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Agenda: Councll Meeting - Thursday 28 May 2013

1

2

Welcome
Public Forum
Apologies/Leave of absence

Members’ conflict of interest

Members are reminded of their obligation to declare any conflicts of interest they might
have in respect of items on this agenda.

Confirmation of order of business

That, taking into account the explanation provided why the item is not on the meetiﬂg
agenda and why the discussion of the item cannot be delayed until a subsequent meeting,
o be dealt with as a fate Htem at this meeting.

Confirmation of minutes

Recommendation
That the Minutes of the Council meeting held on 14 May 2015 be taken as read and verified
as an accurate and correct record of the meeting.

Mayors report
A report will be tabled at the meeting,
File ref: 3-EP-3-5

Recommendation
That the Mayor’s report to Council’s meeting on 28 May 2015 be received.

Administrative matters — May 2015
A reportis attached,

File ref; 5-EX-4

Recommendations

1 That the report ‘Administrative matters —~ May 2015 be received.
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2 That Council grants a certificate of exemption under clause 14{3} of the Camping-
Ground Regulations 1985 to the current operator of the Mangaweka Camping
Ground {being a remote camping ground)} for the requirements of the Schedule to
those regulations for a period of five years from 1 July 2015 subject to the
Community & Leisure Assets Services Team Leader being satisfied that the camping
ground provides a safe and hygienic environment,

3 That Council invites representatives of Powerco Limited to meet with Elected
Members and key staff FITHER during a meeting of the Assets/infrastructure
Committee OR ............

4 That Council records its preference that the Mayor of the Rangitikei District is
allocated a vehicle for private use, while acknowledging that this is a decision for the
Mayor 1o make.

5 That the Chief Executive (i} requests the New Zealand Transport Agency to improve
safety at the intersection of State Highway 3 and Williamsons Line, by installing a
refuge right-turning fane and {ii) writes 10 Vern McDonald thanking him for his
concern and informing him of Council’s action.

6 That Council affirms its commitment to supporting a collaborative approach to
securing improved facilities on Taihape Memorial Park, acknowledges the work done
by Clubs Taihape to promote such a concept, and aliows 1o lapse the commitment for
a provisional lease to Clubs Taihape for part of Taihape Memorial Park until the
current facilitation processes are complete and have identified a preferred option.

7 That Councit appfies the savings in the award of the new roading maintenance
contract by

EITHER
a. reducing the rates requirement for 2015/16.
OR

b. increasing the roading programme {with a report being provided to the 9 July 2015
meeting of the Assets/Infrastructure Committee as to the specifics of that additional
work}.

OR

¢. applying the savings to other initiatives {to be determined by the Policy/Planning
Committee at its meeting on 15 June 2015 following consideration of a report setting
out potential options).

8 That with respect to the annual domain fee of 5303 charged to the Hunterville Rughby
Club, Council EITHER waives ...% of the fee on an ongoing basis OR declines the
request for waiver,
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9

10

11

12

Rules Reduction Taskforce — Submission
A memorandum is attached.
File ref: 3-OR-3-5

Recommendations
1 That the memorandum ‘Rules Reduction Taskforce — Submission’ be received.

2 That Council authorises the Mayor to sign the proposed submission to the Rules
Reduction Taskforce.

Adoption of draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2015/16

At its meeting on 14 May 2015, Council considered submissions to the draft Schedule of fees
and charges 2015/16. No amendments to the Scheduie were made as a resuit of
deliberations. A response wiil be sent to the one submitter on the proposed Schedule of
Fees and Charges 2015/16.

The final draft Schedule of Fees and Charges 2015/16 for adoption is attached.

Recommendation
That Councit adopts the final draft Schedule of fees and Charges 2015/16 [as
amended/without amendment] to come into force on 1 July 2015,

Adoption of draft Policy on Development Contributions

Council’s draft Policy on Development Contributions was put out for public consultation
during the periocd 1 April 2015 to 4 May 2015, simultaneous to “What’s the Plan
Rangitikel...?” During this period no submissions were received on the draft Policy.

The draft Policy on Development Contributions is attached.

Recommendation
That Councll adopts the final draft Policy on Development Contributions [as
amended/without amendment] to come into force on 1 july 2015,

Project Central Wind: Consideration of objection from Meridian
Energy to Council’s decision to decline the application to extend the
lapse date

A report is attached.
Fiie ref: 2-LP-5-RMORB (80065)

Recommendations

1 That the report 'Project Central Wind: Consideration of ohjection from Meridian
Energy to Council’s decision to decline the application to extend the lapse date’ be
received.
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2

EITHER

3

a.

That in considering the application from Meridian Energy to extend the lapse date for
the consents granted by the Council for Project Central Wind (and the objection 1o
Council’s previous decision to decline it} Council notes {and agrees} that:

regard is required to be had to the three matters to be taken into account specified
by section 125(1A} of the Resource Management Act 1991 and

the wider policy context for the project would be of potentisi relevance, including the
practical and economic realities of constructing and completing a major development
but not the company’s financial position.

That Council notes {and agrees) that

the three matters 10 be taken intc account specified by section 125(1A) of the
Resocurce Management Act 1991 are evaluative, unprioritised, and inter-related, and
that

they do not comprise ‘bottom lines’” which must all be met conclusively, but instead
they are a reasonable conclusion on each test must be reached, and an overall
decision then made.

That Council notes (and agrees) that

the guantum of effort and progress which has been (and continues to be} made
towards giving effect to the Council’s consents for Project Central Wind is substantial
in terms of what can be done before physical construction begins, and that

further delay with the physical construction will make an overall assessment of
‘substantial progress or effort’ increasingly uncertain and unlikely.

That Council notes {and agrees) that consideration may be needed 1o the alternative
of solar collectors at the Project Central Wind site should the present application be
approved and there is a further application to extend the lapse date made in five
years’ time.

