently, and 
Enable public transport, cycling or walking to be part of every day life.  

Better manage the environment to: 
Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater aquifers and natural catchments as a top priority 
Protect and enhance natural remnants and the ecosystems they contain 
Recognise the value of, and protect, the coastline, estuaries and waterways including wetlands 
Maximise how development can reinstate and enhance natural systems and environmentally sensitive areas  
Promote energy and water conservation and efficiency and ensure clean air, and 
Protect outstanding landscapes such as the Port Hills and important rural outlooks.  

Support a prosperous economy to: 
Maintain a secure and productive resource base, including minimising the loss of productive land 
Ensure infrastructure is provided in a timely and affordable manner with an environmental focus 
Protect and enhance strategic regional infrastructure and service hubs and corridors, including Christchurch 
International Airport, Lyttelton Port and road and rail connections 
Ensure adequate and appropriate land is available for commercial and industrial use, and 
Ensure the connection between people, jobs, recreation and environment through mixed land use and good 
transport linkages.  
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STRATEGIC

DIRECTIONS

PROSPEROUS

      ECONOMY
         URBAN FORM

WELL MANAGED

URBAN GROWTH

WELL MANAGED

ENVIRONMENT

GOOD

GOVERNANCE AND

LEADERSHIP

                       

We the Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy Forum agree to: 

WORK collaboratively in a coordinated way towards achieving an agreed Greater Christchurch Urban Development 
Strategy 

UPHOLD and advocate for the principles laid out in this Charter  

ACHIEVE the strategic directions set out in this Charter 

INVOLVE the community, Tangata Whenua, strategic partners and central government in partnership in the 
development and implementation of the Strategy   

  

Bob Parker 
Chair, Greater Christchurch Urban  
Development Strategy Forum        
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Terms used in the Charter 
Open space - the unbuilt portions of the landscape 
Town  - urban area with a fixed boundary that is smaller than a city 
Urban centre - a concentration of urban activity within the greater urban area 
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ITEM AGENDA NO:  7 SUBJECT MATTER: NAVIGATION SAFETY 
BYLAWS AND INFRINGEMENT FEES 
DELEGATIONS 
 

REPORT TO: Council 
 

DATE OF MEETING: 30 March 2006 

FILE REFERENCE: 
NAVI/LOCA/00005C-02 

PORTFOLIO: Navigation Safety 
PROJECT:   047000 Navigation Safety Bylaws 

And Infringement Fees 
OUTPUT:  Navigation Safety Bylaws And Fees 

Delegations 
 

REPORT BY:  Andrew Willis 
  Senior Policy Analyst 

ENDORSED BY:  John Talbot 
Director Policy and Planning and 
Mike Freeman 
Director Regulation 

 
 

 
PURPOSE 

 
The purpose of this report is to request the Council to approve the attached proposed 
delegation of powers under the Local Government Act 1974 and the Environment Canterbury 
Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005 (attached as Attachment 1).   
 
 
ATTACHMENTS OR DOCUMENTS PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED 
 
• Proposed delegations under the Local Government Act 1974 and the Environment 

Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005 
• Proposed schedule of Council officers with the power to issue infringement notices (from 

previous Council report: 30/06/05). 
 

 
BACKGROUND 

 
Environment Canterbury’s navigation safety Bylaws were reviewed in 2005. The existing 
delegations refer to the superseded Bylaws (2004).  These need to be updated to refer to the 
current 2005 Bylaws.   In addition, in 2005 Environment Canterbury created infringement 
offences for breaches of specific navigation safety Bylaws.  Delegations for the issuance of 
infringement notices need to be created. 

 
 

THE PROPOSAL 
 

That the Council approve the attached proposed delegation of powers under the Local 
Government Act 1974 and the Environment Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Council approve the attached delegations of powers under the Local Government 
Act 1974 and the Environment Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

 
 
 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT 1974 AND THE ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY 
NAVIGATION SAFETY BYLAWS 2005 

 
In terms of Section 715 of the Local Government Act 1974 delegation to the Regulation 
Hearings Committee, to the Chief Executive, the Director Regulations, the Regional 
Harbourmaster and the Deputy Regional Harbourmaster the powers specified in the following 
schedules, relating to functions and powers under the Local Government Act 1974 and the 
Environment Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005. 
 
The Chief Executive to be authorised to delegate to any other officer of the Council all or any 
of the powers delegated to the Chief Executive in Part II of the following schedules. 

 
SCHEDULE OF POWERS TO BE DELEGATED 
 
PART (I) DELEGATIONS TO REGULATION HEARINGS COMMITTEE AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE 
 
To the Regulation Hearings Committee and, separately, to the Chief Executive the following 
powers under the Environment Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005. 
 
 
No. Bylaw Clause Subject Matter 
4.1 Declaration and Revocation of 

Access Lanes. 
Resolve to declare or revoke the declaration 
of an access lane. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.4 Speed of Vessels other than under 
subclauses (3) to (5). 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

3.1 Speed of towed object or craft. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

Part 3 Water Skiing etc. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

Part 4 Reserved Areas and Access Lanes. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

Part 13 Special Provisions for Canterbury 
Lakes. 

7.2 Temporary Regulation or 
Reservation of an area 

Temporary Regulation or Reservation of an 
area 

 
To the Regulation Hearings Committee and, separately, to the Chief Executive the following 
powers under the Local Government Act 1974. 
 
Section Subject Matter 

650J(1)(a) Transfer of duties or powers to another public authority. 

650J(1)(b) Transfer of functions, duties or powers (other than a power to make 
bylaws) to a port operator. 
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PART (II) DELEGATIONS TO CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
 
To the Chief Executive the following powers in terms of the Environment Canterbury 
Navigation Safety Bylaws 2005.  The Chief Executive is also authorised to delegate to any 
other officer of the Council all or any of these powers, except the power to authorise 
prosecutions. 
 
No. Bylaw Clause Subject Matter 
2.4 Speed of Vessels Subclause (3) Placement of Buoys marking slow speed 

areas. 
2.7 Providing of Information on 

Collisions or Accidents 
Receipt of incident or accident reports. 

2.11 Damage to Buoys Subclause (2) Authorisation of a sign, light, navigation mark, 
buoy, beacon or other device or structure as a 
navigation aid or warning. 

2.11 Damage to Buoys Subclause (3) Permission to erect, maintain or display any 
sign, beacon, light, mark, buoy, beacon or 
other device that has the characteristics of a 
navigation aid and which may be used or 
mistaken as a navigation aid or warning. 

5.1 Vessels to be Serviceable or 
Removed Subclause (2) 

Declaring that a vessel is a navigation hazard 
and instructing the Master and owner of the 
vessel to remove it from the navigable 
waterway. 

