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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT COMMITrEE

HELD ON 1.3 JUNE 20L7, AT THE OFFICES OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL,
388 MAIN SOUTH ROAD, GREYMOUTH, COMMENCING AT 1.0.30 A. M.

PRESENT:

N. Clementson (Chairman) A. Robb, P. Ewen, A. Birchfield, T. Archer, S. Challenger, P. MCDonnell,
J. Douglas

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

IN An ENDANCE:

2.1

M. Meehan (Chief Executive Officer), R. Mallinson (Corporate Services Manager), G. MCCormack, R. Be al,
N. Costley (Strategy & Communications Manager), T. Jelly man (Minutes Clerk)

I. . APOLOGIES

There were no apologies.

2. PUBLIC FORUM

3.

There was no public forum.

MINUTES

Moved (Robb I Archer) that the in/hutes of the previous Resource Maria9ement Coinm/Itee meet/h9
dated 9 May 201Z be con/7m7ed as correct.

Carried

Matters Arisin

There were no matters arising.

,
A

DEPUTATION - MR & MRS ROGERS

or Clementson handed the meeting over to Cr Robb. Cr Robb welcomed Mr & Mrs Rogers to the
meeting. Cr Robb explained the procedure and advised Mr & Mrs Rogers that Councillors will have a
discussion at the end of the Council meeting and a letter will be sent to them. Mr Rogers addressed the
meeting; he introduced his wife Ellen. He stated that he is a Director of Rockies Mining Ltd and has a
coal mine known as Rockies Mine which is located on the Stockton Plateau. Mr Rogers outlined his
concerns with matters relating to his application to vary his some of his resource consent conditions. He
also expressed concerns about the Council's compliance staff in relation to his annual work programmes
not being signed off and also when and how site visits were conducted. Mr Rogers confirmed that the
Council offered mediation in an attempt to improve the relationship between parties. However after
speaking with the independent mediator he declined to continue with this process. Mr Rogers provided
Councillors with a copy of a report from Dr Phil Lindsay and recent letter from his planning agent to the
Consents & Compliance Manager. Mr Rogers spoke at length and outlined the history referring to the
original consent application, being prosecuted for discharges into Rudolph Stream, mediation he had
undertaken with the Council previously and interactions with Council staff over the last five Years' He
answered questions from Councillors. Cr Robb thanked Mr & Mrs Rogers for their attendance and stated
that they would receive a letter from Council in due course.
Cr Robb handed the meeting back over to Cr Clementson.

4. CHAIRMAN'S REPORT

Cr Clementson reported that it has been a quiet month and he has nothing to report.
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5.

5.1.

REPORTS

5.1. .,.

PLANNING AND OPERATIONS GROUP

PLANNING REPORT

S. Jones spoke to her report and took it as read. She advised that submissions close tomorrow seeking
feedback on the Councils Charging to Monitor Permitted Activities in the National Environmental Standard
for Planation Forestry. She requested that any comments on the submission need to be to her by
tomorrow.

S. Jones advised that staff are currently considering the content of the discussion papers and will prepare
a formal response for Council's consideration on the National Planning Standards Discussion Documents.
S. tones advised that the findings on the inquiry into Havelock North's Drinking Water inquiry have been
released and recommendations are now being put together. S. iones stated that once the
recommendations are to hand she will bring them to Council as there may be matters that are relevant to
Council into the future.

S. tones advised that MfE are holding an online webinar on 29 June for Elected Members to discuss
changes to the Resource Management Amendment Act. S. Jones offered to forward the details on to
those interested.

Cr Birchfield asked what caused the water contamination in Havelock North. S. Jones confirmed that this

was an E Coli contamination which resulted in around 5000 people getting sick. Cr Robb stated that
there are huge implications for all Councils across the country as a result of this inquiry.
S. lones answered questions from Cr Archer regarding the changes with the National Planning Standards
and advised that it is unknown how far the Minister will take the new power but at the moment the only
changes will be to structure. She advised that this any other changes are still unknown at this stage as it
is almost pre-consultation, and once the route to take has been decided there will then be a formal
consultation period. S. Jones advised that this is going to be a long process as the first changes are not
due to be gazetted until2019.

Moved (Challenger I Birchfield) that the report 13 rece/'ved

5.2. ,. CONSENTS MONTHLY REPORT

G. MCCormack spoke to this report. He reported that the Te Kuha Mine application was jointly notified
with Buller District Council, with the hearing scheduled for September in Westport.
Cr Ewen asked what the term is for the Westroads Ltd resource consent. G. MCCormack advised Cr Ewen

that he would respond to his query via email as these consents relate to the consolidation of consents
relating to gravel charges.

Moved (Robb I Archer) 7i^at the June 20/7 report of the Consents Group be rece/'ved.

n

5.2.2 COMPLIANCE & ENFORCEMENT MONTHLY REPORT

G. MCCormack spoke to this report and advised that two formal warnings and two infringement notices
were issued during the reporting period. G. MCCormack spoke of the bonds that are to be released and
answered questions from councillors.
Cr Challenger asked if 14% of dairy farms noted to be uricompliant is a reasonable number in view of this
now being the end of the dairy season. G. MCCormack responded that most of the non-compliances are
minor maintenance issues and are easily addressed; he stated that abatement notices and formal
warnings are being issued this week in some cases. G. MCCormack stated that mostly it is general
maintenance that is lacking and this may be due to financial reasons.
G. MCCormack answered various questions from councillors relating to compliance and mining bonds. He
offered to supply further information via email following today's meeting.
Discussion took place on enforcement matters and it was noted that the Enforcement Policy will be
coming to the council meeting in the coming month or two.
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Moved (Robb I Archer)

I. That the report be rece/'ved.
2, that the Solin' Enefj7y bonds for CML-37-167, RC03Z75;. RCZZ086;. RC-2016-006.3. RCZ02Z7 and

RC01285 be left?ased

A9ainst Cr Ewen
Calf/E'd

5.2.3 FISHING VESSEL KUTERE

G. MCCormack spoke to this report. He stated that all fish and diesel on board the stricken vessel were
taken off on the day of the grounding.

Moved (Archer I Challenger) that the report be received.

5.2.4 DISCHARGE OF AMMONIA CONTAMINATED WATER
PROSECUTION - ALTERNATIVE JUSTICE PATHWAY

G. MCCormack spoke to this report and advised that as a result of the work carried out all charges against
Johnston Bros Transport Ltd have been dropped. Cr Robb stated that this is a good use of the
Alternative Justice Pathway and this is an example of a very good outcome for the community. Cr
Clementson stated that people using this area have commented on the work done, and this part of the
beach has now been opened up for use by the elderly and people who would not normally be able to
physically access this area.

Moved (Archer I MCDonnell) that the report be rece/'ved.

6.0 GENERAL BUSINESS

M. Meehan advised that there is no air quality report this month as there is yet to be an exceed ance of
the NES.

J. Douglas thanked Planning staff on behalf of the runanga for the RPS Collaboration Workshop. She
stated that this was excellent and was money well spent.

,
o

The meeting closed at 11.28 a. in.

JOHNSON BROS TRANSPORT

Chairman

Calf/ed

Date
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Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

^e!
The Buller, Grey and Westland District Councils all have operative District Plans giving effect to their
Resource Management Act 1991 functions. The plans are in various states of review, with the most recent
review undertaken by Buller District Council. Various changes have been made to the plans to give effect to
National direction via National Policy Statement, National Environment Standards etc. Rolling reviews have
been a common way of providing an overview of the plans without going through a full review.

Resource Management Committee 11 July 2017
Michael Meehan - Chief Executive

5 July 2017
Draft Proposal to Achieve One District Plan for the West Coast Region

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

5.1 .I

Local Government Commission

The Local Government Commission is in an active process of assessing options for the structure of Local
Government in the West Coast region. As part of this work the Commission met with the Mayors and Chairs

group to find ways they could assist drive shared services and efficiency. Following on from this the
Commission funded two pieces of work looking at what efficiency gains could be made in Resource
Management Planning and Roading across the region. These reports are both available and provide useful
background and options moving forward.

The report produced for Resource Management Planning looked at potential options for the consenting,
compliance and plan making work across the region. The report did not recommend a certain way forward,
but essentially undertook a stocktake of what is happening and provided options to consider undertaking
further analysis work on.

Pro OSal for One District Plan

it is proposed that a project is initiated to combine the 3 District Plans into one plan for the region. To
achieve this it is proposed to employ a Project Manager with a Resource Management planning background
on a 2 Year fixed term contract to complete this work.

To ensure that the project achieves successful outcomes for the region sound governance and technical
advice is key to the process. To achieve this it is proposed to include 3 layers of reporting to the project:

4

Le9/3/3t/On and Governance
A joint committee comprising 2 Councillors from each of the 4 Councils along with iwi representatives from
Te Runanga o Makaawhio and Te Runanga o Ngati Waewae is proposed to be formed to provide governance
over the project. it is vital that this committee work alongside the 4 Council CEO's to provide governance
over the project. This group would meet quarterly (or at a suitable agreed interval) and need delegated
authority from their Councils to inform this process. To achieve the outcomes sought by the project it is
envisioned that a hearing panel which would eventually hear the plan would comprise independent
commissioners.

Section 80 (6) ( c X it ) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (attached as an appendix) allows for the
Regional Council and all the territorial authorities within the region to prepare, implement, and administer a
document that meets the requirements of a combined district plan for their combined districts.

Steer/h9 Group
it is proposed that a steering group comprising the Planning Group Managers from the 4 Councils provide
direction to the project. This group will meet regularly to ensure that the project is on track and achieving
the outcomes set.

712chn/calAdvts'o01 Group
it is proposed that a technical advisory group including senior planners from the 4 Councils is appointed to
provide technical support and advice to the project manager. This group will meet regularly (monthly) and



ensure that technical aspects of the plan such as definitions, rules and objectives are consistent and do not
reduce the efficiency and effectiveness of the current planning framework. This group would also provide
expertise and local knowledge on certain aspects of the current framework.

^!o9
it is proposed to fund this project through contributions from the 4 Councils and the Local Government
Commission. The Local Government Commission has indicated that subject to the project plan they would
fund this work dollar for dollar.

it is suggested that $200,000 be allowed each year for 2 Years to undertake this project.

$25,000 each from Buller District, Grey District, Westland District and West Coast Regional Councils matched
dollar for dollar by the Local Government Commission.

The $200,000 per year would be used to fund the position, overheads and any necessary reports and legal
advice.

Timeframe

it is proposed to undertake the work over 2 years' This allows for a 12 month period for drafting the plan in
consultation with the various stakeholders and technical advisory group. Some work has been undertaken in

this space looking at consistency of definitions etc. in addition to this the Ministry for the Environment is
developing a planning template which should be incorporated into the process to ensure longevity of the
planning work. The second Year of the project would involve a collaborative process, which aims to meet the
new requirements of the Resource Management Act, which would negate appeals to the plan except on
points of law.

Advanta es in followin the above rocess

Combining resources and working with the Local Government Commission to achieve this outcome has huge
benefits to the region. it allows the region to progress issues in the planning framework as one to avoid
duplication in process, achieve consistency and avoid significant costs in defending decisbns.

One of the major drivers for the Auckland Council merge unitary plan was the disjointed way planning was
undertaken between the districts. This led to transportation issues and other issues. it is not suggested that
by any means the West Coast region has similar issues, however consistency in the District planning
framework ensures that one piece of the puzzle for investors looking in, is seen in a good light.

The process does not remove the local flavour of the District Plans as in the existing regional planning
framework special rules etc. can be enacted for areas that require it like Lake Brunner and Reefton.

5

Consents Coin 11ance and b law develo merit

it is proposed to progress the above project alongside looking at the work that the planning teams across
the 4 Councils have discussed in sharing resources more. The CEO's forum should encourage the teams to
discuss sharing resources more and use the work that has been undertaken as a launching pad for this
discussion.