That Council notes (and agrees) that the evidence from reviewing consenting activity
before and after the consents for Project Central Wind is that there is a very small
number only of persons who may be potentislly adversely affected from granting the
extension to fapse the Council’s consents.

That Council notes (and agrees) that the operative District Plan is not undermined by
granting the application to lapse the Council’s consents for Project Central Wind.

That Council, having considered the Notice of Objection dated 14 May 2015 from
Maridian Energy Lid,

in terms of Standing Order 3.9.18, revokes resolution 15/RDC/127. and
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13

14

b. approves the application from Meridian Energy Ltd to extend the lapse date for the
consents granted by Rangitikei District Council for Project Central Wind for five years
{i.e. to 28 May 2020), thus resolving the objection.

CR

9 That Council, having considered the Notice of Cbjection dated 14 May 2015 from
Meridian Energy Ltd,

2. confirms its decision in resolution 15/RDC/127 to decline the application from
Meridian Energy Ltd to extend the lapse date for the consents granted by Rangitikei
District Council for Project Ceniral Wind for five years; and

b. authorises the Chief Executive, in consuitation with the Mayor and Deputy Mayor, to
appoint an independent commissioner to conduct a hearing of the Notice of
Objection under section 357C(3}{b} of the Resource Management Act and give
Meridian at least five working days’ notice of the date, time and place for this
hearing.

Draft final 2015-25 Long Term Plan following Deliberations
A memorandum is attached.

Fite ref: 1-LTP15-5-1

Recommendations
1 That the memorandum “Draft Final 2015-25 Long Term Plan following deliberations:
be received

2 That the draft final 2015-25 Long Term Plan {as amended] be submitted fo Audit New
Zealand for scrutiny (and amendment as needead) prior to issue of its opinion and the
adoption of the Plan by Council on 25 June 2015.

Draft response to submitters to “What’s the Plan Rangitikei...?” and
associated documents

A response to submitters has been drafted and is included as Article 8 Response to
Submitters in the Draft final 2015-25 Long Term Plan following Deliberations. Following

adoption of the audited Plan on 25 June 2015, this Article with any amendments made
during the audit process, will be sent to all submitters and posted on Council’s website.

A separate response will be sent to the one submitter on the proposed Schedule of Fees and
Charges 2015/16.
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15 Receipt of committee minutes and resolutions to be confirmed

Recommendation

1

That the minutes of the following meetings be received:

e Turakina Community Committee, 2 April 2015

e Turakina Reserve Management Committee, 2 April 2015

® Omatane Rural Water Supply Management Sub-Committee, 15 April 2015
@ Hunterville Community Committee, 20 April 2015

o Finance/Performance Committee, 30 April 2015

e Bulls Community Committee, 12 May 2015

e Erewhon Rural Water Supply Management Sub-Committee, 13 May 2015
s Marton Community Committee, 13 May 2015

s Assets/Infrastructure Committee, 14 May 2015

That the following recommendations from Hunterville Community Committee dated
30 April 2015 be confirmed:

15/HCC/003

That the Hunterville Community Committee recommends that Council provide a
replacement picnic table and appropriate seating for Centennial Hall, Hunterviile.

That the following recommendations from Finance/Performance Committee dated
30 April 2015 be confirmed:

15/FPE/014

That the Finance/Performance Committee recommends to Council that it proceed
with further action pursuant to the Local Government Rating Act 2002, including the
sale of the properties owned by the six ratepayers identified in the report who have
been through the all the prescribed steps, to recover the overdue unpaid rates on
these properties.
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16 Public Excluded

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

ltem 1:  Council Property

The general subject of the matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason
for passing this resolution in relation to this matter, and the specific grounds under Section
48(1) of the Local Government Official information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of
this resolution are as follows:

General subject of the Reason for passing this resolution in Ground(s} under

matter to be considered | relation to the matter Section 48{1) for
passing of this
resolution

ltem 1 Briefing contains information which i Section 48(1){a)(i}

Council Property refeased would be likely unreasonably to

prejudice the commercial position of the
person who supplied it or who is the
subject of the information and to enable
the local authority holding the
information 1o carry on, without
prejudice or disadvantage negotiations
{including commercial and industrial
negotiations)

This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1) of the Local Government Official
information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interests protected by Section 6 or
Section 7 of the Act which would be prejudiced by the heoiding or the whole or the relevant
part of the proceedings of the meeting in public as specified above.

17 Late items
18 Future items for the agenda

19 Next meeting

Thursday 25 June 2015, 1.00 pm

20 Meting closed
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

Present:

In attendance:

Tabled documents:

His Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson
Cr Dean McManaway
Cr Cath Ash

Cr Nigel Belsham

Cr Angus Gordon

Cr Tim Harris

Cr Mike fones

Cr Rebecca McNeil

Cr Soraya Peke-Mason
Cr Ruth Rainey

Cr iynne Sheridan

Mr Michael Hodder, Acting Chief Executive _
Mr George Mclrvine, Finance & Business Support Group
Mr Hamish Waugh, General Manager — Infrastruct
Mr Wayne Keightley, Asset Manager - Roading
Mr Carl Kelly, Finance Advisor

Ms Carol Downs, Executive Officer -
Ms Denise Servante, Strategy and Co ing Manager
Ms Katrina Gray, Policy/Planner ’
Ms Samantha Whitcom

Item 3
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Minutes: Council Mesting - Thursday 14 May 2015

1 Welcome

His Worship the Mayor welcomed everyone to the meeting.

2  Council prayer

His Worship the Mayor read the Council prayer.