5.1 Vessels to be Serviceable or 
Removed Subclause (3) 

Shifting a vessel to a position where it is no 
longer a hazard, or removing it from the water. 
Recovery of the costs incurred. 

5.6 Maintenance of Moorings 
Subclause (2) 

Deeming a mooring to be insufficient or in a 
poor state of repair and requiring the swing 
mooring to be lifted or removed. 

5.6 Maintenance of Moorings 
Subclause (3) 

Inspecting and approving a mooring. 

5.6 Maintenance of Moorings 
Subclause (4) 

Remove a swing mooring and recovering the 
cost incurred. 

5.7 Relocation of a Mooring Subclause 
(1) 

Deeming a mooring to be a navigation hazard, 
and requiring the owner of a mooring to shift a 
mooring to a position allocated. 

5.7 Relocation of a Mooring Subclause 
(2) 

Shifting a mooring and recovering costs. 

5.8 Recovery of a Vessel that has 
Broken Adrift 

Securing or refloating any vessel that has 
broken adrift from, sunk, or partially sunk at a 
mooring and recovery of costs. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.1 & 2.2 Lifejackets/Personal Floatation 
Devices. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.3 Minimum Age for Operating Powered 
Vessels. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.6 Navigating with persons extending outside 
the vessel. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.10 Obstructions to Navigation. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.12 Vessels not to Sound Whistles. 

7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

2.13 Divers to Display Flag A on vessel. 
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7.1 Suspensions and Exemptions from 
the Bylaws 

Part 3 Water Skiing etc. 

8.3 Fees and Charges Reductions, waiving or refunding all or part 
fees or charges. 

9.1 Offences Prosecutions. 
 
To the Chief Executive the following powers in terms of the Local Government Act 1974.  
The Chief Executive is also authorised to delegate to any other officer of the Council all or 
any of these powers. 
 
 
Section Subject Matter 

650A(a)(i) Erection and maintenance of navigation aids. 

650A(a)(ii) Removal of obstruction and impediments to navigation and execution 
and maintenance of works that improve navigation. 

650D Appointment of harbourmasters and enforcement officers (including 
honorary enforcement officers). 

650K(2) Steps to remove or deal with a wreck. 

684F Consultation with the Director of Maritime New Zealand about proposed 
bylaws. 

 
 
PART (III) DELEGATIONS TO CHIEF EXECUTIVE, DIRECTOR REGULATION, REGIONAL 
HARBOURMASTER, DEPUTY REGIONAL HARBOURMASTER  
 
 
To, separately, the Chief Executive, the Director Regulation, the Regional Harbourmaster 
and the Deputy Regional Harbourmaster, the following powers in terms of the Local 
Government Act 1974 (Local Government (Infringement Fees for Offences – Environment 
Canterbury Navigation Safety Bylaws) Regulations 2005). 
 
 
Section Subject Matter 

699A to 699D The issuance of infringement notices for Bylaw breaches 
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ATTACHMENT 2  
 
 
 SCHEDULE OF COUNCIL OFFICERS WITH THE POWER TO ISSUE INFRINGEMENT 

NOTICES 
 
 
 
 
1. Chief Executive  
2. Director Regulation  
3. Regional Harbourmaster 
4. Deputy Regional Harbourmaster 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 8 SUBJECT MATTER:  MARINE PEST MANAGEMENT 

 
REPORT:  Council DATE OF MEETING:     30 March 2006 

 
FILE REFERENCES:  PORTFOLIO: Pests and Biosecurity 

PROJECT: 061700 National Biosecurity 
OUTPUT: Submission 

  
REPORT BY: Richard Ball 

Section Manager and  
Brenda Greene 
Senior Resource 
Management Planner 

 

ENDORSED BY: John Talbot 
Director Policy and Planning 

 
 
PURPOSE 
 
To approve a submission on a Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry questionnaire regarding 
marine pest management.   
 
 
ATTACHMENTS OR DOCUMENTS PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED 
 
Attachment 1: Proposed partnership model for future marine pest management, including 
future management of Undaria. 
 
Attachment 2: A draft response to the Central/Regional Biosecurity Co-ordination Group 
Undaria partnership model questionnaire. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Biosecurity Central Regional Government Forum (BCR) has asked MAF to seek the 
views of each regional council about a coordinated marine pest management model 
produced by the Undaria working group (a sub-group of the Central Regional Government 
Biosecurity Coordination Group), and to report back to the next forum.    
 
The Council has accordingly received a questionnaire designed to determine its support for 
this proposal with a request that a formal electronic response be made by 31 March 2006.  
 
The questionnaire is seeking:  
1 Council’s overall view of the Undaria partnership model and level of support 
2 A statement of the tangible commitment ECan is prepared to make to implement the 

proposed partnership model short term 
3 A statement of the tangible commitment ECan is prepared to make to implement the 

proposed partnership model in the medium to long term. 
 
The responses to this questionnaire are intended to form that basis of further marine 
biosecurity programmes. In this respect they may be regarded as precedent setting.  
 
The model put forward by the working group involves regional councils as a major contributor 
for marine biosecurity programmes.  
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THE PROPOSAL 
 
A draft response to the proposed marine biosecurity model is contained in the attached 
questionnaire (Attachment 2).  If approved by Council this will be sent to MAF. 
 
 
CONSIDERATION OF OPTIONS 

Marine biosecurity is of paramount importance to New Zealand’s future wellbeing, and action 
in this area is well overdue. However, staff recommend that the proposed response model be 
only supported in part. Staff concerns are: 
 
• the potentially huge scale of marine biosecurity surveillance and control programmes and 

the magnitude of resources required to undertake these programmes  
• the inappropriateness of funding from regional rates when the marine environment is a 

national commons owned by the Crown 
• the potential for varying levels of response between regions and, given the invasive 

nature of marine pests, the potential for pests to spread between regions if one region 
chooses to take no action 

• the efficiency of undertaking control at regional level rather than creating capacity at a 
national level and deploying resources as required 

• the current lack of clarity on roles and responsibilities surrounding marine biosecurity. 
 
The proposed use of the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) to 
manage marine pests may be appropriate in some circumstances. For example, surveillance 
conditions may be able to be incorporated into consent conditions for activities in the coastal 
marine area. If the provisions of the RMA are to be used through regional coastal plans or 
coastal permits, this issue should also be addressed in a consistent manner through the New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (which is currently under review). However, the powers for 
rapid responses to any new incursions remain with central government under the Biosecurity 
Act.  
 
The Council may choose to not support any part of the proposed model. This option is not 
recommended as the issue is an important one and regional councils may have a relatively 
minor part to play in support of national initiatives. 
 