RECOMMENDATIONS

I. the report 13 rece/'ved and dts'cussed
2, 7i^at the Resource Maria9ement Coinm/ttee support the proposal in PI/hcjci/e.
3, 7i^at further Ih/bamatton and reports are prepared to 17ha"'se the proposal wh/C'h may Ihc/ude the

format/On of 8101ht coinm/itee of the four Counc/1:5' and 1/4/11

Michael Meehan

Chief Executive Officer



Appendix - Relevant Legislation

S80 of Resource Management Act 1991

80 Combined regional and dtstfict documents
(1) Local author/t/^s may prepare!. impk?men4. and adm/htster the comb/hed re9tona/ and dts'tr/of documents
as set out in subsed/Ons (2) to (61).
(2) A focal author/t),,' may prepare, Impk?merit. and adm/hts'tel a document that meets the requirements of 2
or more of the 16ffow/h9, '
(13) a re9/On81 pofrCy statement, '
(b) a re9/On81pbn, Ihc/ud/h9 a re9/On81 coastalpbn. '
(<) a dtstrfot pbn,
(3) Two or more territorial author/ties may prepare, Imp^merit. and adm/hts'tel a comb/bed dts'tr/Ct pbn for
the whok? or any part of their combined d/:s'tffots.
(4) Two or more re9/On81 counc/^' may prepare, Imp^merit. and admints'tel a document that meets the
requirements of the Ibffow/h9. '
(13) a re9/On81 pbn, Ihc/ud/h9 a re9/bna/ coastal pbn, for the whok:^ or any part of their combined re9tons, '
(b) a re9tona/ pofrby statemen4 for the who^ or any part of their combined re9/Ons. '
(I:') a re9/Ona/ pbn, incft/d/h9 a re9tona/ coastal pbn, and a re9/Ona/ pofrby statemen4. for the whore? or any
part of their combined re9tons.
(5') One or more re9tona/ counc/;^' or terntorb/ author/bes may preparc^. Impk?merit. and adm/h/^tel a
comb/hed re9/ona/ and dts'trfot pbn for the who^ or any part of their respect/'ve re9/Ons or dts'tr/ofs.
(61) A re9tona/ counc/I and aff the terntor/;^/ author/t/es w/th/h the re9/On may prepare, Imp^merit;. and
adm/hister a document that meets the requirements of the 16ffow/h9. '
(13) a re9/19na/ pofrCy statement for the re9/on, ' and
(b) a re9/On81 pbn, Ihc/ud/h9 a re9/Ona/ coastal pbn, for the re9/On, ' and
(<) e/ther-
(O a d/5'intr pbn for each of the terntor/271 author/t^s, ' or
(I^j) a combined dts'tr/d pbn for their comb/bed dtstrrds,
(64) In prepar/h9 or amend/hg a combined document. the rek?vant focal authorities must apply the
requirements of thts' Par^. as rek?vant for the documents coinpnS'/h9 the combined document,
(68) 7he refo?vant focal authorities may at;'0, in preparin9 the provts'/Ons of a re9/On81pbn or a dts'tr/Ctpbn,
as the case may be^. for a comb/bed document that incft/des a re9tona/ po"'by' statement -
(13) 91ve effect to a proposed re9tona/ po"'^y statemen4! and
(b) have re9a/d to an operative re9tona/ po"'by statement
(Z) JP7thout I'minh9 subsed/Ons (1) to (661), focal authorities must cons/der the prepa/atton of the
approp/nate comb/hed document under th/:s' sectton whenever s^grin7cant cross-boundary ts'sues rebtrh9 to
the use, devefopmen4. orproted/On of natu/8/8ndphys/Cal resources artse or are irkely' to allS'e.
(61) A comb/hed document prepared under thts sectton must ck?ally Identify-
(13) the provts'tons of the document that are the re9/Ona/ pofrt:'y statement. the re9/Ona/ pbn, the re9bna/
coastal pbn, or the dts'tort pbn, as the case may be, ' and
(b) the of!led/'yes pofrt:'/es, and methods set out or described in the document that ha re the e/7:9ct of bein9
prov/5'tons of the re9tona/ pol, by statemen4, and
(<) whfo'h focal authority ts' responsfo^ for obse/vin9, and en/brcin9 the observance of: each pro vts'ton of the
document,

(9) A comb/hed document prepared under thts' sect/On-
(13) must be prepared in accordance w/th Scheduk? I, ' and
(b) when approved by a local author/17 ts deemec!. for the pun70ses of thts' AC^. to be a pbn or re9/On81
po". by statement separately prepared and approved by that authority for Its re9/On or dtstr/b^. as the case
maybe.
(14) Subsed/On (9)(b) app1'195 whether or not the combined document 15 approved by any of the other focal
author/t/es concerned

11 Cbuses 30 and 304 of Schedu^ 7 of the Local Government Act 2002 a I to the a of himent and

6

conduct of any Ibint committee set up for the purr, OSes of prepar/h9, Impk?merit/h9, or adm/hts'tellh9 a
comb/hed document under thts sectton,

Sect/On 80, ' re bced on I October 2009 b sectton 66 of the Resource Maria ement Sin ff in and

Streamfrh/h9) Amendment Act 2009 (;2009 \0 31).



Sect/19n 80(6A).' Ihse/tec!. on 19 APIi/ 20/7: by sectton 65/1) of the Resource Le9ts'btrbn Amendment Act
20/7 '20/7 A10 15:,)-
Section 80(68): Ihse/tec;! on 19 Apr/I 20/7: by sect/bn 65 I of the Resource Le9/5'bt7bn Amendment Act
20/7 '20/7 A10 151.1.
Sect/On 80(7:1. ' amendec!. on 19 Aprff 2017: by sectton 652 of the Resource Le9ts'btton Amendment Act
20/7 '20/7 A1'0 151.1-
Section 80 11 ,' amended on 8 Au ust 20/4 b sect/On 78 of the Local Government Act 2002 Amendment

Act 2014 '20/4 IV0 551.1.
Subpa/t 4-Coffaborat^^e pbnn/h9process
Sub art 4. ' Ihse/ted on 19 A 11/20Z7 b sect/On 66 of the Resource Le ts'bt/On Amendment Act 20/72017

A10 151.1.

80A Use of collaborative pb""ing process
(1) 7h/5' subpa/^. sub art 7 and Part 4 of Schedu^ I apply "' a focal author/ty' 91ves pub", C' not/be in
accordance w/th cbuse 38 of Scheduk? I of 113 Ihtent/On to use the coffabo/atlye bnn/h9 process-

(13) to prepare or chan9e a proposed pofr'I:y statement or pbn. '
(b) to prepare or chan9e a comb/bed re9/Ona/ and dtstr/of document under section 80.
(12) If thts' subpa/t appfr'e$;. -
(13) cbuses I, Z^C^J. Z^. ^!Z. and 20A of Scheduk? I apply;, but
(b) the rest of Part I of Scheduk? I does not apply; except to the extent that it I^ expressly app"'ed by this
subpa/t or Part 4 of Scheduk? I.
Sect/On 80A. ' lbse/ted on 19 A fly 20/7 b section 66 of the Resource Le ts'bt/On Amendment Act 20/7

'20/7 A10151.1.
Subpa/t 5-Streamfrhedpbnn/h9 process
Sub art 5: lbse/ted on 19 A 11/2017 b sect/On 66 of the Resource Le Ishtton Amendment Act 20/720Z7

N0 151.1.

808 P", 1.05e, . scope, . application of Schedule 2, andde, 7"itions
(1) 7hts' subpa/t and Part 5 of Schedu^; I pro v/de a process;. throu9h a directton of the respons/b^ M/hts'ten
for the prepa/atton of a pbnn/h9 Ihstr'ument in order to ach/eve an exped/I/Ous pbnn/h9 process that ts'
propo/ttonate to the coinpk:^xit7, and 547n/77cance of the pbnn/h9 Issues belh9 conski'ered.
2 Under thts' sub art Scheduk? I a fres as to\'ows. '

(a) thuses IA to 3C ^;. ^^, Z^;. and20A apply7' and
(b) cbuses 4,9 Z. ^. 21 to 27 (other than cbuses 252 a I' and 17 and^^1:1^!), and 28/2) to 16) apply?' but
(<) the rest of Part I does not apply un^55 it I^ expressly appfred by-
(4) thts subpa/t;., or
(I^ipa/t 5 of Scheduk? I, ' or
fir a direct/bn lyen under cbuse 78 of Schedufo? I.

(3) in th/:s subpa/t and Part 5 of Scheduk? I, -
national direction means a direct/On made by-

(13) a nattona/ pbnn/h9 standaro!' Or
(b) a national en v//oninenta/ standaro!. or
(<) re9ubt7bns made under sect/On 360, ' or
(d) a national pofrCy statement
planning instrument-
(13) means a pofrCy statement or pbn, , and
(b) includes a chan9e or van;at10n to a pofrCy statement or pbn
resp@"sfo/e Mintster means the M/hts'tel or M/hts'tels who 91've a attod/On in acco/dance w/th thts' subpa/t
and Part 5 of Scheduk? I, namely? -
(13) the Mints'tel of Conservation, in the case of a re9tona/ coast;31pbn, '
(b) both the M/hts'tel and the M/hts'tel of Conse/vat/On, in the case of a proposed pbnnin9 lbstr'ument that ts'
to encompass matters within then/11:5d/of/On of both those M/histe/s. ,
(<) the M/htste/; in every other case,
Section 808: Ihserted on 19 A 1/7 2017 b sect/on 66 of the Resource Le Isht7bn Amendment Act 20/7

7

'20/7 N0 151, ',



80C Applycation to respo"sfo/e Mints'ter for direction
(1) If a focal author/17 determines tha4 in the circumstances, it wouft/ be appropr/tate to use the streamfrhed
pbnn/h9 process to prepare a pbnnin9 Ihstrumen4. it may apply in wr/t/h9 to the respons/bk? M/h/^tel in
accordance with cbuse 75 of Schedu^? I for a direct/On to roceed under this' sub art

(12) Howeve/;. a focal author/17 may apply for a direct/On only ff the focal author/17 13 satts'/7ed that the
app"'bat/On satisfies at feast I of the toffow/h9 cr/tella, '
(13) the proposed pbnn/h9 Ihstrument w/\ Impk;'merit a nattona/ direction. '
(b) as a matter of pubfrC' pofrC}-;. the preparation of a pbnnin9 Ihst7ument ts' ung'ent. '
(<) the proposed pbnnin9 instrument ts' required to meet a s@rill7cant coinmun/17 need. '
(01) a pbn or pofrC'y statement nabes an Issue that has resulted in unintended consequences, '
(e) the proposedpbnn/h9Ihstrument w/17 comb/he sevena/pofrCystatements orpbns to devebp a comb/hed
document re ared under sect/On 80. '

(i? the exped/17bus prepa/atton of a pbnn/h9 lbstrument 13 required in any circumstance coinparabk:^ to, or
rek?vant to, those set out in pala9/aphs (13) to (e).
(3) in rebtibn to a PI/'vate pbn chan9e accepted under cbuse 25/2)/b) of Schedufo? I, a local authority must
obta/h the agreement of the person request/h9 the chan9e before the focal authority appfres for a direct/bn
under thts' sect/bn.

(4) If an appfrt:'atton ts' made under 05ts' section, it must be subm/Ited to the responsfok? M/hts'tel before the
focal authority 91'yes notice-
(13) under cbuse 5 or 54 of Schedu^ I, in rebtibn to a proposed pbnn/h9 instrumen4^ or
b under cbuse 38 ofSchedu^? I If it Ihtends to use the coffabo/at^^e bnn/h rocess, ' or

(<) under cbuses 252 a I' and^^1:1:!! of Schedu^ I, in rebb'On to a request for a ply'vate pbn chan9e.
Section 80C, ' Ihse/ted on 19 A of 2017 b sect/on 66 of the Resource Le ts'btrbn Amendment Act 2017

'20/7 N0 151.1-

RECOMMENDATION

7hat thts report be received.

Michael Meehan

Chief Executive

8



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

Purpose
This report outlines the draft submission on the Ministry for the Environment's (MFE) proposed
options for the first round of National Planning Standards (Standards).

Background
As reported at the June Council meeting, MFE has prepared a series of Discussion Documents on the
main elements of the first set of Standards. in each of the Discussion Documents there is a series of

questions seeking feedback on the options put forward.

MFE's proposed options for national standards
While the first set of Standards will focus on district plans, several of the Discussion Documents
suggest standardising aspects of plans that are relevant to regional planning documents, as follows:

One combined RPS and regional plan document, with two possible structures proposed;
A layout format for plan objectives, policies, and rules, with a set numbering system and font size
and style - two possible structures proposed;
Prescribed names for spatial overlays and maps in plans, including parameters for scale and
colour;
Prescribed location of general provisions chapters in plans, including removing some general
sections that can be provided through other means, for example, chapters on how to apply for a
resource consent, and plan monitoring;
Progression from paper plans to fully interactive and linked electronic plans.