3 Public Forum

Andrew Morriss - The award of Roading Contract C880.
Mr Morriss spoke to Council, on behalf of a number of local businesses,
losses within the local area if the Roading Contract {880 was not aw

on the local economy and pointed out to Council that this
Counci¥s position on Fconomic Development, as expres
Rangitikei,..?” Garry Edwards, Rangitikei Aggregates, comm
roading network, the envy of many other districts, w
Downer.

their obligation to declare any conflicts of interest they might
n this agenda,

firmation of order of business

ship'the Mayor informed Council that representatives from Meridian Energy Ltd had
been delayed by flooding on SH1 near Wellington, hence Public Forum would be considered
adjourned after the presentation from Andrew Morriss and other Marton-based businesses
until approximately 11am.’

* A Skype connection with Cr Aslett was attempted but unsuccessful.
*The Rangitiket Guardians elected to take their Public Forum spot after Meridian Energy Lid at 11am.
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7

Confirmation of minutes

Cr Peke-Mason noted that (at the hearing on 7 May 2015) she had asked Bruce Gordon
{speaking for the Dudding Lake Trust} that they collect number of users in the future.

Resolved minute number 158/RDC/117 File Ref

That the Minutes of the Council meetings held on 7 May 2015 and 8 May 2015 {as amended)
be taken asread and verified as an accurate and correct record of the meeting.

Cr Peke-Mason /[ Cr Belsham. Carried

The Council thanked Ms Whitcombe for the detailed record of the two

Motion

and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long

That, following conside
‘ons Regional Council over its view on addressing issues

Term Plan, Council liaj

His Worship the Mavyor / Cr McManaway.

her relevant organisations...”

Cr Harris / Cr Gordon. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/119 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council liaise with Horizons Regional Council and other relevant organisations
over its view on addressing issues relating to genetic modification.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr McManaway. Carried
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Motion

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council confirm its intention to build up the roading reserve to $3.5 million
through increased rates contributions over the life of the 2015-25 Long Term Plan but
focussed in years 1-5.

Cr Gordon / Cr Belsham

Amendment

Remove “..but focussed in years 1-5.”

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/120

That, following consideration of written and oral sy
Term Plan, Council confirm its intention to b i
through increased rates contributi :
focussed in years 1-5,

Cr Gordon / Cr Belsham. Carried

Resolved minute number; RDC/121 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
t-estimates will be provided to the September 2015

Cr Rainey / Cr Jones. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/122 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Councll request the Assets/Infrastructure Committee to monitor the general
upkeep and upgrade of the footpaths in Turakina through the normal business of the activity
and the committee.

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Sheridan. Carried
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Resolved minute number 15/RDC/123 File Ref 1-1TP15-7

That, following consideration of written and ora! submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Councif confirm that the Chief Executive convey to the Whanganui District Health
Board the Council’s view that fluoridation of potable water supplies is a matter for national
policy setting and funding.

Cr McManaway / Cr Sheridan, Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/124 File Ref

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions
Term Plan, Councii confirm its intention to investigate al! option
absolutely necessary, of reticulated water and wastewat
communities:

o in close consuliation with affected communitie

Cr Gordon / Cr Jones. Carried

Resolved minute numb 1 [RDC/125 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

of the tra t m from Bonny Glen landfill, to ensure that the full costs of the
service ar ' isposals Ltd and not ratepayers.

Cr McManaway / Cr Gordon. Carried

Continued...

Andrew Beatson {Bell Guily) and Nea! Barclay {Meridian Energy Litd} — application for
extension of the resource consent for Project Central Wind.

(Tabled document}

Mr Beatson spoke to Council first, reinforcing the information provided to Council within the
report on item 8 and highlighting the progress that has been completed on the project to
date, Mr Barclay then spoke to Council on the commitment by Meridian Epergy Ltd to this
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project, the significant financial contribution made to date towards the project and what
Meridian plans to do over the next five years if the consent is extended,

Geoff & Gill Duncan and Rita Batley - application for extension of the resource consent for
Project Central Wind.

{Tabled document)}

Mr and Mrs Duncan and Ms Batley represent the Rangitikei Guardians, a group opposed 1o
Meridian Energy’s application for extension of the resource consent for Project Central
Wind, The Guardians do not agree that substantial progress has been made on the project
so far, and that several of the tests done on the application are not substantiated. They are
alse unhappy with the amount of uncertainty within the community afound whether or not
this project will actually progress, noting a substantial drop in consent tivity since the
consents had been granted compared with the five years before.

(Tabled document)
Ms Frost spoke to her tabled document expressing her concern
of physical work to date, and highlighting the uncertainty wi

His Worship the Mayor reminded
merits of wind farms in generat {or
conditions of the consents,

Varying views were expresse
delayed.

Mr Hodder clarified tha
before 24 May 2015
had a right of obje

May 2015,

Councilawanted to defer a decision, it would need to reconvene
ent lapsed). If the application was declined, Meridian
ercised) would mean the consent would not lapse on 24

15/RDC/126 File Ref 2-1P-5-RMO38
{80065)

ject Central Wind: application from Meridian Energy Limited to extend
r five years {Le. until 24 May 2020 be received.

Cr Ash / Cr McManaway. Carried

Cr Peke-Mason voted against.
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Motion

That Council defers a decision on the application by Meridian Energy Ltd to extend the lapse
date for the consents granted by Rangitikei District Council for Project Central Wind untii
Thursday 21 May 2015, to allow Councillors time to read through the supplied
documentation, to allow Council to make an informed decision,

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Gordon. Lost

Moftion

That the application from Meridian Energy Ltd to extend the lapse date for the consents
granted by Rangitikei District Council for Project Central Wind forfi '

2020) be approved.

ey / GF Sheridan. Lost

2-1P-5-RMIO8
(80065)

Resoived minute number

That the application from Meridian
granted by Rangitikei District Counci
2020) be declined.