The Council may choose to fully support the proposed model. This option is not 
recommended for the reasons outlined above. 
 
 
FINANCIAL 
 
If the model suggested by BNZ were adopted, the financial implications would be very 
significant. At this stage it is too early to estimate these costs. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
It is appropriate that Marine pest management remain coordinated at a national level, and 
that emphasis be given to defining roles and responsibilities particularly in relation to vector 
management.  Regional Councils have clearly defined responsibilities for managing natural 
resources in the marine environment as identified in Coastal Management Plans.  The 
proposed model to control marine pests is only supported in part.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the attached questionnaire be approved as the Council’s response to Biosecurity New 
Zealand on the proposed partnership model for future marine pest management, including 
future management of Undaria. 
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Attachment 1:  
 
Proposed partnership model for future marine pest management, including future 
management of Undaria 
 
Goal: To improve our marine pest management capability over time, including an increased 
level of protection for high value marine areas, using Undaria as a flagship species. This 
encompasses: 
 

• Raising awareness about marine pest management and how organisations and 
individuals can contribute to this; 

• Further building a coordinated marine pest management capability across central and 
regional government; 

• Slowing the spread of potential/future marine invasive species, including Undaria.  
 
Approach: 
Short term 
• Awareness / voluntary compliance 

− National level – generic measures and increasing the profile of marine pest 
management (BNZ)) 

− Regional level – targeted – species and activity specific (Regional 
Councils/DoC) 

• Surveillance / monitoring 
− Continue with national programme in high risk ports (BNZ) 
− Continue surveillance, monitoring and joint programmes on the Chatham’s 

(BNZ) 
− Regional programmes in HVAs and donor sites (discretionary) (Regional 

Councils/DoC/stakeholders) 
 

• Coordination of regional Undaria-specific activity 
− BNZ (subject to there being sufficient regional activity to coordinate – this still 

needs to be clarified – see paragraph 17 ) 
 Awareness / education (developing resources) 
 Research (for technical tools and movement of vessels) 
 Technical information – generate, hold & disseminate (includes, national 

guidelines on high impact pests) 
 Training (e.g., to increase monitoring, surveillance and response 

capability. BNZ to coordinate development of training opportunities 
(operate as a catalyst, not develop or undertake the training) 

 
− Regional Councils 

 Stakeholder liaison 
 Training (internal and stakeholder) 
 Skill sharing 
 Disseminating information 
 Facilitating joint programmes to protect high values sites from Undaria and 

other significant marine pests (e.g., surveillance, vector management and 
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control programmes – the current South Island Lagarosiphon initiative may 
provide a useful model) 

 
- Department of Conservation 

 Stakeholder liaison 
 Training (internal and stakeholder) 
 Skill sharing 
 Disseminating information 
 Facilitating joint programmes to protect high values sites from Undaria and 

other significant marine pests (e.g., surveillance, vector management and 
control programmes for high risk marine reserves) 

 
Medium to long term 
• Work with stakeholders to identify options for managing vectors (e.g., voluntary protocols 

or government regulations) (BNZ led, however, regional councils & DOC will need to be 
closely involved), including: 

− Marine construction industry 
− Aquaculture 
− Fishing 
− Tourism 
− Marina and Port operators 
− Recreational fishing 
 

• Increase co-ordinated capacity for marine surveillance across agencies. 
 
• Regional councils to incorporate marine biosecurity issues within their Coastal Plans, and 

apply marine biosecurity measures using regulatory tools, such as, consent conditions, 
coastal permits and RPMS.  When using such tools, regional councils will need to be 
generic and generally not species-specific, otherwise the consent conditions will need to 
be continually reviewed. National guidelines will need to be developed to support these 
functions (e.g., to ensure efficiency and consistency across regions).  

 
• Reconsider the appropriateness of BNZ managing the commercial harvest of Undaria 

(discussed below).   
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Attachment 2 

Questionnaire  

To: Regional Council Biosecurity Managers, Geoff Hicks, SJ Owen, Barbara 
Brown & Carol West (all DOC), Tom Chatterton & Bob Johnston (MFish), 
Peter Thomson (BNZ) 

  
From: Andrew Harrison/Rob Phillips 
  
Date: 15 February 2006 
  
Subject: Undaria partnership model - Questionnaire 
 
 
Purpose 
 
To ascertain your agency’s level of support for the Undaria partnership model and 
commitments your agency is prepared to make to implement the model over time. 
 
Background 
 
Undaria was accidentally introduced into New Zealand in the mid to late 1980s. Since its 
arrival, Undaria has spread around the coast by natural means and by fouling on vessels and 
equipment that move around the country. It is now widespread.  
 
Technical advice has indicated that completely eradicating Undaria from New Zealand 
waters will not be possible. Control of very localised Undaria populations is possible, and 
eradication of highly localised populations may be possible if these are detected at a very 
early stage. Any management needs to focus on the protection of high value sites, preferably 
sites that Undaria cannot spread to naturally. 
 
With this in mind, funding for a national programme for Undaria – to protect five high value 
areas, being the Chatham Islands, Fiordland, Stewart Island, Abel Tasman National Park 
and the sub-Antarctic Islands - was considered in 2004 and was not able to be funded. That 
decision was made by Ministers accountable for both biosecurity and the wider environment, 
following a process that prioritised the Undaria programme against other biosecurity and 
environmental projects. Funding to undertake wider marine biosecurity programmes was 
allocated as part of the same process. The new programmes focus primarily on preventing 
new invasive organisms arriving and establishing in New Zealand waters and include: 

• Baseline surveys and long-term monitoring at high risk ports 
• Establishment of a national surveillance programme  
• Developing incursion response tools  
• Development of marine response capability and systems 
• Biofouling risk assessment across vessel types 
• Mapping marine values 
• Ballast water compliance work 
• Establishing taxonomic capability 
• Communication strategy 
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In 2005, to explore options for managing Undaria in light of the decisions above, central and 
regional government chief executives (the Biosecurity Central/Regional Government Forum 
or BCR) commissioned work on this issue, establishing a working group that comprised 
representatives from regional government (Auckland RC, Environment Southland, Tasman 
DC & Otago RC), Biosecurity New Zealand, Ministry of Fisheries and the Department of 
Conservation. 
 
The working group developed a partnership model, which will enable central and regional 
government to improve marine pest management capability over time, including an increased 
level of protection for high value marine areas and using Undaria as a flagship species, to 
encompass:  

• Raising awareness about marine pest management and how organisations and 
individuals can contribute to this. 

• Further building a coordinated marine pest management capability across central 
and regional government. 

• Slowing the spread of Undaria and other potential/future marine invasive species. 
 