The following is a link to MFE's Discussion Documents:
htt : WWW. info. ovt. nz rina Ie isIative-tools national- Iannin -standards develo in -first-set-of-
national-planninq-I

Resource Management Committee - 11 July 2017
Lillie Sadler, Senior Resource Planner
28 June 2017

Draft submission on National Planning Standards

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

5.1.2

Draft submission

Attached to this report is the draft submission on the relevant options put forward in the Discussion
Documents. Staff are generally supportive of standardising plan elements that are straightforward to
implement, and where changes can be made to our regional policy statement and plans without
significant time or cost involved. Some of the proposals are not supported as they are considered
unnecessary, impractical, or of little benefit to plan users in our Region.

The three West Coast District Councils are interested in making a joint submission with the Regional
Council. When we have received the District Councils' comments the submission will be amended to

incorporate them, and the final version will be circulated to Councillors.

The closing date for submissions is 31 July.
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RECOMMENDATION

7hat the report ts' received

Sarah Jones

Planning Team Leader



X June 2017

Ministry for the Environment
3 The Terrace

Wellington Central
Wellington 601.1.

Dear Sir/Madam

Submission on National Planning Standards Discussion Documents

Thank You for the opportunity to comment on the National Planning Standards Discussion
Documents. Attached is our submission which is structured around the questions asked in the
Discussion Documents. We have considered all of the Discussion Documents but have only

responded to the questions that are relevant to our Council.

We generally support a number of the suggestions put forward in the Discussion Documents that are
reasonably straightforward to implement. One of the main factors behind our responses is the likely
time and cost for the Council of making the changes outlined. There are other options that we do
not support because they could be expensive and time-consuming, as well as being impractical,
unnecessary, or for little benefit to plan users in the West Coast Region.

The first round of Discussion Documents appears to focus on district plans and urban matters. This is
made clear in some Discussion papers such as the Definitions, Metrics and District Plan Structure
papers, but it is not so explicit in other papers. We assume that the second round of planning
standards will give greater consideration to possible areas of standardisation in regional plans,
however, this is not wholly clear in the Discussion Documents and should be clarified.

3.0

In the Discussion papers that are relevant to regional councils, the fact that most of the examples
and content relate to city or district plans makes it hard to clearly identify the implications of the
proposals for regional planning documents. Given this uncertainty, we suggest that flexibility is
needed if any of the first set of National Planning Standards are to apply to regional planning
documents.

Our contact for service is:

Lillie Sadler

Senior Resource Planner

Ph: -037680466 x242

Email: Is@wcrc. govt. nz

Yours faithfully

Sarah lones

Planning Team Leader



Structure of Regional Plans and Policy Statements - Discussion Paper D

Generolcomments

it is unclear here what the Ministry is trying to achieve and who the target audience is. Many of the
comments within Discussion Paper D are written from the perspective of a national organisation -
an organisation that is tasked with operating across all regions. However, the majority of the people
who use our plans on a day to day basis are within our organisation, or within our region.
Additionally, we do not feel that our plans are so complex, or so different from our neighbours, that
any planning professional would struggle to come to grips with them. As detailed below, our plans
have evolved to respond to the needs of our users,

Before any changes are agreed upon, we suggest the Ministry clearly articulate who it is we are
seeking to make these changes for. Is it government, is it national organisations, is it planning
professionals or is it the lay person in the community? Different groups will prefer different options.
We respectfully suggest that in order to successfully decide on the most appropriate structure and
form for regional planning documents, the Ministry needs to decide who it is they are trying to
satisfy.

We make this submission on behalf of our communities, including the professionals inside and
outside our organisation who use our plans on a day to day basis.

Given the intentions are not clearly articulated in the Discussion Document, we are unable to
support what is proposed at present. We do not support change for the sake of change and do not
feel that the benefits of the changes suggested are suitably justified within this Discussion paper. it is
noted that this Discussion paper, unlike some of the others, is unsubstantiated. There are no
references or footnotes provided in this document. it would be useful if the assumptions upon which
this paper is based are underpinned by evidence.

Should the structure of regionolplonningfocilitote the move towords brood toostol
environment pions' to ochieve better integroted monogement of resources?

For the West Coast Regional Council, this would potentially require a full rewrite of the Coastal Plan
which is not a priority for us right now. Separate plans are simpler for us right now. We question
what the cost and resourcing implications will be of a national standard requiring a 'coastal
environment plan'. Will there be a sufficient phasing in time?

Do you ogree thot regionolplonning documents (regionolpolicy storements, regionol gridD. 2.

coostolplons) should be combihed into one document?
There is a question to be asked here about what is meant by "combined". it "combined" simply
means putting all plans into one document (i. e. stapling them together) that is relatively
straightforward. However, if "combined" means integrating them, then that is a much trickier task.

0.1.

1.1

There is a comment on pg. 11 that "many councils are integrating their land, water, air and other
plans into one document". it would be interesting to know which councils are doing this and what
their reasons are. Are these the better resourced councils? There are positives and negatives
associated with both approaches. The status quo allows individual councils to make a choice about
what approach best suits them. We are concerned that, given our small team and limited resources,
a requirement to integrate our regional land and water, coastal and air plans could be expensive,
time-consuming and complex.

Do you ogree thot the regionol policy storement should form o seporote chopter within thot
combined document?

If RPS's are to be added into one regional planning document, our preference would be for it to be
as a separate chapter rather than split up and spread throughout the document. Having it as a
separate chapter would be much more straightforward for us to achieve. in our recent drafting of
the proposed RPS (notified in 2015) we attempted to shorten and streamline our RPS, including only
what needed to be included. This has resulted in a much shorter document (52 pages) that could sit
at the front of a combined planning document relatively easily.

D. 3.



Does the regionolpoficy stotement structure need to be the some OS the rest of the pion?0.4

No. The RPS serves a different purpose and is not used in the same way as a regional plan. it is not
necessary for the RPS structure to be the same, and this may in some instances be difficult to
achieve. For instance, our proposed RPS has chapters that deal with "Resilient and Sustainable
Communities" and "Use and Development of Resources". However, our Regional Land and Water
Plan is primarily activity based. The principles relating to those particular chapters of the RPS filter
into each and every chapter of the Land and Water Plan (rather than one or two specific chapters of
the Regional Plan) and so the structure of our RPS could not be replicated in our Regional Plan.

Which structuroloption is the most suitoblefor your region ond why?loptions described on
pg. 14-17 of the DJ^cussion Documentl

Option 2 with Rule option (B) is the most suitable for our region because it most closely replicates
the existing structure of our regional plans. Our plans have been drafted in the way they have, and
amended over time, to respond to the needs of the users of our plans. When we review our plans,
we look at what else is going on in the country, and speak to the users of our plans about what they
might like to see. The structure we end up with reflects those conversations. The disadvantages of
Option 2 described in the Document do not apply to us. Our plans are not large or complex (we write
them with the opposite intention in mind) and it is the role of planning professionals to ensure that
the other disadvantages are appropriate Iy managed (to ensure integration across the plan, to
provide cross references and links, and to ensure the relationships between domains are clear)

0.5.

Aportfrom the regionol policy storement, should there be ony mondotory chopters within on
Option 2 structure ?

No. Flexibility allows a locational Iy appropriate approach to be taken. it also allows plans to be
adapted to respond to future national change.

D. 6.

Does the high-levelstructure outfined here strike the right bolonce between consistency ond
fle, jb^^ty'

Yes, any further prescription would result in an erosion of each local authority's ability to apply
flexibility in a locational Iy appropriate way.

D. 7.

Should rules be IOCoted with o550cioted obyectives, poficies ond rules or in their own chopter?D. 8.

Our research indicates that users prefer rules to be separated from objectives and policies. This is
how our plans are currently structured. This was supported by researched conducted by MfE in
respect of e-planning (email from Alastair Meehan, 30/08/2016). it is accepted that this was not the
approach taken by the Hearings Panel on the Auckland Unitary Plan, but given the clear differences
between the Auckland Council and the majority of other Councils around the country, it is not
accepted that the approach deemed appropriate by the Auckland Hearings Panel is applicable or
appropriate anywhere else.
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Should rules be orgonised by octivity type (e. g. , di^chorge, structure or worer toke), or by
subject (e. g. , lurid, o1r, worer)? Why?

Different councils deal with different issues and activities. What works for us may not work for
others' For that reason, we feel it is better for Councils to decide how to best organise their rules
The planning professionals within each Council are best placed to decide on these types of details.

D. 9.

0.10. Should the structure of the regionolpolicy storement ond PIOn obyectives ond pol^tiesflow
through to the rules (i. e. , if the obyectives ond pollc^^s ore by topic then the rules should o1so
be by topic) ?

nsider that the Planning Standards should not deal with this level of detail. See our response
stion 0.5.

We co

to que

0.11. Do you see benefit in stondordrsing the terminology used to refer to topics ond themes within
regionolpoficy storements ond pinns?

it is unclear in the Discussion paper what is meant by "terminology". No examples are provided for
consideration. Also refer to our response to question 0.6. The implication of mandatory chapters
could mean mandatory titles or names for topics, themes or chapters.



0.12. Would you prefer to choose from severo1structures (with the choice implemented vio on RMA
Schedule I process) or be given one structure (to be implemented di/ect/y, without Schedule
I)?

This depends on what the options are. We see significant risk of challenge from third parties in
response to some of the options proposed in this Discussion Document. Our preferred option would
be one that is achievable with our resources and does not result in third party appeals (either
through the Environment Court or Judicial Review). See our response to question 0.13.

0.13. Whot cho/Ienges do you foresee with implementotion, ond how could the Ministry for the
Environment help with these chol/enges?

A key difficulty will be striking the right balance between streamlining the process to allow the
Standards to be implemented in a quick and efficient way, whilst also ensuring that third parties do
not feel like plans that they contributed to the development of, are being undermined. We know
from experience that every single part of a plan, including the way it is arranged, has been drafted in
that particular way for a reason. Restructuring, and in particular removing, words, background
and/or provisions (which may be required to achieve integration, consistency and avoid repetition) is
likely to be controversial.

Formatting Plans and Policy Statements - Discussion Paper E

Whith option do you consider to more cleorly 11hk the objectives ond policies? Why?E. I.

If the National Planning Standards prescribe a layout format for plan objectives and policies, Option
2 is our preferred option as it gives the impression that the policies are linked to the objective, in a
similar way to a flow chart format. Whereas Option I gives the impression that the policies are
detached from the objective and other policies, as they are in separate boxes. Option 2 is also better
as the objectives and policies will be easier to format when creating the planning document.

Where do you think performonce stondords should be IOCoted? Why?E. 3

The location of performance standards should not be stipulated in the National Planning Standards.
The three options presented in this Discussion paper use district/city plan rules as examples. We
understand that it is common practice in district plans to have performance standards/conditions in
a table separate from the activity rules for each zone. However, our current regional plan rules and
conditions are not structured this way, and we have structured our rules in a similar way to other
region's plans. Councils should either have discretion over the location of performance standards to
allow for the differences between district and regional plans, or any requirements for location of
performance standards should only apply to city/district plans.
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Do you ogree with the principles outlined obove? Why or why not?E. 7.

We agree that the numbering of provisions in a plan should be easy to use, systematic, sequential
and have a limit on the number of digits in each provision number. Such a national numbering
system could be useful, however, we are unsure how it would work in practice. There may be some
situations where a variation of the numbering system in a plan is needed to suit the circumstances,
and any mandatory numbering system should provide flexibility for variations.

Whith option do you prefer?E. 9.

If the National Planning Standards prescribe font style and size, Option 2 is preferred as it provides a
level of standardisation between all plans while also allowing each plan to be individual. However,
we generally do not support prescribing font styles and sizes. See our response to question ETO.

E. 10. Do you think the Notion o1 Pionning Stondords should prescribefont style? Why?
No, we consider that the time it would take to change and check our regional plans to comply with
prescribed National Planning Standards for font style is an unjustified use of ratepayer money.
While this may seem like a straightforward change, we have found that making such formatting
changes can trigger other unintended formatting changes in our plans due to glitches in the
computer software. We do not believe that prescribing font styles will contribute substantially to
making our regional plans easier to read and navigate.



Zones and Overlays - Discussion Paper C

Generol comments

The Discussion Document suggests standardising overlays for RMA section 6 nationally important
matters. We were advised at one of the National Planning Standards workshops that the Standards
will not require section 6 overlays to be added in regional plans, but they will require a certain name
and style of overlay if councils choose to have such overlays in their plan. The Discussion Document
does not make this clear, however we have based our comments on the advice provided by MFE
We would be very concerned if, in the final set of National Planning Standards, there are any
requirements to include these layers in planning documents as this has significant implications for
councils with identifying section 6 areas.

Whot terminology should be used?C. 2.