10 e tend the lapse date for the consents
entral Wind for five years (i.e. to 24 May

Cr McNeil / Cr Ash. Carried

mireconvened 12.50 pm

he Consultation Document, “What’s the
respect to the draft 2015-25 LTP

g consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Pi; uncil confirm that in year 1 {2015/16), the contribution to the roading reserve
will be $550,000 {$100,000 from the increased FAR rate and the balance from rates} and
that up to $60,000 of this will be provided to make good both the access road to Dudding
Lake and the access road off Toroa Road to Taihape Kindergarten/Mount Stewart Reserve,
seeking contributions from the Dudding Lake Management Trust of 38% of costs and
Whanganui Kindergarten Association of $20,000 as a one-off contribution.

Cr McManaway / Cr jones. Withdrawn
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Resolved minute number 15/RDC/128 File Ref i-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council confirms that in year one {2015/16) of the long term plan, the
contribution to the roading reserve will be $550,000, and that the total contribution over the
first five years be $1,800,000 {an average of $360,000 per annum) and then reduce to
$100,000 per annum for the second five years to reach a maximum of $3,500,000 by year
10; and that this contribution may be adjusted in intervening years if large withdrawais are
required from the fund.

Cr Rain Cr Gordon. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/129 File Ref

That, following consideration of written and oral submission :
Lake, the net cost after
a contribution from the Dudding Lake Management Tru m the roading

reserve up to a maximum of $6,200.
heridan / Cr lones. Carried

Cr Peke-Mason voted against

Resolved minute number 1-.7P15-7

That, foliowing considerat
Term Plan, Council agre
Stewart Reserve, the n
Association to be

contribution from the Whanganul Kindergarten
ding reserve up to a maximum of $53,800.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Gordon. Carried

15/RDC/131 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

interest and request staff to submit a report to the Finance/Performance Committee no
fater than its November 2015 meeting.

Cr McManaway / Cr Rainey. Carried
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Motion

That Council confirm the budget figure for its preferred option in replacing reticuiated water
and wastewater schemes for smaller communities in the adopted LTP but amends the text
to make it clear that this provision covers the most likely options that either the existing
system can be renewed to extend its life for the next consenting period, or that new
technologies will enable alternative, affordable solutions to be implemented, or that
additional central government funding can be leveraged to support small rural communities.

Cr Rainey / Cr Peke-Mason. Withdrawn

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/132 File Ref

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions
Term Plan, Council confirm its preferred option to invest in th
centres in Bulls, Marton and Taihape at the level and in the '
consultation document.

Resolved minute number

That, following consideration of wr
Term Plan, Council confirm its
District's swimming pools, ensiri
permit swimming in the poolin
including school holida
enioy a regular programm

Cr McManaway / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried

15/RDC/134 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

Cr Sheridan / Cr Belsham. Carried
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Motion

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council agree to waive all entry fees for one adult accompanying a pre-school
chiid.

Cr Rainey / Cr Sheridan. Lost

1-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council agree to waive all entry fees for a pre-school child a ompanying
provided they are attending a swim school lesson.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/135 File Ref

Resolved minute number 1-LTP15-7

ns to the 2015-25 draft Long
0,000 per year for three years to

That, following consideration of
Term Plan, Council confirms its inter
refurbish the existing community hou
with other agencies with a track

Cr Jones / Cr McManaway. Carried

Resolved minute number “15/RDC/137 File Ref 1-LTPi5-7

nfirms its intention to invest $50,000 per annum to fund park and
re supported by the community and bring added value of at least

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/138 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council confirms up to an additional $50,000 in 2015/16 to work with the
Taihape Memorial Park users group to make a water source available for irrigating the
playing surfaces of the Park.

Cr Gordon / Cr Sheridan. Carried
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Crash132pm/1.34 pm

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/139 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Pian, Council requests that the Assets/infrastructure Committee:

® Consider a scheme to allocate the fund created for Council-owned parks and reserves
upgrades which will be maiched {in cash and in kind} by the community, and
communicate with submitters regarding their particular projects.

° includes a review of the maintenance and management of the Urupa in the review of
the Ratana Maintenance Contract with the Ratana Communal Bgard.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Pe Aason. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/140

That, following consideration of written and oral subm

15/RDC/141 File Ref 1-LTP15-7

_ ts preferred option for increasing investment in economic
entiby $205:000 in 2015/16 and continue to develop the detail of the Rangitikei

nd collaboration with key stakeholders through the Regional Growth Strategy,
Yistrict Economy Theme Group, the Lifelong Education Theme Group and the

His Worship the Mayor / &r McManaway. Carried

Amendment

.from §10,000 to 515,000 per annum.

Cr McManaway / Cr Rainey. Lost
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

Resolved minute number 1S/RDC/142 File Ref 1-17P15-7

That, following consideration of written and oral submissions to the 2015-25 draft Long
Term Plan, Council increase the provision for Rangitikei Environment Group for programmes
to address Old Man’s Beard infestation, from $10,000 to $20,000 per annum.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Gordon. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/143 File Ref

Term Plan Council contact Sport New Zealand to recommend ' dllocation
criteria for the Rurai Travel Fund to include scarcity and distance

Resolved minute number

That Council notes officers wili no
consideration at the Council meeting”
the following day. )

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/14S File Ref 1-LTP15-3

That the report ‘Analysis of submissions on the proposed revenue and financing policy’ be
received.

Cr Belsham / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

Motion

That the funding mechanism for the Community Boards be a targeted Community Services
rate set as a fixed charge per rating unit for the Talhape Community Board and a targeted
Community Services Rate based on capital value for the Ratana Community Board.

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Rainey. Lost

Motion

That the funding mechanism for the Community Boards be a targeted Community Services
rate based on capital value for the Taihape Community Board and for the:Ratana Community
Board.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/146 F

That the funding mechanism for the Community Boa
rate set as a fixed charge per rating unit for '
Ratana Community Board.

anaway / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Cr Ash voted against.

Resolved minute numb

That the propose
submissions.