A copy of the paper that sets out the proposed model in more detail is attached (Paper to the 
Biosecurity Central Regional Government Forum, titled For Discussion – Future 
Management of Undaria Report Back, dated 8 November 2005). 
 
This partnership model was considered by the BCR on 8 November 2005, which agreed that 
the proposal represents a reasonably pragmatic approach to an issue that had got away, but 
did not agree to the model. Instead, they asked MAF to proceed by seeking the views of 
each regional council about the model and report back at the next forum (from draft minutes 
for the BCR Forum held on 8 November 2005). In discussion with regional council officials 
after this meeting, it was acknowledged that it is important to seek the views of central 
government agencies with marine biosecurity responsibilities as well as those of regional 
councils, and to do so by way of questionnaire.  
 
The BCR previously noted (4 August 2005) that agreement on future management 
arrangements [for Undaria] may be needed ahead of the Biosecurity Strategic Unit project to 
clarify roles and responsibilities in pest management1. The Undaria work will not set a 
precedent in this area but may provide assistance in developing a template for future marine 
responses. The model will undoubtedly need to be refined and improved over time, in 
particular as oceans policy and aforementioned roles and responsibilities work produce fruit 
over the next few years hopefully. 
 
All agencies have acknowledged that marine biosecurity presents some significant 
challenges – technical, political and financial. Central and regional agencies have worked 
well together to find a pragmatic way forward and a partnership approach that will lead to real 
progress in the marine pest management area. The outcome - this partnership model - will 
only be effective if each agency is positioned, able and willing to work through the various 
challenges and make tangible commitments. This questionnaire is designed to tease out 
whether implementing this model is realistic and achievable and if the commitment is there.  
The commitment Biosecurity New Zealand has given up front is that if the support and 
commitment is there across central and regional government it will appoint a national co-
ordinator to drive collective progress. 

                                                 
1 The Biosecurity Strategic Unit is undertaking policy work to clarify the pest management roles and 
responsibilities of central government, local government and other stakeholders, including for future 
management of marine pests. 



SEC/CA/C/03/Marine Pest  23 March 2006 

 
How questionnaire information will be used 
 
Questionnaire results will be consolidated as a basis for reporting back to the BCR (when it 
next meets on 20th April 2006), and to inform a decision from BNZ on whether it will establish 
a national Undaria coordinator role. The BCR paper will outline the level of support for the 
model and any proposed refinements to the model, and provide agency specific information 
on tangible commitments to implement the model. It will also include a recommendation from 
BNZ on whether there is sufficient support and commitment to implement the model, and to 
resource a national co-ordinator. 
 
How to complete this questionnaire 
 
The questionnaire is split into three parts.   

Part 1. This Part seeks your agency’s overall view of the Undaria partnership 
model and level of support. 

Part 2.  This Part requests a statement of the tangible commitments your agency is 
prepared to make to implement the model in the short term (present 
through to 30 June 2007) 

Part 3. This Part requests a statement of the tangible commitments your agency is 
prepared to make to implement the model in the medium to long term (30 
June 2007 through to 2012) 

 
For Part 1, we have provided some prompt questions to assist capturing your agency views. 
 
For Part’s 2 & 3, you are asked to state tangible commitments that your agency is prepared 
to make in relation to the different components of the model (i.e. the components set out in 
the paper to the Biosecurity Central Regional Government Forum referred to above).   
 
We are seeking information on the types of activities and/or programmes your agency is 
currently funding or is prepared to fund/jointly fund to implement the model, and an indication 
of the size or extent of these. Some examples are given below to indicate the level of detail 
we are requesting: 

o We are not prepared to contribute to public awareness activity at all. 
o We are prepared to establish regional surveillance sites (i.e., at regionally significant 

ports and mooring facilities) to complement national surveillance sites, and initiate 
collection of baseline information. In the short term the number of surveillance sites is 
likely to be modest (3-5 sites), with a view to expanding this activity over the 
subsequent 3 years (10-15 sites).  We envisage ongoing surveillance will be carried 
out on an annual basis. We plan to initiate design of these programmes, including site 
selection and survey methodology, in October 2006, and will be seeking technical 
support to assist this. 

o We are prepared to attempt eradication of Undaria at location X and Y, and to 
suppress established populations of Undaria in Z marine reserve. Eradication has 
already commence at location X, with all sporophytes removed, and we envisage this 
is a 4 year operation (monthly surveillance, hand removal of sporophytes, steam 
treatment of heavily fouled wharf piles, removal & fresh water treatment of fouled 
mooring lines) at an overall cost $150k per annum.  

o We are prepared to appoint a national coordinator (0.3 FTE) as described in the 
model from 1 July 2006, subject to there being sufficient regional activity to 
coordinate. 

o We are prepared to include provisions in our Coastal Plan & RPMS, and accordingly 
use conditions on any consents or permits, to require the total control of Undaria and 
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other high risk marine species at ports, mooring facilities and aquaculture sites. We 
will initiate this as part of the next review of our Coastal Plan, which commences in 
January 2007, and as part of the next review of our RPMS, which is currently 
underway. Any changes to the consents process as a result of amended Coastal Plan 
provisions are likely to come into effect from September 2007, and RPMS provisions 
are likely to come into effect from October 2006. 

 
Please return your completed questionnaire (electronic version please) by close of 
play on Friday 31st March 2006, to:   Andrew Harrison 

Email: Andrew.Harrison@maf.govt.nz 
Tel. 04 8190524 
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Q U E S T I O N N A I R E 
PART 1: YOUR AGENCY’S OVERALL VIEW OF THE UNDARIA PARTNERSHIP MODEL 
 
The Undaria partnership model is set out in the attached paper (Paper to the Biosecurity 
Central Regional Government Forum, titled For Discussion – Future Management of Undaria 
Report Back, dated 8 November 2005). 
 
Please answer the questions below in the space provided. Room for any other comments 
you may have is also provided. 
 
Question 1: Does your agency support this model, either fully or in part?  
 Tick box below to 

indicate your answer 
Fully support  
Support in part only √ 
Do not support  
 
Question 2: If your agency only supports the model in part, which parts do you not 
support and why? If your agency does not support the model at all please explain why 
this is the case. 
Environment Canterbury believes that primary responsibility for the management of marine 
biosecurity must remain with central government. Environment Canterbury is willing to 
support central government in a limited capacity such as through the use of Coastal Plans 
and coastal permits issued under the RMA. However, even in these circumstances national 
consistency should be applied through guidance in the New Zealand Coastal Policy 
Statement.   
 