Standardised names could work for some regional plan overlays such as "Airsheds", as the name is
already defined in the National Environmental Standard for Air Quality. The Term "Freshwater
Management Unit" is also defined in the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management so
this could be used in the NPS's. Although we are unfamiliar with overlay in other region's plans, we
would expect coastal hazard areas could have a standardised title

it may be more difficult to standardise names for regional plan overlays showing section 6 (a), (b)
and (c) natural value areas. The WCRC has identified significant wetlands as part of their water
management functions to give effect to section 6(c), while the District Councils will identify section
6(c) areas on 'dry' land. This is efficient for small councils with low rating bases as it avoids
duplicating the assessment and identification of the same type of areas. There may be other
variations needed between these types of layers, for example, between terrestrial and coastal areas
depending on whether the coastal environment is identified or not. Another example is with the
WCRC's identified Schedule I and 2 wetlands, the former are significant, the latter are potentially
significant, and there are different levels of protection for them. As mentioned already, the National
Planning Standards need to provide flexibility where it is appropriate for regions to have variations.
it may be an option to have a standardised name and then allow for a sub-name specific to the
overlay

Also see our response to question F. 3 for more reasons on why map/overlay names should not all be
standardised.

Whot inodfficotions ore necessory to the proposed fromework to occommodote spotiolloyers
commonly found in regionolplons?

See our response to question C. 4.

C. 3.
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Having a standardised spatial layer for nationally important public access points to the coastal
marine area, lakes and rivers is impractical for the West Coast region. It will be time-consuming and
expensive to identify these access points in a layer as there are so many of them in our large coastal
environment, and for our numerous rivers and lakes, especially on public conservation land. Not all
of these access points are necessarily nationally important, and we are not aware of any criteria for
identifying which ones are nationally, regionalIy, or locally important. We also do not have figures
for how many people use each access, to determine the status of each access point. Public access
points don't need to be in a spatial layer as their importance can be identified on a case by case basis
in the consent process.

C. 17. Whot ore your thoughts on stondordising district wide notion oily signfficont in otters in the
Notion o1 Plonni'rig Stondords?

We support the idea in principle as it would give consistency with naming and style of spatial layers
between regional and city/district plans in the same region, where the areas identified are the same
at the regional and district level. Our response to questions C. 2 and C. 3 also apply to this question in
terms of providing flexibility where variation is needed.



C. 23. Are these the right in otters to include in this 10yer? A. Are there ony other in otters thot
should be included?

Earthworks should be left out as there can be confusion between district and regional councils' roles
regarding managing effects of earthworks. Requiring a spatial layer for earthworks in district plans
may just heighten the confusion for public users of plans.
Definitions - Discussion paper G - focuses on District Plan definitions

Generol comments

G. 6.

G. 10.

Do you hove ony speofic comments obout the 'other considerotions' outlined?

If the Notion o1 PIOnning Stondords were to Ieoture nesting tobies, whot degree of vonotion
should be o110wed by indiV^^uol councils?

Metrics - Discussion Paper I - focuses on District Plans

Generol comments

1.1. Hove you experienced ony difficulty deofing with different metrics ocross resource
monogement pions?

I. 2.

I. 3.

To whot extent do you think the inconsistent use of metrics in pions is on issue?

I. 4.

Do you ogree with the criterio thot hove been used to identify the mom metric themes?

I. 5.

Do you think the four metric themes Identjfi^dforinclusion will offer the most benefit?

Are there other metric themes thot you think would benefitfrom stondorchsotion through the
Notion o1Plonning Stondords? isee OPPendiklfor commentDry on metric themes not
included. )

I. 6.

I. 7

Are then ony speofic diffitulties you foresee with stondorchsing certoin metrics?

Do you ogree thot the obove metrics themes should not be included in then1st set of Notion o1
Pionning Stondords?

1.8.

1.5

Out of the three options Identjfi^dfor metric thresholds, which one do you think is the most
OPPropriote ond why?

General Provisions - Discussion Paper I

Generol comments

Whot ore your views on eoch of the issues Identffied?1.1.

We generally agree with standardising the location of general provision chapters in planning
documents. This will save time searching for these chapters in plans that users are unfamiliar with.
We are not aware of any major negative consequences of standardising these general chapters. it
may be useful to ask a sample of expert planners their views on the best location in plans for the
general provisions chapters. Standardised location of these chapters should also be based on the
most common current practice, for example, the iwi chapter is often near the front of regional plans.

1.2. Do you ogree or di^ogree thot some informotion currently included in PIOns is better pinced
outside of o pion ?

Agree, it is efficient and user-friendly to simplify plans. Most people who use our plans are
consultants and council staff. We also agree with the examples given of information that could sit
outside a plan, that is, guides to using plans, how to apply for a resource consent, and plan
monitoring.



Do you ogree or di^ogree thot there is on opportunity for the Notion o1 Pionning Stondords to
provide stondordi^ed contentfor some of these provisibns?

Agree that commonly used descriptions in the general chapters could be standardised, while also
allowing for councils to explain matters that are specific to their district or region. Standardised
general text should be clear and brief.

I. 3

Whot ore your views on the exomples of generol provis^^ns set out in tobie I ?1.4.

We agree with most of the suggested options. The advantage of having these sections outside the
plan is that they can be amended or updated as needed without the time and cost of going through
a RMA plan change process.

Regarding the links to other regulatory documents, we are unsure if the suggested links are
electronic links or text. We agree with electronic links to NPS's and NES's. Any additional text
describing these national documents should be brief. Our first generation plans had a chapter on
related legislation which we removed in our second generation plans as it was not used. We would
oppose such a chapter being in the National Planning Standards as it is unnecessary.

We disagree that cross-boundary provisions should be standardised for inclusion in regional and
district plans. We have taken this section out of our Regional Land and Water, and Proposed Coastal,
Plans as it is repeats environmental issues that are already addressed in the plans, and it is not
mandatory under the RMA. However, it is appropriate, and required, to be included in regional
policy statements.

Plan mapping standards - Discussion Paper F

Generol comments

We generally support the concept of having standardised symbols in plan maps. Council staff would
then not have to spend time deciding on these details. This should not be an extra significant cost as
we understand that existing software and technology can be used.

Is the level of detoilprescribed in the New South Woles requirements desiroble? More? Less?F. 2.

The level of detail proposed may be useful in situations to show different levels of a feature, for
example, different levels of hazard risk (low, medium, high), although in other situations it may be
unnecessary. it may not be an issue if it does not incur a significant extra cost. Bear in mind that for a
small council the level of investment that would be required to implement these standards needs to
be justified by the number of people actually using our website

1.6

Are there ony porticulor mopping chollenges o550cioted with the proposol to introduce o
noming convention for spotiolloyers?

Our response to question C. 2 identified some types of maps/overlays where it may be difficult to
standardise names. Another reason why it may not be appropriate to introduce conventions on all
map naming is that often the names associated with certain things are important to local
communities, and they may feel disenfranchised by this right being removed. Additionally, other
names convey details about the specific processes that were followed and may reflect the legal
status of that layer, for example, the WCRC's Schedule I and 2 wetlands. Not all section 6 matters
have been mapped, nor can be mapped, for example, public access.

F. 3.

Electronic functionality and accessibility of plans - Discussion Paper H

Generol comments

While in some areas the WCRC is at the first 'online' stage of ePlanning progression, we have several
projects that will move us quickly to the second 'interactive' stage, and we also tick one of the boxes
at the third 'integrated' stage. Our IT staff have advised that we have the ability to add links into
planning documents, and this is relatively easy to do to progress towards further ePlan accessibility.
it does not require high tech software. However, we question whether we can, or should have to,
achieve the full extent of the final fourth stage of ePlanning progression (the 'mature' stage) within
the timeframes proposed. Given the rate of change with this sort of technology, its associated costs,



and the level of ePlan use in our region, if we do not go the full ePlan way, there needs to be
flexibility to enable us to do what we can do within our constraints to meet the National Planning
Sta rida rds.

Would the inoture options with o timefrome set out provide outhorities with more certointy?H. 4.

Not sure what is meant by providing "authorities with more certainty". Whether we can achieve the
'mature' option in the five-seven Years proposed in the Discussion paper will depend on what, if any,
assistance is available from central government, if needed. While we can, and have, budgeted for a
certain level of costs associated with progressing ePlanning, other unexpected costs or
circumstances that arise over this timeframe for our Council will need to be considered in terms of

the benefits to West Coast ratepayers.

Whot do you think of the tronsition costs ondfundrngimpficotions?H. 5.

See response to question H. 4

Do you ogree o stoged OPProoch thot sets brood requirements ond progresses over time is
the best OPProoch? Why/why not?

Yes, this is necessary for us as it will take some time to progress further to the third and possibly
fourth levels of full ePlanning delivery. We can do the minimum in the first Year as proposed in the
Discussion Document.

H. 7.

H. 9. Councils OPPeor to be moving independently ond more quickly to ePlons thon init^^11y
expected. Is o minimum stondord reloting to improving the quoity DipDFS Qinbit^^us
enough?

We think that the minimum standard for the first stage of progression is acceptable, and it does not
set the bar too low. it gives councils flexibility to move forward in a way that suits their
circumstances, and it does not matter if councils achieve above the minimum standard in the first 1.2
months, this at least indicates that good progress is being made.

HzO. How con we work colloborotively with you Grid other o9encies to monoge this tronsitibn
period?

Funding from central government would be the most helpful form of assistance, as work on plan
formatting and linking is likely to need some local knowledge

Hz3. Doto tronsfer stondords inoy need to form port of the Notion o1 Pionning Stondords in the
future. Do you hove ony views on the needfor doto tronsfer stondords und how these should
workin proctice?
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The National Planning Standards may not be the best place for data transfer standards. From our
experience with the National Monitoring System, there seems to be issues with a lack of consistency
of MFE staff who deal with the data, and MFE staff being unable to understand the data. Councils
are also having no involvement in decisions on what data should be required. Additionally, our
consents administration and planning staff have to manually transfer the required NMS information
into the Excel spreadsheets, and this is taking an increasing amount of our time due to the extra
information requirements added each Year by MFE. it effective Iy means the data is inputted twice,
firstly into the Council's database, and then into the NMS spreadsheet. We would be concerned if
the same system for data reporting was required in the National Planning Standards.

it would be better to have an open interface between councils and MFE so that MFE can take what
information they need from Council's database. We understand that a new system is being looked
into for this. it may be more appropriate to keep data transfer requirements outside the National
Planning Standards to enable improvements and changes to be made without having to potentially
frequently amend the Standards to reflect changes, as with some other NPS's and NES's



District Plan Structure - to be completed by District Councils

Generol comments

8.1 Do you ogree with theftomework ondin otters oddressedfor pion structure identified in
Tobie I ?

8.2

8.3

Do you ogree with the terminology used to describe eoch coregory?

8.4

Are there other elements thot strongly influence di^trict pion structure?

8.5

Do you prefer o topic, zone or combinotion OPProoch? Why?

Do you ogree or di^ogree thot the combihotion pinn OPProoch provides the best bolonce of
certointy ondflexibil^ty?

B. 6

B, 7

Should PIOn provisions be o190nised by provision type, or by topic or zone? Why?

8.8

Do you think occosionol ond professionolplon users hove different structure preferences?

8.9

How should these needs be reconciled?

8.10

Which option do you prefer, ond why?

Whotlevel of pion element ond pion structure detoilshould the Notion o1 Pionning Stondords
specify'

8.11

Questions specjfitollyforlocolgovernment

8.12

Which option would be eosiestfor your pion to convert to?

Is 12 months on ochievoble timefrome within which to chonge your pioninto o different
structure?If not whot would be required (e. g. 2 yeors, 5yeors, when you undertoke of un
re vie w ?)

8.13
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If not howlong do you estimoteit would toke? Con this be DChieved with existing stojf
resources ?

8.14 Whot percentoge of your pion would need to go through o seporote pion chonge process?
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Marrs Beach and Shingle Beach, located near the mouth of the Buller River, are used for recreational
purposes. Consequently, the WCRC, and BDC (via their resource consent), monitor E. coli at these
sites as part of the contact recreation monitoring programme to evaluate potential health risks.
Sawyers Creek runs through urban Greymouth and is sampled by the WCRC as part of its long term
State of the Environment water quality monitoring program. Maps of both sites, identifying the project
area, are attached to this report.

All three of these sites have been monitored over the last twenty years and have consistently
displayed elevated E. coli levels that exceed relevant guidelines. These guidelines relate to health risks
for humans caused by organisms like campylobacter and salmonella, which come from the gut of
warm blooded animals. These sites represent the worst performers for E. coli in both the State of
Environment and Contact Recreation monitoring programmes.