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Gordon. Carried

Cr Harris and Cr Ash voted against

inute number 15/RDC/148 File Ref

That a report be prepared for the August 2015 meeting of Assets/infrastructure Committee
on the impact of various classes of vehicles on the costs of maintaining local roads.

Cr jones / Cr Sheridan. Carried
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

11

12

13

Deliberation on Submissions to the Draft Schedule of Fees and
Charges 2015/16

Council felt that providing a discount to New Zealand Kennet Club members would produce
an unfairness among dog owners, as not everyone can become a member of the New
Zealand Kennel Ciub.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/148 File Ref 1-AP-2-1

That the memoerandum 'Deliberation on Submissions to the Draft Schedule of Fees and
Charges 2015/16’ be received.

Cr Peke-Mason / G idan. Carried

Kennel Club.

arton Community Committee on the
, stating that the Committee feit that a decision
ture had not yet been made.

proposed duck scuipture for Fra )
on which design would be used forthe scu

Resolved minute n 5]RDC/151 File Ref 3-py-1-11

That the memorandum ‘Proposed Buck Sculpture for Frae Ona Park’ be received.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Belsham. Carried

15/RDC/152 File Ref

Cr Belsham / Cr McManaway. Carried

Cr Peke-Mason teft Chambers 2.14pm/ 2.24 pm

Late items

Nit
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

14

15

Future items for the agenda

Nl

Public Excluded

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/153 File Ref

I move that the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting,
narmeiy:

ltem 1; Qutcome of tender for the District-wide Roading Contract

the reason for
_ ction 48(1) of
the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passic this resolution
are as follows:

The general subject of the matter to be considered while the public is exclud

General subject of the
matter to be considered

ound{s} under
Section 48(1} for
passing of this
resolution

Hem 1

Outcome of tender for
the District-wide Roading
Contract D

Section 48(1)}{a)i}
mercial position of the

d it or who is the

to carry on, without
ice or disadvantage negotiations

Act™3987 and the particular interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of the Act
prejudiced by the holding or the whole or the relevant part of the proceedings of

Cr Gordon / Cr Sheridan. Carried
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Minutes: Council Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

16 Next meeting

Thursday 21 May 2015, 9.30 am®

17 Meeting closed ~ 3.27 pm

Confirmed/Chair:

* subsequently cancelled. Next meeting Thursday 28 May 2015,
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REPORT

SUBJECT:

TG:
FROM:
DATE:

FILE:

Administrative matters - May 2015

Council
Ross McNeii, Chief Executive
21 May 2015

5-EX-4

T TITITON

11

1.2

i3

Mangaweka campground

At its meeting on 12 March 2015 the Assets/Infrastructure Commitiee resolved
to support redirecting the unspent $95,000 allocated to upgrade the
Mangaweka Camping Ground on-site sewage disposal system towards an
ablution block upgrade at the camping ground.” The camping ground typically
has no more than 20 people staying per night, with approximately 100 pecple
up to 10 nights per year. Occasionally there are up to 300 people and for these
large events portaloos are also made available.

The present abiution block houses three toilet pans and it is planned to
increase this number by two. The Scheduie to the Camping-Grounds
Reguiations 1985 prescribes requirements on buildings, water supply, ablution
and sanitary fixtures, refuse disposal, cooking places, faundry facilities and
drainage. As an example, Part 3 prescribes ablution and sanitary fixtures and
stipulatas the number of pans required for 300 people (maximum number to be
served} wouid be 13. However, clause 14{3} of these regulations allows for a
local authority to grant a certificate of exemption to an operator of a ‘remote
campsite’ {which the Mangaweka Camping Ground is designated as} to be
exempt from any of the requirements of the reguiations.

A recommendation is included to grant a certificate of exemption for five years
to the current operator of the Mangaweka Camping Ground for the
requirements in this Schedule, subject to the Community & Leisure Assets
Services Team Leader being satisfied that the camping ground provides a safe
and hygienic environment. Such certificates are not transferable.

L 13/RDC/O16

http://rdemoss/RDCDoc/cman/EX/ mant/Ad ministAS6v Matters - May 2015.docx



2.1

2.2

3.1

32

4.1

4.2

4.3

Powerco engagement with the Council

Powerco has recently approached both the Mayor and the Chief Executive to
have an cpportunity to talk with Elected Members and key staff. This is a
welcome opportunity and direction is requested whether this discussion is best
held within the agenda of a meeting of the Assets/Infrastructure Committee or
on some other occasion,

The letter from Powerco is attached as Apgendix 1. A copy of the Stakeholder
Report referred to in that letter has been placed in the Committee Room.

Frae Ona Park

At its meeting of 14 May 2015, Council endorsed the proposed instaliation of
the duck sculpture in Frae Ona Park, Marton.?

in accordance with Council’s Policy for the procurement and management of
public artwork, information about the proposal was provide to the Marton
Community Committee and Ngati Apa, and publicised in the Rangitikei Builetin.
The Marton Community Commitiee passed a resolution in support. As no other
feedback has been received, Councii staff will continue to liaise with Mrs
Rippon over finalising the design and instaliation over the scuipture.

Provision of Mayoral vehicle

At its meeting on 7 May 2015, it was agreed3 that the guestion of providing a
vehicle for the Mayor would be considered at this meeting. Up until now, the
Mavyor has not been provided with a vehicle and has claimed mileage used in
his own vehicle, Mileage payments are set by the Remuneration Authority and
may not exceed 37c per km after 5,000 km in any year.

Council’s Policy on Elected Members' allowances and recovery of expenses
allows for a vehicle to be provided that is alsc available for the Mayor’s private
use. The Authority normally assesses full private use of such a vehicle as 20%
and has a formula to deduct the value of the vehicle provided from the Mayor’s
salary. When a vehicle is allocated for Mayoral use only there is no impact on
the Mavyor’s salary; the same applies when the Mayor uses a pool vehicle for a
specific Council purpose.