Question 3: What improvements to the model does your agency suggest? 
The management of marine pests cannot be undertaken on a pest by pest basis.  Further 
analysis is required to provide a robust response framework, including addressing the 
capacity of various agencies to respond and the identification of appropriate funding. It is 
recommended that the scope and applicability of Undaria management programme be 
broadened to a wider range of marine pests by focusing on internal vector control from sites 
of high risk (major ports) to sites of national interest (minor ports and harbours).   
 
Other comments  
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Part 2: Tangible Commitments your agency is prepared to make to implement the 
model in the short term 
[Present through to 30 June 2007] 

 
Please identify the types of activities and/or programmes that your agency is currently 
resourcing, and is prepared to resource or jointly resource, to implement each component of 
the model (below) in the SHORT TERM. Please indicate the size or extent of that 
commitment (see examples given above).  
 
Awareness / voluntary compliance, including: 

− National level awareness and compliance, such as generic measures and 
increasing the profile of marine pest management (BNZ only) 

− Regional level awareness and compliance, including – targeted – species 
and activity specific (Regional Councils/ DoC/ MFish) 

In the short term Environment Canterbury would be willing to assist in raising awareness 
through existing channels and publications, such as Living Here. 
 
Surveillance / monitoring, including: 

− Continue with national programmes in high risk ports (BNZ) 
− Continue surveillance, monitoring and joint programmes on the Chatham’s 

(BNZ [& Chathams District Council]) 
− Regional programmes in HVAs and donor sites (discretionary) (Regional 

Councils/DoC/stakeholders) 
Environment Canterbury may be able to assist with small amounts of time from technical 
staff. 
 
Activities to control Undaria and/or prevent its spread, including: 

− Operations to prevent the spread of Undaria to high values sites (e.g., 
managing vectors such as port/mooring facilities and vessel hulls)?  

− Responding to range expansions. 
− Establishing/maintaining operations to control established Undaria 

populations (eradication, containment or suppression)? 
 

Environment Canterbury is not able to make any tangible commitment to these activities. 
 
National coordination of Undaria-specific activity, including: 

− Awareness / education (developing resources) 
− Research (for technical tools and movement of vessels) 
− Technical information – generate, hold & disseminate (includes, national 

guidelines on high impact pests) 
− Training (e.g., to increase monitoring, surveillance and response capability. 

BNZ to coordinate development of training opportunities (operate as a 
catalyst, not develop or undertake the training) 

o Please answer here (BNZ only) 
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Regional coordination of Undaria-specific activity, including: 
− Stakeholder liaison 
− Training (internal and stakeholder) 
− Skill sharing 
− Disseminating information 
− Facilitating joint programmes to protect high values sites from Undaria and 

other significant marine pests  
In the short term Environment Canterbury would be willing to assist in disseminating 
information through existing channels and publications, such as Living Here. 

 
 

 
Part 3: Tangible commitments your agency is prepared to make to implement the 
model in the medium to long term  
[30 June 2007 through to 2012] 
 
Please identify the types of activities and/or programmes that your agency is currently 
resourcing, and is prepared to resource or jointly resource, to implement each component of 
the model (below) in the MEDIUM TO LONG TERM. Please indicate the size or extent of that 
commitment (see examples given above). 
 
Activities to prevent the domestic spread of marine pests, including: 

− Working with stakeholders to identify options for managing vectors 
− Initiating vector management programmes, including through use of 

voluntary protocols (e.g., industry standards) and government regulations.  
− Note: key industry groups include those representing marine construction, 

aquaculture, fishing, tourism & recreational fishing industries, as well as 
marina and port operators 

We would participate in programme development lead by Biosecurity New Zealand. We are 
not able to make a tangible commitment to control activities. 
 
 

 
Increase coordinated capacity for marine surveillance across agencies, including: 

− Whether your agency is prepared to grow its marine pest management 
capability, and an indication of the nature and extent of any anticipated 
growth over time 

− Any opportunities your agency sees to share or leverage capability, to 
ensure that across government we achieve the best bangs for our bucks 

Environment Canterbury believes central government, through Biosecurity New Zealand, is 
the key agency for both funding and undertaking surveillance for marine pests. Environment 
Canterbury would only undertake this function if it were funded to do so and it was 
demonstrated that it was efficient to do so. 
 
 
9. Utilise coastal planning and RPMS processes to apply biosecurity measures, 
including: 

− Incorporating marine biosecurity issues within New Zealand Coastal Policy 
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Statements and fisheries policy and plans 
− Incorporating marine biosecurity issues within regional coastal plans, and 

applying marine biosecurity measures using regulatory tools, such as, 
consent conditions and coastal permits 

− Incorporating marine biosecurity issues within RPMSs, and applying marine 
biosecurity measures using RPMS rules 

− Developing national guidelines to support the above functions (e.g., to 
ensure efficiency and consistency across regions). 
[Note: When using such tools, agencies will need to be generic and generally 
not species-specific, otherwise the consent conditions will need to be 
continually reviewed.]  

Environment Canterbury would consider incorporating marine biosecurity issues in regional 
coastal plans, consent conditions and coastal permits. This should be addressed in the 
current review of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.  
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ENVIRONMENT CANTERBURY 
 

CHRISTCHURCH AREA COMMITTEE 
 

7 MARCH 2006 
 
 

The Committee Chairperson will move that the report of the Christchurch Area Committee 
held on 7 March 2006 be received and that the matter for Council decision be approved. 
 
 
ORDER PAPER NO. 9 
 
 
MATTER RECOMMENDED TO THE COUNCIL 
 
Calendar of Events for the Committee 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
That the Christchurch Area Committee arrange a seminar to be held on 8 August 2006 on air 
quality and the Clean Heat project. 
. 
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10. UNCONFIRMED MINUTES OF THE 20 MARCH MEETING OF THE CANTERBURY 
MAYORAL FORUM 

The unconfirmed minutes of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum meeting held on 20 
March 2006 will be tabled. 

 
 
   

11. REPORT OF THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE 

The report of the Finance and Audit Committee meeting held on 27 March 2006 will 
be tabled. 

 
 
 
 
12. REPORT OF THE REGIONAL LAND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 

The report of the Regional Land Transport Committee meeting held on 29 March 
2006 will be tabled. 
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 13 SUBJECT MATTER:  FINANCIAL REPORTS ON COUNCIL 
PORTFOLIO ACTIVITIES 
 

REPORT:  Council DATE OF MEETING:     30 March 2006 
 

FILE REFERENCES:  PORTFOLIO:  
PROJECT:  
OUTPUT:  

  

REPORT BY: Mark Smith 
Financial Accountant 

 

ENDORSED BY: Wayne Thomas 
Director Finance and Corporate Services 

 
 

Attached is the financial summary of the Council's activities for the eight months ending  
28 February 2006. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the information on the financial reports for the period ending 28 February 2006 be 
received. 
 