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Resource Management Committee- 11 July 2017
Sarah Jones

13 June 2017

Marrs/Shingle Beach and Sawyers Creek water quality projects

5. ^ .3

Given the history of poor performance, some limited additional sampling has been undertaken at
these sites in the past, along with a closer evaluation of potential sources and other environmental
factors that may influence E. coli levels. These results demonstrate that there are potentially several
sources of E. coli, such as: water birds, sewerage/septage, and faeces from domestic animals. it is
likely that there are multiple sources contributing to E. coli simultaneously, but not necessarily in a
consistent way. Additionally, there are potentially environmental factors at play, including tidal cycles,
rainfall and river level regimes, time of day and year. Based on the information we have, we know
that these are complex problems, particularly at the Buller River sites, and the solutions are unlikely to
be simple.

To address these complex problems and come up with workable solutions, we need to work with our
communities and stakeholders. These two projects target our worst performing waterways and will
seek to deliver tangible improvements in water quality for our communities.

I^

Pur OSe and function

The project seeks to establish a working group for each location who will consult with the local
community and then work together to identify the issues associated with water quality and ways of
addressing the water quality issues in each project area. Each working group will be tasked with
making recommendations to Council for future plan provisions and work programmes for the
integrated management of land and water resources within the project area. The recommendations
may contain both regulatory and non-regulatory measures.

The project will also work toward improving swimmability performance within the Region and
implementing the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management.

Pro^Ct Plan and timeframes

The key steps are:
I. Identify working group.
2. Meet with the working group to understand the issue from all sides. Understand what could

be contributing to the decline in water quality and how the water body is used and valued.
Identify any gaps in our knowledge.

3. Carry out any additional investigative work to close the gaps in our knowledge, and
feed this information back to the working group.

4. Using the information gathered in steps 2 and 3, the working group will identify
what they wish to achieve in the waterway (set targets and objectives).



5. The working group develop a range of regulatory and non-regulatory approaches
for achieving those objertives.

6. Working group makes recommendations back to Council for consideration.

Each working group will meet at least four times per annum (quarterly), holding additional workshops
and meetings as required. it is expected that the recommendations will be made back to Council
within 24 months of establishment of each working group.

Workin

The project will work closely with stakeholders, including the wider community, enable people to have
their say, listen to their views, and act to balance the interest of everyone in the area. Stakeholders
are key to a workable solution and the project will look to local farmers, adjacent land users, and
associated industries for involvement in the working group.

rou coin OSition

in addition, each working group will include a Regional Councillor, a District Councillor, a member
appointed by the relevant iwi authority and a member nominated by Community and Public Health.
The Working Group will be supported by the staff at the Regional Council, with District Council staff
involved where appropriate.

Draft Terms of Reference are attached to this report which set out the above arrangements in more
detail.

RECOMMENDATION

I. 7i^at the report 13 rece/'ved
2. 7i^at the Council a9rees the dial7' Teams of Relt?fence,
3. fibat the Counc// estab/Ishes two work/h99roups in accordance with the 891eed 7191ms of

Rel^?fence.

Sarah Jones

Planning Team Leader

2, @



Sawyers Creek Watershed Map
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Marrs Beach Watershed Map
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Marrs/Shingle Beach and Sawyers Creek Working Group Terms of
Reference (June 201.7)

Establish merit a rid Status

The Marrs/Shingle Beach and Sawyers Creek Working Groups are established under the Local
Government Act 2002. They have the status of an Advisory Committee of the West Coast Regional
Council

The Working Group's Purpose
The purpose of each working group is to consult with the local community and then work together to
identify the issues associated with water quality and ways of addressing the water quality issues in each
project area. Each working group will be tasked with making recommendations to Council for future plan
provisions and work programmes for the integrated management of land and water resources within the
project area. The recommendations may contain both regulatory and non-regulatory measures

The project will also work toward improving swimmability performance within the Region and
implementing the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management

The identified project areas are shown on the attached map

Objectives of the Working Group
I. To understand what is contributing to the decline in water quality and how the water body is

used and valued.

2. To identify water quality targets and objectives for improving water quality informed by the way
the water body is used and valued

3. To develop a range of regulatory and non-regulatory approaches for achieving those targets and
objectives

4. To present the recommended approaches to the West Coast Regional Council by June 2019

The Working Groups are advisory and have no decision-making powers

Committee Membership
The Committee will comprise no more than 12 members made up as follows:

23

.

.

linember appointed by the Regional Councilwho shall be an elected member
T member appointed by the relevant territorial authority who shall be an elected member
I member appointed by the relevant iwi authority.
I member nominated from Community and Public Health
Up to 8 members appointed from the local community who come from a range of backgrounds
and interests within the community. The 8 community members should be selected to reflect the
broad interests in water management within the project area and provide a cross-section of
values, understanding and perspectives.

.

.

.

it is expected that all members will engage with their organisations and wider networks to share
information and get feedback on the matters being considered

Chairman and Quorum
The Working Groups will be initially chaired by the Regional Councillor. The permanent chairperson
position is to be elected by the Working Groups when all members have been appointed



The quorum at a meeting consists of
i. half of the members if the number of members (including vacancies) is even; or
ii. a majority of members if the number of members (including vacancies) is odd

Proxies or alternates are not permitted. The Working Groups will at all times operate in accordance with
the requirements of the Standing Orders of Council, The Local Government Act 2002, and the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act

Term of Appointment and meetings
Members of the Working Groups are appointed for a term of 2 years from the date of the inaugural
meeting. The Committee is expected to meet quarterly, with workshops and additional meetings as
required

General Operating Principles
The Working Groups are expected to

I. Work in a collaborative and co-operative manner using its best endeavours to reach solutions
that take account of the interests of all sectors of the community

The Working Groups will seek consensus in its decision-making where at all possible
Where the Working Group encounters fundamental disagreements, despite having sought

assistance and exhausted all avenues to resolve matters, they will report the matters where
agreement was achieved and also those matters where disagreement remained including whether
there was a consensus, or a majority view, on each matter.

2

3

Working Group Support
The Working Group shall be supported by the West Coast Regional Council, with the primary contact
being the Planning Team Leader, Sarah Jones

A minimum of two Coundl staff will be present at each meeting and will provide administrative support,
including minute-taking and technical advice and data where it is available. Any additional investigation or
data collection requested by the Working Group will require approval by Council. Staff from the relevant
territorial authority will also be invited to attend each meeting and will be asked to contribute technical
advice and data where appropriate.

24



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

There have been no exceed an cos of the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards
for Air Quality) Regulations 2004 for PMjo in Reefton so far this year (Figure I).

Reefton Air Quality 2017

_ _ COUNCIL

Resource Management Committee Meeting - 11 July 2017
Emma Chaney, Senior Resource Science Technician
27 June 2017

REEFTON AIR QUALITY SUMMARY
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F19. ure I. Reel?on dally PMro for 2017 showin9 exceedances of the WESin red

The large gap in data in April is due to a serious fault occurring with the BAM instrument. The BAM is
currently away for repair and a loan machine has been installed at the Reefton site. Several other
instrument failures have also caused small gaps in the data. Equipment has been repaired or replaced
and is all now in working order for winter.

The monitoring equipment was re-located in September 2016 due to the sale of the original site. The
air uali site is now located at the rear of the Reefton Area School Fi ure 2 .
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RECOMMENDATION

Thot the report is received.

Michael Meehan

Chief Executive Officer
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Prepared for:
Prepared by:

Date:

Subject:

Resource Management Committee 11 July 2017
Cassidy Rae - Trainee Administrator and Karen Glover - Consents & Compliance
Administration Officer

29 June 2017

CONSENTS MONTHLY REPORT

Consents Site Visits undertaken 01 June - 28 June 2017

, ^^. 2. I unTHE \"Lo, ~uria, K=L. LUNAL COUNCIL

09-06-2017

Non-Notified Resource Consents Granted 01 June - 28 June 2017

RC-2017-0057 - Greymouth
Boating Club Inc, Construct a
boat ramp, Grey River

CONSENT No. & HOLDER

RC-2017-0062

DK Enterprises (2015) Ltd

RC-2017-0054

BW & JM Blacktopp

RC-2017-0057

Greymouth Boating Club Inc
RC-2017-0056

JL Adamson & AK Crawford

RC-2017-0061

M3 Contracting

RC-2017-0063

The Mokihinui-Lyell Backcountry
Trust

RC-2017-0052

Rosco Contractors Ltd

PURPOSE OF CONSENT

To discharge treated onsite sewage wastewater to land from a
workshop at Lot 19 DP 384771, Kaiata Park.

To discharge treated onsite sewage wastewater to land from a
motel at 8 Donovan Drive, Franz Josef.

Works and activities associated with the construction of a boat

ramp in the Grey River.

To discharge treated onsite sewage wastewater to land from a
domestic dwelling block at Lot 4 DP 402859, 112 WeIshman's
Road.

To disturb the dry bed of the Waiho River for the purpose of
gravel extraction.

To disturb the dry bed of Stern Creek, Mokihinui for the purpose
of extrarting gravel.

To meet with applicant and undertake site visit
of proposed boat ramp and vegetation
clearance.

33 whitebait stand resource consent files were also granted during this period. 511 out of 657
(77.78%) whitebait stand resource consent files have now been granted. 581 applications (88.43%)
have been received to date.
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Chan es to and Reviews of Consent Conditions Granted 01 June - 28 June 2017

CONSENT No. & HOLDER

RC-2014-0166-Vl

Grey District Council

To disturb the dry bed of the Inarigahua River for the purpose of
removing gravel.

NO Notified or Limited Notified Resource Consents were granted between 01 June - 28 June 2017

Public En uiries

66 written public enquiries were responded to during the reporting period. 56 (85%) were answered
on the same day, and the remaining 10 (15%) within the next ten days.

PURPOSE OF CHANGE/REVIEW

To add contaminated material to an existing containment cell,
MCLeans Pit Landfill.

RECOMMENDATION

fibat the July 20/7 report of the Consents Gr0,40 be rece/'ved.

Gerard MCCormack

Consents & Compliance Manager



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

Site Visits

A total of 48 site visits were undertaken during the reporting period, which consisted of:

Resource Management Committee - 11 July 2017
Colin HeIem - Senior Compliance Officer
3 July 2017
COMPLIANCE & ENFORCEMENT MONTHLY REPORT

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

b. Z. I^,

Resource consent monitoring

Mining compliance & bond release

Activity

Out of the 48 total site visits, 34 visits were compliant, 14 visits were non-compliant.

. Mining visits
Gold Mining: 20 alluvial gold mining inspections were carried out during the month.

Coal Mining: 5 coal mining inspections were carried out during the month.

. Dairy Farms
3 dairy farm inspections were carried out, which were graded compliant.

Complaint related

Dairy farm

Coin laints Incidents between I. June 20.7 & 29 June 201.7

The following 8 complaints/incidents were received during the reporting period:

Activity

Number of Visits
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Gold mining

11

25

Complaint received that a
miner was operating
outside of their

consented boundary and
had discharged sediment
onto a neighbouring
property.

Description

9

3

Gold mining

Gold mining

Complaint received
regarding the discharge
of sediment from a gold
mining operation.

Location

Discharge to water

Complaint received
regarding the discharge
of sediment from a gold
minin o eration.

Marsden

Stock access to

water

The site was investigated
which resulted in an

infringement notice for the
discharge and an abatement
notice issued to undertake

remedial work.

Action/Outcome

Complaint received that
effluent from a piggery
may be discharging to
water.

Notown

Complaint received that
cows within the lake

Brunner catchment were

crossing a creek.

The site was investigated
which has resulted in the

operator being issued with
two infringement notices for
the discharge of sediment.

Notown

INC/Coinp

Enquiries are continuing and
enforcement action is

pending.

Kaiata

Complaint

Lake

Brunner

Enquiries are continuing.

Enquiries established that the
cows had broken out of a

paddock and wandered
across the creek. The cows

had been returned to the

paddock.

Complaint

Complaint

Complaint

Complaint



Activity

Unauthorised

rubbish dump.

Complaint received that
building demolition
materials had been

dumped unlawful Iy on a

Description

Earthworks

ro e

Stock access to

water

Complaint received that
uriconsented earth works

have been undertaken

within the Greymouth
earthworks control area

to develo a house ad.

Formal Enforcement Action

Location

Eight Formal Warning notices were issued during the reporting period.

Complaint received that
cows have access to a

water body.

Greymouth

Gold Mining - discharge of sediment into the Coastal Marine Area

Gold Mining - miner was operating without an annual work programme

Action/Outcome

The site has been

investigated and enquiries are
continuing.