There is no consistency among councils similar in size to Rangitikei over
provision of a vehicle for the Mayor: Hastings, Opotiki, Tararua, South Waikato
and Wanganui provide a vehicle with full private use; Manawatuy, Ruapehu and

* 15/RDC/152.
* {as a future item)

Councii
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4.4

4.5

5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

South Wairarapa provide a vehicle for Mayoral use only; Central Hawkes Bay
and Horowhenua do not allocate such a vehicle.

The lower mileage rate payable after 5,000 km may act as a constraint to the
Mayor from buiiding and maintaining relationships with communities and
individuals throughout the District. Allocating a vehicle with full private use
would normally remove that constraint.  However, family and business
relationships may mean that having a Mayoral vehicle assigned with full private
use creates complications for the Mayor. Making a vehicle available for
Mayoral use only or providing & pool vehicle on specific occasions may be
useful compromises.

Ultimately, it is for the Mayor to decide whether to have a vehicle allocated to
him, on what basis and {if for full private use) what that vehicle is. However,
Councit may wish to reinforce the provision in the Policy on Elected Members'’
allowances and recovery of expenses by resclving that this is its preference.

Heritage New Zealand ~ review of incomplete registrations

Heritage New Zealand has recently advised it has completed its assessment of
deficient registrations. These assessments were over properties which, some
time ago, had been identified as having potential heritage interest warranting
classification but where the work had not been completed to substantiate that.
The summary report is attached as Appendix 2.

Such properties are not included in the list of Schedule 3 Historic Heritage of
the operative District Plan. Heritage New Zealand has asked Council to include
the 16 places given “proposal” status in Schedule €3 in a future plan change.
The sole Council-owned place in this category is the War Memorial in Bulls.

Provisional lease to Clubs Taithape

Council has received a letter from Clubs Taihape about the two year approval of
a draft lease for the Hub project. A copy is attached as Appendix 3.

At its meeting of 26 November 2013, Council resolved:

That the Council commit to a draft deed of lease for the site proposed by
Clubs Taihape provided that the proposed development is fully funded, and
an independently reviewed financial business pian is provided, with a
building commencement date within two years at minimal expense to the
ratepayer.’

4 13/RDC/3186.

Council
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6.3

6.4

7.3

7.2

8.1

8.2

8.3

3.4

Councit

This timeline will not be achieved. it has been delayed because of the process
undertaken for the Taihape Town Centre Plan and the current work with user
groups of Taihape Memorial Park {including Clubs Taihape). The latter project
is bringing a much stronger collaborative approach to considering the nature of
facilities on the Park. To simply extend the commitment for (say} two months s
undesirable for two reasons — first, it carries a presumption that this is Council’s
nreferred solution, and second there is no certainty on the timeline to
complete the project as envisaged in 2013, So it is recommended that Council
not extend the commitment.

Howaever, it is important for Council to acknowledge the principle behind the
Hub project, i.e. there is proven scope for sporting and recreational
organisations to gain better facilities through a “sportsville” concept, and also
acknowledge that Clubs Tathape has been a driving force {0 promote this.

Rectifying hazardous intersection: SH 3 - Williamsons Line

Following the tragic accident at the intersection of State Highway 3 with
Willamsons Line on 9 May 2015, Vern McDonald (2 resident of Williamsons
Ling) has written to the Mayor asking that the Council advocate {o the New
Zealand Transport Agency to install a refuge right turning lane. A copy of that
fetter is attached as Appendix 4.

A recommendation for this action is included

Future management of parks and town maintenance

Interviews for the Parks & Reserves Team Leader position are being held on 22
May 2015, Vacancies for the other staff positions have been advertised.

Alternatives for housing staff and equipment have been examined. The
preferred solution is 1o erect a shed on Council’s vacant section on the corner
of Grey and High Streets (as a storage area and workshop} and house staff in
the recently cleared room at the western end of the Assets building. This
means no disruption to other facilities on the site, no external leases, and
ensuring the new team is not isolated from the rest of the Marton-based staff.

Contract specifications are being finalised for the specialised work — i.e. tree-
felling, turf management and sexton duties — and the provision of horticuitural
supplies and advice.

Council has made explicit its preference to see the current arrangements for
parks and town maintenance work at Ratana continue, through for a review to
be undertaken. Peter Shore has recently visited Ratana for that purpose
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9.2

10

6.1

10.2

10.3

Counci

Improving broadband connectivity and mobile coverage in the Rangitikei

Wanganui District Council is coordinating a response across Horizons region 10
identify local priorities for Ultra-fast Broadband, the Rural Broadband Initiative
and the Mobile Black Spots Fund.

Although the process established by the Ministry of Business, innovation and
Employment {MBIE} is competitive, the local government sector is taking a
collaborative approach. The local coordination is in line with the national
approach, typified by the Rural Connectivity Symposium to be held in
Wellington on 28 May 2015,

Town centre plan update

Taihane

A draft Memorandum of Understanding has been prepared and circulated to all
user groups for Tathape Memorial Park, including the Tathape Area School,
Clubs Taihape, Taihape Community Development Trust and Sport Whanganui
Regional Sports Trust. The broad outcomes include {but are not limited to}:

e optimised use of indoor and outdoor facilities at Memorial Park and
Taihape Area School for competition gamaes, training and development;

e use of Memorial Park and Taihape Area School for larger scale events;
e closer links between Council, clubs and the School; and

e bhetter use of sports facilities within Memorial Park and the wider precinct
{including the Schooi}.

The Taihape Town Centre Steering Group has folded back in to the Taihape
Community Board. As in Bulls, local youth are working on a mural and public
art project, linked to the Town Centre Plans place making initiatives. These are
expected to be compieted by the end of June.