 



VARIANCE COMMENTARY ON FEBRUARY 2006 RESULTS 
 
 
Air Quality $1,055k unfavourable 

• Incentives Scheme – Air ($1,279k unfavourable):  The uptake of full assistance subsidies has been 
higher than budgeted this year.  A loans scheme commenced in February 2006 with the intention of 
increasing participation while maintaining the same cost to ratepayers. 

• Air Quality Investigations ($51k favourable): A grant from the Sustainable Management Fund was 
carried forward from the 2004/05 year.  Project expenditure has also been deferred due to trouble 
finding a replacement Timaru site. 

• Air Quality Monitoring ($33k favourable): The monitoring programme is currently on track and 
expenditure will come back in line during the later months of the year. 

• Natural Resources RP – Air ($109k favourable):  Chapters one to three are not on target due to 
additional hearings being required.  The national environmental standards have also meant that the 
output for Timaru has been rescheduled to 06/07. 

 
Emergency Management $87k favourable 

• CCC & BPDC Training ($32k favourable):  A timing difference exists between receiving user pays 
revenue and training expenditure.  The project is on target and will be on budget at year end. 

• Public Information – Civil Defence – Regional ($34k favourable):  Main expenditure is scheduled to 
occur during the last quarter of the year. 

 
Coastal Environment $122k favourable 

• Regional Coastal Environmental Plan ($63k favourable):  Issues in relation to water space allocation 
are currently being worked through.  These issues relate to coastal occupation charges and 
aquaculture implementation. 

 
Energy  $23k favourable 

• Regional Energy Strategy ($31k unfavourable):  Costs have been incurred in relation to energy 
seminars however these costs will come back into line with budget.  Currently coordinating 
stakeholder working group meetings and progress towards updating the draft energy strategy. 

• Energy Management ($21k favourable):  Work on this project has been delayed due to other 
priorities, however the Energy Demonstration project is now getting underway and expenditure will be 
incurred to levels budgeted by year end. 

• Energy Resource Monitoring ($19k favourable):  A survey report is currently undergoing a lengthy 
peer review and the project is likely to be under budget at year end. 

 
Land and Biodiversity $260k favourable 

• Sustainable Land Use Practices Promotion ($137k favourable):  Income is higher due to an 
unbudgeted grant from the Biodiversity Condition Fund for the protection and enhancement of Lake 
Pearson wetlands.  Due to a delay in replacing a staff member, expenditure is lower than budgeted.  
The position has now been filled and activity within this project will increase. 

• Landscape, Ecology & Heritage Monitoring ($72k favourable):  Planning is underway to determine 
how goods and services should be spent on the protection and enhancement of sites of significance 
on reserve lands. 

• Regional Identity ($35k favourable):  A grant from the Biodiversity Fund in relation to Wetlands was 
carried forward from the 2004/05 year. 

• Urban Development Strategy ($25k favourable): Work has been slower than anticipated due to a 
change of key staff member at the Christchurch City Council.  Also currently awaiting an invoice for 
work completed to date. 

• Living Steams Communications ($24k favourable):  Expenditure will increase in the coming months 
however a favourable variance of $10k is estimated for year end. 

• Tenure Review ($38k unfavourable):  A greater number of tenure review proposals have been 
received that initially anticipated.  There have been a larger number of proposals notified up to the 
end of December than for the whole of 2004/05. 

• District Planning Liaison – Land ($41k unfavourable): Environment Court related costs have been 
higher than budgeted however it is anticipated that these will reduce in early to mid 2006.  Costs are 
expected to exceed budget at year end due to this reason. 

 
Hazards  $156k unfavourable 

• Advisory – River Engineering ($80k unfavourable): Un-programmed work on managing gravel 
extraction was not budgeted for and has required additional staff time. 

• Earthquake Hazard and Risk Assessment ($34k favourable):  A number of consultancy studies are 
currently underway and the invoices for this work will be received in the coming months. 

• Catchment Works In Rating Districts ($136k unfavourable): All work to date has been as per 



programme and the project is expected to be on budget by year end. 
• Regional Reserves ($39k favourable):  Lease income has also been higher than budgeted due to 

rental reviews increases taking place after budgeted income was set. 
• Ashley Floodplain Hydraulic Modelling ($29k favourable):  Expenditure within this project will come 

back into line in the later months of the year. 
• State of the Environment Report – Natural Hazards ($29k favourable): The template has now been 

developed and writing is now underway. 
• Natural Hazards Investigations ($88k unfavourable):  Two large consultancy invoices were received 

in January however very little expenditure will occur during the remainder of the year. 
 
Navigational Safety  $31k favourable 

• Harbour Bylaw Enforcement ($39k favourable): The number and types of incidents occurring has 
meant expenditure is lower than that budgeted. 

 
Pest & Biosecurity $388k favourable 

• Bovine TB Management ($21k unfavourable):  Operational work is ahead of the budgeted work 
programme. 

• Canterbury Contribution to the NPMS for Varroa Bee Mite ($136k favourable):  ECan’s contribution 
will be made later in the year. 

• Surveillance of Potential Pests ($56k favourable):  The second and final payment to maintain pest 
control capabilities in Canterbury has not yet been made. 

• Containment Control Plants Compliance Insp – Old Mans Beard ($36k favourable): This project is 
currently on target and actual expenditure will come back into line over the year. 

• Wilding Conifer Control ($74k favourable): The contract has now been awarded for removals and 
expenditure will come back into line during the coming months. 

• Rabbit Population Trend Monitoring ($23k unfavourable):  The collection of field data has been 
completed and analysis of results is ahead of schedule. 

• Plant Pests Threats to Biodiversity ($24k favourable):  Wild Thyme and Bell Heather control 
commenced in January. 

• CC Plants Biological Operations – Rating Districts ($22k favourable):  Some bioagents have been 
collected and released however most of the available agents are now well established in Canterbury 
region, so expenditure incurred will be lower than budget. 

• Pest Management Investigations ($22k favourable): The second round of blood sampling in relation 
to the RHD Programme is now underway and expenditure will come back into line with budget. 

 
Public Passenger Transport  $188k unfavourable 

• Passenger Services Tendering & Contract Mgmt ($73k unfavourable): The overspend in this project 
is due to a number of commercial and contracted services being handed back, requiring either 
variations or re-tendering.  Additional legal and consultancy expenditure has been required. 

• Passenger Services Contract Payments CHCH ($190k favourable):  Higher than budgeted grants 
have been received from Transfund. 

• Passenger Service Ticketing ($44k unfavourable):  An investigation is taking place into alternatives to 
the Clearing House as the present system is operating at capacity.  A ticketing system upgrade is 
scheduled for April/May. Additional cost is due to prolonged negotiations.  