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Greymouth

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Barrytown

Enquiries are continuing

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Activity

Dairy - discharge of effluent

INC/Coinp

Infrin ement Notice

Enquiries are ongoing.

Complaint

Four infringement notices were issued during the reporting period.
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Gold Mining discharge -discharge of sediment (two notices to the same operator)

Complaint

Gold Mining - discharge of sediment

Gold Mining - discharge of sediment

Abatement Notices

Complaint

Ten abatement notices were issued during the reporting period.

Activity

Location

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Ross

Nelson Creek

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

At a ra u

Ikamatua

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Kowhitirangi

Inchbonnie

Lake Brunner

Activity

mangahua

Location

Notown

Marsden

Marsden

Location

Inchbonnie

Inchbonnie

Inchbonnie

Kowhitirangi

mangahua



Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Gold Mining - cease mining outside of consented area

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Dairy - discharge of effluent

Minin Work Pro rammes and Bonds

The Council received the following two work programmes during the reporting period. On work programme
is still to be approved.

Date

16-06-17

27-06-17

Mining
Authorisation

No bonds were received during the reporting period, therefore no bonds are recommended for release.

RC-2015-0060

RECOMMENDAnONS

7i7at the July 20/7 report of the Coinp/, ance Group be received.

RC-2014-0159

Gerard MCCormack

Consents and Compliance Manager

Southwest Energy Ltd

Holder

Prospect Resources Ltd

Rotomanu

Fronz Josef

Marsden

Maruia

Reefton

29

Location

Ross

Maori Gully

Approved

Yes

in progress
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THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Notice is hereby given that an ORDINARY MEETING of the West Coast Regional Council
will be held in the Offices of the West Coast Regional Council,

388 Main South Road, Greymouth on
Tuesday, 1.1. July 201.7 commencing on completion of the

Resource Management Committee Meeting

M. MEEHAN

CHIEF EXECUnVE OFFICER
A. J. ROBB

CHAIRPERSON

AGENDA
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Engineering Operations Report
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Appointment of Regional On Scene Commanders6.1.

GENERAL BUSINESS



MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE COUNCIL HELD ON 1.3 JUNE 201.7,
AT THE OFFICES OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL, 388 MAIN SOUTH ROAD,

GREYMOUTH, COMMENCING AT 1.11.28 A. M.

PRESENT:

A. Robb (Chairman), N. Clementson, P. Ewen, A. Birchfield, T. Archer, S. Challenger,
P. MCDonnell

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

3. I

IN An ENDANCE:

M. Meehan (Chief Executive Officer) R. Mallinson (Corporate Services Manager), G. MCCormack
(Consents & Compliance Manager), R. Be al (Operations Manager), N. Costley (Strategy &
Communications Manager), T. Jellyman (Minutes Clerk)

I. . APOLOGIES:

There were no apologies.

2. PUBLIC FORUM

There was no public forum.

3.1. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Moved (Clementson I Birchfield) that the in/hates of the Counc/I Meath9 dated 9 May 20/11 be
confirmed as correct.

Carried

Matters arisin

C
L.

or MCDonnell asked G. MCCormack if the rock work in the Kaniere rating district opposite to where the
proposed works are situated is consented. G. MCCormack agreed to follow up on this.

3.1. .,. CONFIRMAnON OF MINUTES OF SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING

Moved (Archer I Clementson) that the minutes of the 510ec/271 Counc// Meet/n9 dated 15 May 20/7; be
confirmed as correct

Calf/ed

Matters arisin

There were no matters arising.

REPORTS:

4. ,. ENGINEERING OPERATIONS REPORT

R. Be al spoke to this report. He advised that the tender price for the works in the Kaniere rating
district have come in significantly lower than the estimate.
R. Be al reported that the tender has been released to extract rock from the White horse Quarry for use
on the Punakaiki Seawall extension. He stated that if the extension does not go ahead, then this rock
will be stockpiled and sold. R. Beal confirmed that all rock will be removed in one operation. Cr

Cniinril Minii*PC-12 111nP 7017



Birchfield asked R. Beal if the Punakaiki rating district is likely to want to go ahead with the works. R.
Beal responded that there are changes to the classifications which will increase rates for some
classifications. He stated that the rating district will be putting in submissions via the annual plan
process and this will reveal whether or not the works go ahead. Cr Birchfield stated that the
White horse rock is very good quality and is a good opportunity for the rating district to get rock at a
good price.
Cr Clementson raised the matter of trees on stopbanks as he has received a lot of questions from
constituents on this. He asked if the previous advice of removing trees and stumps from stopbanks
still stands. M. Meehan advised that stated that there is good information available on the importance
of removing theses from stopbanks.
M. Meehan drew attention to the arrival of the much awaited Niwa report on Carters Beach. Cr Ewen
asked how much these reports cost Council. M. Meehan stated that the Niwa reports for Cobden
Beach Rapahoe Beach are included in today's agenda and all three reports were paid for via Envirolink
funding and each report costs $5,000. Cr Archer passed on his congratulations to staff for applying to
Envirolink for funding for these reports as otherwise Council would have to fund them. The Chairman
stated that these reports give good information to communities and allow for Council to make informed
decisions. Cr Archer stated that he is happy with the Carters Beach report. Cr Birchfield agreed with
Cr Archer's statement.

R. Beal answered various questions from Councillors. Discussion took place on matters relating to
rating districts, the annual plan process and the responsibilities Council has to its ratepayers.
Cr Challenger asked for an update on matters relating to Franz Josef. M. Meehan advised that staff

attended the Franz Josef Working Group meeting yesterday, and the final stages of the Tonkin &
Taylor work is near completion. He stated that cost benefit analysis on options will be worked through
and once this has been completed a further meeting will be held to discuss where to from here. M.
Meehan suggested that a meeting is held with the Carters Beach community and that the Niwa report
is distributed to the community

Moved (Archer I Challenger)

7i^at the report I^ rece/'ved
mat the Cartels Beach A1'/wa Report 13 rece/'ved and that steps are taken to Ih/1/1^te pub/, I:'
consultation w/Ih the coinmun/17.

I.

2.

4.2 CORPORATE SERVICES MANAGER'S REPORT

a

R. Mallinson spoke to his report and advised that this is the 10 month financial report to the end of
April. He reported that the operating surplus is just under $1.5M for the reporting period. R. Mallinson
stated that the excellent financial result is due to the strong VCS and PCR LP performance over the 10
month period. R. Mallinson answered questions relating to the investment portfolio and the possibility
of reinvesting monies from recent land sales and purchases back into the investment portfolio.
Extensive discussion ensued and it was agreed that when Council has profitable years then these
profits will be put into a reserve to be used when necessary.

Moved (Birchfield I MCDonnell) That a^/S' report be rece/Ved

5.0 CHAIRMANS REPORT

The Chairman spoke to his report and advised that at the recent Regional Sector Group meeting
Lawrence Yule, President of Local Government NZ, provided an update and he advised that the
relationship with the new Local Government Minister is at a good level. The Chairman stated that
Minister Tolley visited recently. He stated that she is a very good Minister to deal with and she
indicated that she is happy with the work on shared services on the West Coast. The Chairman spoke
about the Edgecombe flood event which was discussed at the Regional Sector Group meeting, he
stated that the review into this flood will have implications that other councils will need to be aware of
in future. The Chairman stated that the Havelock North inquiry into water contamination will also have
implications for other councils.

Carried

ChiinrilMinii+PC-12 111nP 7017
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The Chairman spoke of Minister Collins visit to Westport and advised that this was a very positive an
progressive meeting. Cr Clementson also attended this meeting and agreed with the Chairman's
comments.

The Chairman reported that LGNZ Water Symposium was very well received, with good speakers
attending. He advised that the Regional Sector Group is considering holding this event every year.
The Chairman reported that the interview process for the DWC Appointment went well with three
excellent candidates interviewed. He advised that Dame Julie Christie has now officially accepted the
position.

Moved (Robb I Archer) that this report I^ rece/'ved

6.0 CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S REPORT

M. Meehan spoke to his report and spoke of recent meetings he attended. He advised that he was
elected Chairman of the CEG on 8 May and attended the meeting for CEG Chairs on 6 June along with
parts of the National Emergency Management Conference. The national review for Civil Defence in NZ
is now underway with a recommending report expected shortly.
M. Meehan reported that water was the big focus at the recent LGNZ Policy Advisory Group meeting.
He advised that Mayors, Chairs and CEO's from regional, unitary and territorial authorities were in
attendance with discussion taking place about natural hazards and flood protection schemes, insurance
and awareness of insurance and the lack of insurance during flood events. He stated that it was
revealed that 40% of residents in Edgecumbe affected by the recent flood were uninsured and of those
that were insured a large proportion were under insured.

Moved (Archer I Ewen) that th/S' report ts' rece/Ved,

GENERAL BUSINESS

Cr Ewen suggested that monies from recent land sales are put into the Catastrophe Fund. M. Meehan
advised that he and R. Mallinson will be bringing a report to the next council on this matter.

The meeting closed at 12.25 p. in.

Chairman

Date

Calf/ed

Calf/ed

CniinrilMiniifPc-12 111nP 7017



MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL HELD ON

27 JUNE 201.7, AT THE OFFICES OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL,
388 MAIN SOUTH ROAD, GREYMOUTH, COMMENCING AT ,. 0.30 A. M.

PRESENT:

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

A. Robb (Chairman), T. Archer, A. Birchfield (arrived 10.38), P. Ewen, S. Challenger, N. Clementson,
P. MCDonnell

3.1 .I

IN An ENDANCE:

R. Be al (Operations Manager), R. Mallinson (Corporate Services Manager), T. Jelly man (Minutes
Clerk)

APOLOGIES:,. .

There were no apologies.

2. ANNUAL PLAN SUBMISSIONS

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting. He stated that this meeting is a hearing to listen
to submitters. The Chairman advised that Councillors have read the submissions. He stated that

Council takes note of what submitters have to say and may also ask questions of clarification but
there is no debate allowed. The Chairman explained that this meeting was to hear submissions on
the Council's Annual Plan 2017 I 18. The Chairman explained that at the conclusion of today's
meeting a workshop will be held to discuss submissions. Decisions will be made at the Special
Council meeting on 30 June 2017.

Submissions on the Annual Plan 201.7 I ,. 8
36 submissions were received, two of these were late and not included in the agenda, and were
emailed to Councillors. Five submitters spoke to their submissions in person, and one submitter
spoke to his submission via telephone.

4

Crai B ant - Pro OSed Flood Protection for Cobden

C. Bryant spoke to this submission. Cr Robb thanked C. Bryant for his submission.

Gordon Linklater - Kaniere Ratin District

G. Linklater spoke to his submission. Cr Robb thanked G. Linklater for his submission.

Des Barklett

D. Bartlett spoke to his submission. Cr Robb thanked D. Barlett for his submission.

Michael & Frances Keatin - Punakaiki Ratin District

Punakaiki Ratin District

F. Keating spoke to this submission. Cr Robb thanked F. Keating for her submission.

Annual Plan Hearing Minutes - 27 June 2017
Page I



Pancake Rocks Cafe - Punakaiki Ratin District

P. Volk spoke to this submission. Cr Robb thanked P. Volk for his submission.

John Sutton - Neil's Beach Ratin District

J. Sutton spoke to his submission via telephone. Cr Robb thanked J. Sutton for his submission.

Moved (Archer I Clementson) 7i^at the 36 subm/3510n$;. Ihc/ud/h9 the two bte subm/3510ns on the
20/7/ 18 Annual Pbn are rece/'ved.

Carried

Cr Robb thanked those present for their attendance.

The meeting closed at 11.52 a. in.

Chairman

Date

5

Annual Plan Hearing Minutes - 27 June 2017
Page 2



MINUTES OF A SPECIAL MEETING OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL HELD ON

30 JUNE 201.7, AT THE OFFICES OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL,
388 MAIN SOUTH ROAD, GREYMOUTH, COMMENCING AT ,. 0.35 A. M.

PRESENT:

A. Robb (Chairman), T. Archer, A. Birchfield (via telephone), P. Ewen, S. Challenger (via telephone), N.
Clementson, P. MCDonnell

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

3. I. 2

IN An ENDANCE:

M. Meehan (Chief Executive Officer), R. Mallinson (Corporate Services Manager), T. Jelly man (Minutes
Clerk)

,.. APOLOGIES:

There were no apologies.

MOVED (Archer I Ewen)

That Stand/h9 Orders be suspended to afr'ow CIS Birchfieb' and Chaffen9er to part/bioate in the meet/h9 una
teft?phone.