Hunterville

The Hunterville Town Centre Plan Steering Group is due to begin the second
phase of their work in Queens Park, although timing is weather dependent; this
will involve repairing the fence surrounding the park and will include repairs o
the wooden bridge leading into the playground area. Work on the bridge wiil
only begin once Council engineers have assessed and advised on the bridge’s
structural integrity.

Page 33



10.4

16,5

10.6

16.7

i1

111

11.2

Counct

Marton

The Marton TCP Steering Group has been working with the Anglican Church
Commitiee to provide a safe pathway through the existing tree line connecting
the Church’s grounds with Broadway and Marton Park. Once details have been
finalised with the Anglican Church committee, the project is expected to get
underway during the first weekend in June. The existing track through the tree
fine will be transformed into a shell rock and concrete pathway that is safer,
more pedestrian friendly and provides better access to Broadway Street,
Centennial Park and the local shops.

The Steering Group will approach Rotary, Lions and the Jaycees to see if they
are interested in working collaboratively with the Steering Group on this
project and future place-making initiatives in the town.

Bulis

The Buils Town Centre Steering Group has folded back in to the Bulls
Community Committee. As in Tathape, iocal youth are working on a mural and
public art project, finked to the Town Centre Plans place making initiatives,
These are expected to be completed by the end of June.

The highlight from the month is, of course, the announcement that Councif’s
joint venture partners have purchased the Criterion Hotel, This means that the
preferred site for the proposed new Bulls Community Centre is now secure,

Application of savings from new road maintenance contract

The outcome of the joint tender approach to road maintenance contracts in
Horowhenua, Manawatu and Rangitikei Districts has been announced, with
Higgins being awarded the contract for ali three districts, effective from 1 July
2015,

The rates requirement for roading maintenance is determined by the three-
year approval from the New Zealand Transport Agency for a specified
programme, This is done on projected costs of the roading maintenance
contract, However, the new contract enables that work to be done at a saving
of 5450,000; the net gain to the ratepaver is the local share not needed ~i.e.
$171,000 in 2015/16. This presents some options:

a. the agreed work is undertaken: the roading rate is reduced by the
amount saved {about 0.7%};

b. the roading maintenance programme is extended to spend the full New
Zealand Transport Agency approved expenditure (ie. epsuring the
maximum subsidised amount in obtained). the roading rate is
unchanged;
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Council

¢. the savings {5171,000) are applied to other initiatives/programmes: the
roading rate is reduced by the amount saved but there is a
commensurate increase in the general rate and/or uniform charges.

This is a Council decision. if Council decided on {a) or (¢}, it cbvicusly affects
the financial statements in the Long Term Plan, but that would be flagged with
the Council’s auditors and, once amended statements are prepared, they would
be reviewed during the audit {due to start on 2 June 2015). That timeline could
be met by providing a specific delegated authority to the Policy/Planning
Committee to consider and determine what the most effective
initiatives/programmes should be supported by this funding.

Local Government Survey

On 20 May 2015 Local Government New Zealand released the results of a
comprehensive survey of New Zealanders’' perception of local government.
This is for the sector as a whole, thus differing from individual council surveys
which are limited to views about particular councils.

One result of this survey is the development (by LGNZ) of & programme of work
to focus on improving performance across priority areas. Councils will
determine for themselves how they wish to engage with this initiative. The
summary Q and A's released by LGNZ is attached as Appendix 5.

Proposed road closures

There have been no applications for road closures since the fast meeting

Fee discounts and waivers to non-profit community organisations

The Hunterville Rughy Club has written requesting a waiver of the invoiced cost
of using the Huntervilie Domain, $303. A copy is attached as Appendix 6.

This invoice was a result of reviewing the administrative arrangements over
Council’'s parks. it became apparent that Hunterville, Marton and Bulls rugby
has not been charged for park use for rugby for a number of years (whereas
this had been consistently done at Tathape). An initial emait was sent to all
three clubs advising of this, and the intention to charge, with an invitation to
contact Councit if they knew of a reason why no charge had been made.

Bulis and Marton were invoiced 5531 {as in the Schedule of Fees and Charges).
However, Hunterville has not paid and considers that the fee shouid be waived,
citing maintenance, mowing and marking of the grounds.

Council does provide some services: the Huntervilie Domain is included in the
current mowing contract with Fulton Hogan. The irrigation system is owned by
the Club but Council has absorbed the costs of supplying the water (51,826.30
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Council

in the past twelve months). Marking is carried out throughout by the District by
the sports teams cencerned.

Notwithstanding the provision of these services, Council may consider that a
waiver of all or part of the annual invoiced fee is reasonable given the way the
Hunterville Rughby Club is involved with and cares for the ground.

Staffing

Priscilla Jeffrey will start on 2 June 2015 as Administrator, covering the
maternity leave soon fo be taken by Samantha Whitcombe

Agnes Ginestet has accepted employment for a further twelve months as
Envirecnmental Heaith Officer

Richard Hlston, Utilities Reticulation Serviceperson, finished on 22 May 2015, s
noted previously, Andrew Burberry has been appointed to this role,

Recommendations
That the report ‘Administrative matters — May 2015’ be received,

That Council grants a certificate of exemption under clause 14{3) of the
Camping-Ground Regulations 1985 to the current operator of the Mangaweka
Camping Ground (being a remote camping ground) for the requirements of the
Scheduie to those regulations for a period of five years from 1 July 2015 subject
to the Community & Leisure Assets Services Team Leader being satisfied that
the camping ground provides a safe and hygienic environment,

That Council invites representatives of Powerco Limited to meet with Elected
Members and key staff EITHER during a meeting of the Assets/Infrastructure
Committee OR ...