• Passenger Contract Payments South Canterbury ($28k unfavourable):  Expenditure is higher than 
budget due to inflation indexing and revised contracts.  This has been offset to some degree by 
increased grants. 

• Passenger Service Information ($163k unfavourable): Expenditure is higher than that budgeted due 
to additional costs associated with the November route changes. 

• Public Passenger Transport Monitoring ($26k unfavourable):  An increased focus is being placed on 
the complaints process.  

• Total Mobility ($24k favourable): Expenditure is lower due to low take up of wheel chair hoists. Taxi 
fare rises also appear to have impacted on customer use. 

 
Regional Land Transport $207k favourable 

• Road Safety Co-ordination ($43k favourable):  LTSA grants have been budgeted to be received later 
in the year and so will be back in line with budget by the end of the financial year. 

• Regional Land Transport Strategy ($115k favourable):  Due to delays in the public consultation 
process the Christchurch-Rolleston and Environs Transport Study project will now not be completed 
until the 2006/07 year.  The budget for the final stage of project may need to be carried forward into 
the next financial year. 

• Stock Effluent Disposal Sites ($46k favourable):  Transit New Zealand has postponed construction of 
the Kaikoura stock truck effluent disposal facility due to an unexpected high tender price and an 
unsuccessful bid to obtain additional funding. Transit NZ will re-tender this work for construction in the 
next financial year. 



 
Waste, Hazardous Subs and Contaminated Sites $131k favourable 

• Regional Hazardous Waste Management Strategy ($47k favourable):  Work is underway and will 
come back in line with budget during the year.  Contractor invoices will be received later than 
budgeted. 

• Regional Hazardous Substances Management ($22k favourable):  Consultancy costs will be incurred 
later in the year than budgeted and expenditure will come back into line with budget at this time. 

• Contaminated Site Information Management ($34k favourable):  Awaiting invoices for work 
completed. 

 
Water Quality, Quantity and Ecosystems $404k favourable 

• G/Water Investigations, Drilling & Testing ($47k favourable):  Expenditure is down due to the loss of a 
staff member and additional work required on consents. 

• Surface Water Quality Investigations ($31k favourable):  Programmed work has been delayed by 
Didymo surveys, however it will be starting again over the coming months. 

• Surface Water Resource Investigations ($81k favourable):  Additional work on monitoring has been 
partially offset by a reduction of investigation work.  This is planned to even out during the year.  The 
remaining variance is currently being investigated. 

• Surface Water Resource Monitoring ($147k unfavourable):  Additional work on monitoring has been 
partially offset by a reduction of investigation work.  This is planned to even out during the year.  The 
remaining variance is currently being investigated. 

• Natural Resources RP – Water ($243k favourable):  Notifications haven’t occurred as early as 
expected due a number of factors including staff capacity. 

• Minimum Flow Establishment ($51k favourable):  Notifications haven’t occurred as early as expected 
due a number of factors including staff capacity. 

• Canterbury Strategic Water Study ($53k favourable):  Work is currently underway on Stage 3 of the 
study and further expenditure is now occurring as funding has been received from the Ministry of 
Economic Development. 

• State of the Environment – Water ($24k favourable): The template has now been developed and 
writing will be progressed during the later months of the year. 

• Groundwater Quality Investigations ($25k favourable):  Field investigations began in November 2005 
and expenditure will come back into line with budget. 

• Groundwater Resource Monitoring ($21k favourable):  Water level/pressure monitoring, and Lysimiter 
data collection & archiving, is currently up to date.  Expenditure is forecast to be on budget at year 
end. 

• Water Resource Monitoring ($28k favourable):  Flood and drought reporting is behind because of 
Selwyn/Rakaia hearing work taking priority. 

• Opihi River & Catchment RP ($39k favourable):  NRRP Variation 2 has diverted staff from working on 
this project. 

• Water Care ($82k unfavourable): The work programme is currently ahead of schedule however due 
to unforeseen complexities extra staff time has been required.  Funding for Lake Pearson project will 
be received from external bodies later in the year.  

 
Regulation $58k favourable 

• Advisory Services ($42k favourable): Staff time on these projects is reduced due to a combination of 
leave, vacancies and work required on other projects. 

• Resource Consent Compliance Monitoring ($101k unfavourable):  Staff have been diverted to other 
projects which has affected the margin earned on this user pays activity. 

• RMA Enforcement ($77k favourable):  Enforcement activity has been lower than expected during the 
year to date. 

• Annual Compliance Monitoring Report ($39k favourable):  Annual reports are to be completed later in 
the year. 

• Permitted Activities Compliance Monitoring – Air – North ($57k favourable): Expenditure will come 
back into line with budget by year end. 

 
Democratic Process $686k favourable 

• Public Information – Corporate ($111k favourable):  Due to work on the Annual Report & LTCCP staff 
time on this project has been lower than expected. 

• Long Term Council Community Plan – LTCCP ($24k favourable): The draft LTCCP has been 
completed and audited however we are still awaiting invoices for audit fees and for printing to be 
completed. 

• Plan Implementation & Effectiveness Monitoring Systems ($152k favourable): Staff time is under 
budget as staff are fully committed at this time of year, however activity will increase during the year 
although the staff budget is unlikely to be fully utilised by year end. 

• Chatham Islands Council Services ($351k favourable): This contract commenced in February 2005 



and the full amount was not utilised by balance date resulting in some funds being carried forward to 
this financial year.  In addition staff have been fully occupied on ECan projects during the first half of 
the year and have had less time available for work on CIC.  This is expected to change over the next 
few months. 

• Liaison Tangata Whenua ($78k favourable):  Requests for Liaison staff time have been higher than 
budgeted. 

• Regional Strategy ($27k favourable): There are a number of initiatives using these funds and it is 
expected that the budget will be fully utilised by year end. 

• Council Elections ($56k favourable):  Due to 2005-06 year not being an election year, expenditure will 
not be incurred but will be taken to reserves for use in election year. 

• Portfolio Strategic Communications ($32k favourable):  Activity within this project will occur between 
February and June. 

• Ratepayer Servicing ($33k unfavourable): Expenditure should move closer to budget in the coming 
months however the demand for enhanced communication aids may impact later in the year. 

• Portfolio Management ($33k unfavourable):  Portfolio Managers and convenors have required extra 
time on this project.  This will be offset by less time being spent on other projects.  

• Resource Management Award ($21k favourable):  2005-06 is not an award year, however costs in 
relation to advertising and promotion of next years award will start to be incurred in April. 