2. STAFF REPORT ON 20.7 I 1.8 ANNUAL PLAN SUBMISSIONS

R. Mallinson spoke to this report. He stated that 36 submissions were received on the Annual Plan. R.
Mallinson went through the staff report and answered questions from Councillors. R. Mallinson advised
that he has done further work on the differentials for Class B and D in the Punakaiki Rating District due to
the submissions from Class B ratepayers. He advised that the total cost for the seawall extension has
come in at $420,000 which is within the bounds of what was anticipated in the Annual Plan of $426,000.
R. Mallinson advised that he has modelled the effect of different scenarios on a property from each of the
classes and he has compared that with their existing maintenance rate.
R. Mallinson spoke to the rest of his report. He answered questions relating to the Cobden Flood
Protection item and advised that there is a healthy credit balance in the Greymouth Floodwall loan account
should Council decide to go ahead with the project. it was noted that a Niwa report on this matter is
awaited. Further discussion took place on the proposed Cobden flood protection work. M. Meehan
answered questions regarding this and advised that further information is awaited from Niwa and

Cr Ewen stated that he feels this work should be done.engineers.
Cr Ewen stated that he is in favour of the Punakaiki classifications being a 65 I 30 split for the Class B
(65%) and Class D (30%). Cr Ewen stated that the work R. Mallinson has done on this is very helpful. R.
Mallinson advised that the Punakaiki existing maintenance rate is sitting at an artificially high level
currently at $95,000 + GST while the overdraft is being recovered, with the overdraft currently $130,000.
He stated that in the future when the overdraft is under control and there some money in the kitty, the
maintenance rate can then be pulled back to around $60,000 annually.
Cr MCDonnell stated that most members of the Kaniere rating district that he has spoken to are in favour
of the proposed extension of the rock wall.
The Chairman asked Crs Birchfield and Challenger for their opinions. Cr Birchfield stated that he feels
there should be a uniform rating charge for all properties in the Punakaiki rating district but he is in favour
or R. Mallinson's recommendation. Cr Challenger stated that he is concerned about the longevity of
Punakaiki and how much more money is going to be spent. Cr Challenger noted that the rating district is
not interested in a retreat and he feels that long term a seawall is not viable. The Chairman stated that
this is the community's decision, and while they are prepared to pay to protect their properties and the
seawall is sustainable then this is the will of the rating district. Further discussion ensued on rating
districts and risks to properties and rating classifications. R. Mallinson provided additional information on
the maintenance rate based on capital value and no classes of benefit. M. Meehan advised that the
maintenance rate was set low, at $15,000 for a number of years, but was raised to $95,000 in recent

6

Carried

Special Meeting Minutes - 30 June 2017
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?
years' Cr Ewen feels that a uniform rate for everyone is worth looking into. M. Meehan advised that a
uniform rate could be consulted on for next year based on R. Mallinson's figures. it was agreed that Class
B differential would be changed to from 80% to 65% and Class D would change from 20% to 30%.

I, 7hat afr' subm/Ite/s be thanked for their subm/:5'510ns.

MOVED (Archer I Clementson)

2.

Cobden Ftood Protect/bn

that these subm/Ite/s be adv/3'ed that Councff' ts' deft;^1/1h9 a dects'/On re9ard/h9 the proposal
until 11 has rece/'ved a A1'/, 11A report which we understand w/"' Ihc/ude recommendat/Ons
re9ardin9 the proposed wonk's.

7i^at the proposed borrow/h9 of $160,000 and/at/h9Impact be deleted from the AnnualPbn.

7hat Council cont/hues d/iscuss/bns w/th the Cobden subm/Ite/s (;^rid other affected Cobden residents)
with re9ard to their concerns about flood/h9 in the tower Cobden do9:47ark area,

MOVED (Archer I Challenger)

3.

Punaka/k/'Seawall extension

7hat subm/iters be advised that Counc// confirms that the sea-wa"' extens/On 13 to proceed

MOVED (Clementson I Ewen)

4, That subm/Iters be advised that the total cost of the works follow/h9 eva/uatibn of tender responses 13
$424000 + 651

MOVED (Ewen I Archer)

51 That submite/s be ad, ,/S'ed Counc// has a9reed to amend the d/77erent/13/5 apply/h9 to Punaka/k/' Rat/h9
District as fol'ows, '

Cbss A, ' reina/hs @ 100%
Cbss 8. ' chan9es from 80% to 65%
Cbss C, ' remains @ 60%
Cbss D, ' chan9es from 20% to 30%

MOVED (Ewen I Clementson)

Calf/ed

6. 7i^at the Annual Pbn be amended to reflect the actual cost of the preybc4. Ihc/ud/h9 borrow/h9
requirement and rat/h9 impacts.

MOVED (Archer I MCDonnell)

7. 7i^at submite/s be ad, ,/:s'ed that the rate of $21,200 + GST/^ confirmed/br11, '18.

MOVED (Clementson I MCDonnell)

Wells' Beach Rat/h

Calf/ed

8. 7i^at subm/Ite/s be advised that Local Government Act 2002 consutat/On requirements require Counc//
to validate the survey that a coinmumly representative undertook. 7h/:s has been maled out with a
response date of 20 July. If a mayor/ty of responde/s support a 51ir7pft:? rate on Cap/ta/ 1431ue then the
Annual Pbn w/\ be amended to reflect that

Calf/ed

Calf/I'd

Special Meeting Minutes - 30 June 2017
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MOVED (Archer I MCDonnell)

9. that subm/Iter be advised that Counc// I^ uriconv/hced that a UAGC ts' the best way to coffect the
$700,000 cost of Re9/on81 CDEMin 17718 and that 00 chan9e w/\ be made to the AnnualPbn.

MOVED (Clementson I MCDonnell)

Federated ^;arme/s of A1'Z

70. mat subm/Iter 13 advts'ed that the fund/h9 request ^ decfr'bed. Any Couno/ Ihvo/veinent in
env//oninenta/ awards w/1' be across a/ sectors, not/Ust the F1arm/h9 secto/:

MOVED (MCDonnell I Archer)

A1Z Harm In yestinent flust

11. 7ibat subm/Iter I^ advts'ed that Counc// ts' not inak/h9 any chan9es to the 20/7y'18 Annual Pbn.

7hat subm/Iter ts' adv/:sed that the mowtor/h9 reports sou9ht are read/ly' a van:abk? upon request

7i^at subm/Iter 13 advised that the Warm West Coast lbsubt/On scheme was not susta/hab/e without

the involvement of EEC4 (from a fundh9 and quafrZy control perspective). Counc// ats'o was not
prepared to run up Its debt its^ve/5 to fund thts' scheme when property owners are usual'y abft:? to access
their own bank fundin9.

7i^at submitter also I^ advised that the scheme 13 st/17 a vatbb/e to res/dents of Reeft'on in rec09n/non of
the partfo'ubr air quality ts'sues in that air shed,

MOVED (Ewen I Clementson)

Coinmun/' & Pubi?C' Health

12, 7hat subm/Iter 13 advts'ed that Counc// does take Ihto account chinate chan9e when mainta/h/h9
ex/Styh9 anddesj;;'n/h9 new Ih/7astrudure.

77^at subm/Iter be advised that the Warm West Coast Ihsu/at/bn scheme was not sustainabft? w/thout

the Ihvo/veinent of EEC4 (i"fom a fund/h9 and quafrly control perspective), Council abo was not
prepared to run up 113 debt levers' to fund this' scheme when property owners are usua^y abk? to access
their own bank fundh9,

7i^at the subm/Iter also be advts'ed that the scheme ^ stiff ava/%abk? to residents of Reefton in

rec09n/t/On of the particubr air quafrZy Issues in that air shed.

MOVED (Clementson I MCDonnell)

Aof/'ve West Coast

8
Carried

Carried

13. 7hat the Annual Pbn for 201Z/18 be approvec!. sunject to the amendments Ihc/uded in the above
recommendations"

MOVED (Archer I Clementson)

The meeting closed at 11.10 a. in.

Calf/bd

Chairman

Date

Calf7bd

Special Meeting Minutes - 30 June 2017
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Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

WORKS COMPLETED AND WORKS TENDERED FOR

Mokihinui Ratinq District

Work involving the top up of the sacrificial seawall was completed by S M Lowe Contracting Ltd at a
cost of $855 (GST exclusive).

Council Meeting - 11 July 2017
Paulette Birchfield - Engineer, Brendon Russ - Engineer
23 June 2017

ENGINEERING OPERAnONS REPORT

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

4.1

Look/h9 south akin9 the reconstructed Mok/h/hu/' SRA sacrificial seawaff 7he ne/:7hbounhg bndowner SOS Morgan3 seawaff stab
at the PIhe trees.

Karamea Ratinq District

Work involving the reconstruction of the Karamea Domain Stopbank has been completed except for the
immediate area around the Chorus owned anchor pole and wire stay. The Contractor was able to place and form
gravel around the pole by splitting the work into two parts and approaching from either side, but the area
immediately around the pole could not be effectiveIy compacted. Negotiations are continuing with Chorus and
Downer for the removal of the pole and stay. Final costs for this contract are yet to be received.
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FUTURE WORKS

Kaniere Ratin District

Tendering for the construction of 220m of rock riprap up stream of the Kaniere Bridge is completed and
a final cost of $159,000; including contractor price ($140,975), contingency ($7,025), design and set
out ($5,000) and supervision ($6,000) has been identified. This project is now going through the
annual plan process.

Carters Beach

The NIWA report has been received and circulated to the Carters Beach community. A community
meeting will be planned to discuss the report, options and the forming of a Rating District.

ONGOING WORKS

Punakaiki Ratin District

The tender process has identified a preferred contractor for the northern extension, consultation will
now take place with the community.

Grani

Staff are working through options to take back to the community in addition to this staff are continuing
discussions with NZTA who are planning work in this area.

N akawau Hector Erosion

Buller River Flood Consultation

Staff has provided Councillors a recommendation to invite members of the community into the working
group to assist with the information sharing process. A terms of reference document is being prepared
to clearly state the expectations and responsibilities of representing the working group.

Neil's Beach Ratin

As per the outcome of the Annual Plan hearin, the rating district has been set a further survey with a
view to forming one classification. A copy of the survey is attached to this report.

QUARRIES

Quarry rock movements for May 201.7

10

Quarry

Blackball

Camelback

Inchbonnie

Opening Stockpile
Balance

Kiwi

Okuru

1,650

Whataroa

16,417

Totals

13,821

Note: Awaiting invoice for rock produced in Kiwi Quarry during May 2017.

Rock Used

RECOMMENDATION

898

400

mat the report 13 rece/Ved

17,940

o

Randal Be al

Operations Manager

5, .,,. 26

o

713

Rock Quarried

780

o

o

o

o

,., 493

Closing Stockpile
Balance

o

o

o

1,650

o

16,417

o

13,108

118

400

17,940

49,633



27 June 2017

Ratepayer
Address I

Address 2

Address 3

Dear Ratepayer

Results from the 201.7 Annual Plan Public Submissions on Neil's Beach Rating District

Council has received feedback on the 20/7/18 Annual Plan released for consultation in May 2017.
A total of 10 submissions were received relating to Neil's Beach rating District, nine from individuals
and one from the Neil's Beach Rating District Committee. The feedback from the community and
committee focussed on one key theme:

.

Submission Results

Of the 10 submissions received, all submitted against the proposal within the Annual Plan.
There was a clear message within the submissions that there is strong support within the
Rating District for a ONE classification rating district.

However, in order to comply with the consultation requirements contained in the Local
Government Act, Councillors have decided to re-survey the rating district with a simple
survey in support of a One Classification rating district.

A9rec3, ."013a9ree in w/Ih a One cbss ratih9 d/Str/of

One cbss/77cah'on for the Ratin9 Dts'tr/ct

11

it the majority of submissions received from this survey do not support the one
classification rating district, then Council will implement the existing two classification rating
district in the August 2017 Council meeting.

it You wish to discuss any aspect of the proposed Rating District, or require further information,
please call me on 021702591.

Yours faithfully

I^,^ ^/
Randal Be al

Operations Manager



Appendix One-New rating classification

Opinion Survey on Proposed Neil's Beach Rating District - July 20, .7

Please return thts a e in the e"ve/o e r@vided

Ratepayer

Address I, Address 2, Address 3

I. . Agree in principle to a One classification rating District

2. Disagree in principle to a One classification rating District (prefer two
classifications A & B)

Please foe/ free to include any additional comments below:

Options

1.2

Signature

Note: All replies must be returned to The West Coast Regional Council in the enclosed, postage paid
envelope by 20 July 20, .7, or email to rb@wcrc. qovt. nz with subject line "Neil's
Beach Rating District".