• Regional Policy Statement Review ($63k favourable):  The review is now underway after a delayed 
start due to other projects taking priority.  Additional consultants and labour have been employed on 
the project however it is forecast that the project may be $20k underspent at year end. 

 



Environment Canterbury Financial Summary for the eight months to 28 February 2006.

Revenue YTD Expenditure YTD (Surplus)/Deficit YTD
$000 Actual Budget Variance (f)/u Actual Budget Variance (f)/u Actual Budget (Surplus)/Deficit

variance to budget
Summary (f)/u
Total Projects 49,727,411   $  47,595,603   $     (2,131,808)  $ 52,450,811   $      51,318,426   $  1,132,385   $    2,723,400   $   3,722,823   $  (999,423)  $             

By Portfolio
Air Quality 5,218,140   3,706,736   (1,511,404)  7,853,493   5,287,423   2,566,070   2,635,353   1,580,687   1,054,666   
Civil Defence 1,100,668   1,042,262   (58,406)  1,030,474   1,059,278   (28,804)  (70,194)  17,016   (87,210)  
Coastal Environment 781,446   820,968   39,522   658,794   820,766   (161,972)  (122,652)  (202)  (122,450)  
Energy 146,449   146,251   (198)  123,598   146,210   (22,612)  (22,851)  (41)  (22,810)  
Land 1,481,680   1,429,174   (52,506)  1,200,689   1,408,307   (207,618)  (280,991)  (20,867)  (260,124)  
Natural Hazards 6,117,888   5,854,782   (263,106)  5,824,465   5,405,830   418,635   (293,423)  (448,952)  155,529   
Navigation & Safety 428,351   418,111   (10,240)  397,202   418,032   (20,830)  (31,149)  (79)  (31,070)  
Pest & Biosecurity 5,940,774   5,926,338   (14,436)  5,610,080   5,983,513   (373,433)  (330,694)  57,175   (387,869)  
Public Passenger Transport 14,337,597   14,021,360   (316,237)  16,668,411   16,164,471   503,940   2,330,814   2,143,111   187,703   
Regional Land Transport 473,172   576,045   102,873   350,228   660,184   (309,956)  (122,944)  84,139   (207,083)  
Waste, Haz Sub & Cont Sites 557,973   557,618   (355)  473,909   604,664   (130,755)  (84,064)  47,046   (131,110)  
Water 4,095,786   4,057,433   (38,353)  3,751,525   4,116,900   (365,375)  (344,261)  59,467   (403,728)  
RMA Regulatory 4,959,728   5,111,141   151,413   4,901,724   5,110,829   (209,105)  (58,004)  (312)  (57,692)  
Democratic Process 4,087,759   3,927,384   (160,375)  3,606,219   4,132,019   (525,800)  (481,540)  204,635   (686,175)  

49,727,411   $  47,595,603   $     (2,131,808)  $ 52,450,811   $      51,318,426   $  1,132,385   $    2,723,400   $   3,722,823   $  (999,423)  $             

(Surplus) to budget ($000's):
General Rate Funded (1,899)  
Separate Rate Funded 1,116   
User Pays Funded (216)  

TOTAL PROJECT EXPENDITURE ($m)
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Expenditure By Portfolio
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Expenditure By Portfolio
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Expenditure By Portfolio

Democratic Process  ($000)
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Expenditure By Portfolio

Regional Land Transport ($000)
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CASH POSITION

RATES CASHFLOW

The cash position during the period ending 28 Feb 2006 fluctuated between $15.2m and 
$19.6m with an actual cash position at the end of the month of $16.1m, $0.3m below budget

Rates cashflow to 28 Feb 2006 is showing a favourable variance compared to budgeted 
rates cashflow of $3.3m due to receipt of 2004/2005 residual rates (CCC) and early receipts 
of rates from CCC/Selwyn/Hurunui
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AGENDA ITEM NO: 14 SUBJECT MATTER:  ELECTED MEMBERS CODE OF 
CONDUCT 
 

REPORT:  Council DATE OF MEETING:    30 March 2006 
 

FILE REFERENCES:  PORTFOLIO: Democratic Process 
PROJECT: 0204 
OUTPUT: Code of Conduct is published 
  

REPORT BY: Jude Pani 
Manager Secretariat   

 

ENDORSED BY:  

 
 
PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is for the Council to consider appointing the third member of the 
Conduct Review Board to enable the process for alleged breaches of the Code of Conduct to 
be put in place by way of a Conduct Review Board motion if that was ever required. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

Environment Canterbury Elected Members Code of Conduct – Extracts: 
Part Four: Compliance and Review 
Appendix 3: Compliance – Flow chart to process alleged breaches of the Code of Conduct 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

At the request of the Council Chairman, this report is presented for Council to consider 
appointing the third member the Conduct Review Board (the Board).  The Board consists of 
the Chairperson, Deputy Chairperson and one person who may not be an elected member of 
the Council 
 
The Council undertook the review of its Code of Conduct (Code) at the Council workshop 
held on 5 October 2005 and confirmed an amended Code at the October Council meeting.   
 
 
DISCUSSION 

Section 4.3 of the Code states – “Compliance with the code, by members, will be monitored 
by a Conduct Review Board (the Board) consisting of the Chairperson, Deputy Chairperson 
and one person who may not be an elected member of the Council.  If any alleged breach is 
against the Chairperson or Deputy Chairperson that member will not be a member of the 
Board.” 
 
Section 4.4 of the Code states – “The board may investigate an alleged breach on its own 
motion.” 
 
Should the process outlined in Section 4.4 be required to consider future breaches of the 
Code, Council has named only two members of the Board.   
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In considering whether to make an appointment, Council should be mindful of the possible 
need to have the flexibility to bring on to the Board expertise as required given the particular 
situation that the Board may face at any given time.  It may be appropriate to consider 
including additional wording to cover cases as they may arise. 
 
Should the Council wish to amend the Code, such amendments require a resolution 
supported by 75 per cent or more of the members of the Council present. 
 
If the Council does not wish to appoint the third member of the Board, Council could consider 
amending the Code to indicate how section 4.4 (The board may investigate an alleged 
breach on its own motion) might be initiated when required. 
 
 
THE PROPOSAL 

It is proposed that the Council considers appointing the third member to the Board and in so 
doing gives consideration to the need to maintain flexibility to ensure that the appropriate 
capability is on the Board to respond on a case-by-case basis.  It is considered appropriate 
for the Council to appoint a non-elected member as the third member of the Board, and for 
the term of appointment for the third member to coincide with the electoral term of the 
Council.  This would allow review of the appointment when the Code is reviewed early in 
each triennium, as required under section 4.11 of the Code. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

That the Council considers appointing the third member to the Conduct Review Board. 