Please tick

one box

onI

Name

(Please Print Clearly)



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

L. Financial Re orL

FOR THE B_BIB\100^HS ^IDED 31 MAY 2017

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Council Meeting 11 July 2017
Robert Mallinson - Corporate Services Manager

3 July 2017
Corporate Services Manager's Report

REV ERUES

General Rates and Penalties

investIrent incoire

Resource Managerrent
Regional Land Transport
arergency Managerrent
BSonomic Developrnent
River, Drainage, Coastal Protection
Warm West Coast

VCS Business Unit

ConT^rcial Roperty Revaluation

4.2

a(PB^DFTURE

Governance

Econorric Developrnent
Resource Managerrent
Regional land Transport
Hydrology & Floodw aming Services
arergency Managerrrent
River, Drainage, Coastal Rotection
VCS Business Unit

Other

Warm West Coast

ACTUA L

2,116,050

1,118,399

1,390,581

79,739

265,443

240,752

2,053,276

65,522

6,746,754

o

Y 54 R To DATE

BUDGET

1.3

OPERATING SURi^_us I (DEFcrr)

A OruA L

% ANNUAL

BUDGEF

2,137,667

816,721

1,074,191

83,062

243,833

137,500

1,275,502

99,917

2,847,375

o

BREAKDOWN OF SURR. .us (-DEFicm

Rating Districts
Econorric Developrrent

14,076,516

Quarries

919'0

1269'.

I219'o

88%

1009.

161%

1487o

O%

217%

O%

investnent incorne

ANNUAL

BUDGEr

VCS Business Unit

453,572

333,246

3,374,367

153,084

581,014

353,445

1,904,620

5,632,598

56,148

22,494

General Rates Funded Activities

2,332,000

890,968

1,145,626

90,613

266,000

150,000

1,391,457

109,000

3,106,227

34,659

Warm West Coast

Revaluation investrent Roperty

8,715,767

Other

TOTAL

441,244

275,000

2,692,022

153,796

552,816

295,273

1,416,601

2,336,791

69,113

99,917

Variance Actual V

Budgeted Yin

ribt Contributors to General Rates Fund

12,864,588

Rates

Representation
Resource hanagernent
Transport Activities
River, Drainage, Coastal Protection
Hydrology & Floodw arning
Biergency Managerrent

9,516,550

949'"

111%

I 159'.

91%

96%

I I 09',

1239'.

221%

749'0

21%

1.21 1,927

424,317

45,006

481,357

300,000

2,934,858

167,777

603,072

322,116

1,545,383

2,549,227

75,396

109,000

-73,276

A eruA L

301,678

8,332,573

603,573

-528,558

712,189

383,194

-92,494

43,028

-86,731

1,118,399

ed Surplus (-Deficit)
hlet Variance

BUDGEF

Year to date

1,114,156

12,965

-1,540,472

828,732

o

287,872

43,028

-137,500

9,088,186

Actual V Yin

-13,455

-56,148

1,211,927

816,721

o

428,364

-21,617

-12,328

-365,954

-2,612

-61,286

-28,198

-36,563

510,583

-1,011,914

ANNUAL

BUDGEF

Actual

-69,113

2,116,050

-453,572

~1,983,786

-73,345

-476,802

-581,014

_88,002

o

314,042

383,194

o

-150,000

-14,678

-528,558

^!^

890,968

557,000

-1,128,231

2,137,667

-441,244

-1,617,832

-70,734

-415,516

-552,816

-51,440

-1,540,472

34,659

-75,396

o

428,364

Annual Ran

-1,011,914

2,332,000

-481,357

-1,789,232

-77,164

-453,290

-603,072

-56,116

-1,128,231



sTATa/jarr OF FINAhiciAL rosinoN @ 31 MAY 2017

CURRa\FF AssErs

Cash

Deposit - Westpac
Accounts Receivable - General

Accounts Receivable - Rates

Repayrnents
Sundry Receivables
GST Ref und due

Stock - VCS

Stock - Rock

Stock - Office Supplies
Accrued Rates Revenue

00N CURRB{F ASSETS

investrrents

Strategic invest rents
Term Deposit - PRCC bond
RelE & Doc Bonds

invest ripnts-Catastrophe Fund
Warm West Coast Loans

formnercial Property investrrent
Fixed Assets

inf rastructural Assets

@ 31/05/2017

85,583
612

680,605

144,471

96,435

357,352
o

22,643

595,596

23,640
o

TOTAL ASSETS

0.1RRa\FF LiABiLmES

Bank Short Term Loan

Accounts Payable
GST

Deposits and Bonds
Sundry Payables
Rates Revenue in advance

Accrued Annual Leave, Payroll

2,006,937

10,776,564

1,222,645

50,000

11,142

1,020,104

519,294

1,420,000

4,293,608

57,856,890

1.4

bioN CURRa{r LiA BiLmEs

Future Quarry restoration
interest Rate Hedge FDsition
Low er Waiho

Greyrrouth Floodwall
I-to kinka Seaw all

Strategic Investrents
Warm West Coast

Working capital loan
Office Equipnent Leases

77,170,246

79,177,182

TOTAL LIABILmES

250,000

425,674

57,583

844,146

64,487

302,097

349,448

EQurrY

Ratepayers Equity
Surplus transf erred
Rating OStricts Equity
Revaluation

Quarry Account
Catastrophe Fund
invest rent Grow th Reserve

TOTAL EQurn/

2,293,434

70,000

145,626

183,160

1,643,734

1,243,750

1,133,656

490,000

661,016

L!ABiLmEs & EQun

5,570,942

7,864,376

18,514,217

1,211,927

2,491,898

38,361,028

-252,818

976,554

10,010,000

71,312,806

79,177, I 82



2. Comment

Council achieved a surplus of $1,211 million for the nine months to 31 May 2017. This is down
somewhat from the $1.4 - $1.5 million surplus reported in recent months and in part reflects the
slowing down of the investment portfolio income during May. All VCS aerial contracts were complete
at 31 May.

3. West ac Poitrolio Performance
May 2017

Opening balance I April2017

May 2017income

Deposit

Withdrawl

Closing balance 31 May 2017

Total income year to date to 31 May 2017

4. Land Purchases and Sales & investment Portfolio

When Council purchased the White horse property for quarrying, the purchase price of $90,000 was
funded by a withdrawal of $90,000 from the investment portfolio.

Now that Council has sold the '*Ritchies Block" property on the south bank of the Hokitika River for
$175,000 the $90,000 can be repaid to the Investment Portfolio.

Catastrophe Fund

$ 1,014,572

5,532$

RECOMMENDATIONS

Major Portfolio

I0,743,971

I.

$

$

$

2,

$

71^at the report be rece/'ved,

That $90,000 be repaid to the myestrnent Poofo/, b when 1.17. u/d/typerm/13 and after the
trans/t/On of the poofofi'o from Piles4:7ac to I 8 Were ts' complete.

1,020,104

1.5

$

32,593

43,551 $

$

Robert Mallinson

Corporate Services Manager

10,776,564

TOTAL

620,256

$ 11,758,543

38,125$

$

$ 11,796,668

S 663,807



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

Meetings Attended:

. I attended a RBI2I Mobile Broadband meeting at Grey District Council on 12 June.

. I attended a meeting regarding the Digital Strategy at DWC on 13 June.

. I chaired the hearing of submissions on the Annual Plan on 27 June. The Annual Plan was
adopted at the Special Council meeting on 30 June.

. I attended the Governance Group meeting on 29 June. Work on this is progressing very
well. The launch of the Growth Study will be held on 13 July.

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Council Meeting- 11 July 2017
Andrew Robb - Chairman

30 June 2017

CHAIRMAN'S REPORT

5.0

RECOMMENDATION

That trills report be rece/Ved.

Andrew Robb

Chairman
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Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

Meetings Attended

. I attended the CEG chairs meeting and part of the Emergency Management conference in
Welling ton on 6-7 June.

. I attended the LGNZ Policy Advisory Group meeting in Welling ton on 8 June.

. I met with Hon EUgenie Sage on 12 June when she visited the West Coast.

. I attended a Maritime New Zealand Regional on Scene Commander course from 14- 16 June,
this was held in Auckland.

. I travelled to Dunedin to meet with Peter Bodeker, Chief Executive of Otago Regional Council
and staff from Environment Southland on 27 June.

. I attended the Governance Group meeting on 29 June. This work is progressing very well
towards the launch of the Action Plan on 13 July.

I took one day's annual leave during the reporting period.

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Council Meeting 11 July 2017
Michael Meehan - Chief Executive

30 June 2017

CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S REPORT

6.0

RECOMMENDAnON

That this' report be rece/'ved,

Michael Meehan

Chief Executive

17



Prepared for:
Prepared by:
Date:

Subject:

^!!
Council undertakes oil spill response work in conjunction with Maritime New Zealand (MNZ). The work
is all cost recoverable from the oil pollution fund that is funded largely from potential polluters.

in order to deliver its functions Council staff undertake training through MNZ. MNZ also maintain oil
spill response gear in Westport and Greymouth as well as throughout the rest of New Zealand.

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

Council Meeting 11 July 2017
MIChael Meehan - Chief Executive

5 July 2017
APPOINTMENT OF REGIONAL ON SCENE COMMANDERS

6.1

Re ional On Scene Commander role

During a Tier 2 response Council is required to have suitably trained Regional on Scene Commanders
who coordinate a Tier 2 response, including the deployment of resources. Section 318 of the Maritime
Transport Act 1994 allows regional councils to appoint a regional on scene commander for the region.

328Appoi"tme"t of regional on-scene commanders

(1) Every re9tona/ counc// shall from tnne to t/me appo/ht-
(13) a re9/Ona/ on-scene commander for Its re9/On, ' and
(b) a person or persons. who shal' perl"orm the funct/bns and duties and may exerc/S'e the powers of
a re9/On81 on-scene commande/;. fr' the o177ce of re9/ona/ on-scene commander ts' vacant or the
re9/Onat on-scene commander 13 absent for so 10n9 as that vacancy or absence cont/hues.

(12) Any person appointed under subsect/On (1)(b) sha/!. sunject to the teams of appo/himen4. be
deemed to be a re9/ona/ on-scene commander dullh9 any vacancy or absence.

(13) 715e re9/On81 on-scene commander of a re9/On61 couno/ sha\' mana9e and co-ordinate the
response of and direct the use of the resources ava/%able to, that re9/ona/ council in rebtibn to any
mallhe o17 SPM in respect of which the counc// I^ tok/h9 act/On.

(4) A re9/Ona/ counc// sha/! in appo/ht/h9 any person or persons under para9raph (13) or pana9raph
(b) of subsect/on (1), appo/ht only such person or persons as are qual'fled under the mallhe
protection Iuft?s to act as re9/on81 on-scene commanders,

(5') If the mallhe protection rules do not prescr/be qua^fications for a re9/On81 on-scene commande/;.
a re9/ona/ counc// shall appoin4. under para9raph (a) or para9raph (b) of subsect/On (1), only those
persons who are appro ved by the Director;

in June MNZ ran the Regional on Scene Commander course which MIChael Meehan and Chris Barnes
from Council attended and passed.
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RECOMMENDAnON

I.

2.

7i^at th/3' report be rece/'ved,

that under 53/8 of the Mallt/the 77'ansport Act 199, ^. Counc/I appo/ht MIChae/ Meehan and
Chrts' Bames to the POS/t/On of Re9/Onat on Scene Commander for the West Coast re9/On.

Michael Meehan

Chief Executive



Chairperson
West Coast Regional Council

I move that the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting,
namely, -

Agenda Item No. 8.
19 - 21

To:

THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL

22 - 31

8.1

Item

No.

8.2

Confirmation of Confidential Minutes 13 June 2017

General Subject of each
matter to be considered

8.3

Overdue Debtors Report (to be tabled)

Debtor Write Off

8.

8.1

8.4

8.5

Response to Presentation (if any)

in Committee Items to be Released to Media

Confirmation of Confidential

Minutes 13 June 2017

8.2 Overdue Debtors Report
(to be tabled)

Response to Presentation
(if any)

Debtor Write Off

8.3

8.4

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to

each matter

8.5 in Committee items to be

Released to Media

I also move that:

. Michael Meehan

. Robert Mallinson

- Randal Be al

. Nichola Costley

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

be permitted to remain at this meeting after the public has been excluded, because of their
knowledge on the subject. This knowledge, which will be of assistance in relation to the matter to be
discussed.

The Minutes Clerk also be permitted to remain at the meeting.

Item I & 2 protecting
privacy of natural persons
Section 7 (3) (a) of the
Local Government Official

Information and Meetings
Act 1987.