That Council records its preference that the Mayor of the Rangitikel District is
allocated a vehicle for private use, while acknowledging that this is a decision
for the Mayor to make,

That the Chief Executive {i} requests the New Zealand Transport Agency to
improve safety at the intersection of State Highway 3 and Williamsons Line, by
installing a refuge right-turning fane and {ii} writes to Vern McDonald thanking
him for his concern and informing him of Council’s action.

That Councit affirms its commitment to supporting a collaborative appreach to
securing improved facilities on Taihape Memorial Park, acknowiedges the work
done by Clubs Taihape to promote such a concept, and aliows to lapse the
commitment for a provisional lease to Clubs Taihape for part of Tathape
Memorial Park until the current facilitation processes are complete and have
identified a preferred option.
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16.8

That Council applies the savings in the award of the new roading maintenance
contract by

EITHER
a. reducing the rates requirement for 2015/16,
OR

b. increasing the roading programme (with a report being provided to the
9 July 2015 meeting of the Assets/Infrastructure Commitiee as to the
specifics of that additional work).

OR

¢. applying the savings to other initiatives (to be determined by the
policy/Planning Committee at its meeting on 15 June 2015 following
consideration of a report setting out potential options).

That with respect to the annual domain fee of 5303 charged to the Hunterville
Rugby Club, Council EITHER walives ...% of the fee on an ongoing basis OR
declines the request for waiver.

Ross McNeil
Chief Fxecutive

Council
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Powerco Limited

11 May 2015 CORPORATE OFFICE
84 Liardet Street
Private Bag 2061

His Worship Andy Watson, Mayor of Rangitikei New Plymouth

C/- Rangitikei District Council r 0800 769 372

Private Bag 1102 F +64 6 758 6818

Marton 4741 WWW. DOWErCo.Co.N2

POWERCc®

Dear Mr Watson,

Powerco engagement with Rangitikei District Council (RDC)

RDC is one of Powerco's key stakeholders. We value your feedback on any aspect of our
electricity networks and services — either as a representative of the people in your district or as a
large electricity customer in your own right.

Powerco would appreciate the opportunity to address RDC's key officers and elected
representatives. We would like to talk to you so we can better understand how we can work
together to achieve great outcomes for our organisations and mutual customers.

The electricity industry is poised for significant change. Consumers can now readily access large
amounts of information from a range of industries. This is transforming their expectations of how
they engage with electricity service providers. New technologies, changing consumer patterns and
regulatory regimes all add to the need for Powerco to look at how we engage with our stakeholders
and customers. As their needs and expectations evolve, so must we. This can only be achieved
through meaningful engagement and dialogue.

We will follow up with your officers in the coming weeks to check your availability for a meeting and
to arrange a suitable date. Enclosed is Powerco's Stakeholder Report, which we have sent to
RDC's elected representatives and key officers to provide relevant background information. It
provides an overview of Powerco’s role in the electricity industry, network quality, regulation and
pricing and expenditure forecasts.

We look forward to working with you to ensure our networks and services meet the expectations
and aspirations of your district.

Yours sincerely,

Vet

Dr Richard Fletcher
GM Regulation and Government Relations
Powerco Ltd.
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Heritage New Zealand

Rangitikei deficient regisiration project summary
May 2015

The following prioritisations have been decided based on the information contained in the preliminary
Summary Reports for 19 deficient registrations in the Rangitikei District.

This includes one property ewned by Rangitikei District Council wiich is denoted in bold type.

Places entered on the New Zeatand Heritage List/Rarangi Kdrero (‘the List'}
These places were priotitised and are now entered on the New Zealand Heritage List.

Bnch i tomestead 838 Talhape Naplel Poad 2736 Catogory 1
Moawhange historic
llllll place
Whitikaupeka Church, 24 Wherewhere Road, 848 Category 2
fMoawhango historic
- pace

Places given Proposal status
These 16 places are considered good candidates for eniry on the List based on aspects such as
historical, social and architectural values. At this stage we are unable to specify in which year's
work programme we will be able to complete & full heritage assessment for each of these places

and progress therm for entry onto the List.

Elewhen 16{}4 NEDIEI |a|i‘npe Road Talhape 949
Lack-up {Former}, 51 Wherewhere Road, Moawhango 950
Bank of New Zealand {Former}, 1 Kawakawa Street and 945
Broadway, Mangaweka ) .
_Beccles, 19 High Street (SH 1), Bulls 1202
Church of 5t John the Baptist, 39 Bruce Sireet, 1203
Hunterville N
Church of the Sacred Heart, Rangatira Road, 1217
Hunterville

Crofton Store and Post Office {Former), 299 Makirikin

Road, Crofton, Rangitiket 13'5”7___ N
Heaton Park Homestead, 11694 State Highway 3 1205
Marton _— o
House {Connelly Cottage), 43 High Street Bulls 1207
Hunterville Courthouse {Former), 12 Milne Street, 1204
Hunterville
Meldrum’s Legal Chambers {Former), 12 Bruce Street, .

. 1209
Hunterville B
Pembroke Vale Homestead, 723 Walmuty Rd Turakina 2844

(64 4) 494 8320 PO Box 2629, Wellingtan 6140 . I8 herltage.org.nz. . .

Bl Central Regiona) Office, Level 7, 63 Boulcott Sireet
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Puketuiu Homestead, 18088 State Highway 1, RD 1, 5843
Martan 4787

St Patrick's Church, Mangawharariki Road and 946

Raumaewa Road, Mangaweka

Taihape Courthouse, 4 Tul Street, Tathape 8965

War Memorial, 1 Danjiell and High Streets, Bulls 1183

Research into these places was discontinued
The preliminary assessment for this place suggested it was unlikely to reach the threshold for entry on

the New Zealand Heritage List.

o

ENE

5 { ) (Former),
Mangawharariki Road, Mangaweka \ | m,j

% (50 4} 494 8320 [ER Central Regional Office, Level 7, 69 Boulcott Street [l PG Box 2629, Wellington 6140 -B¥ heritage.org.n2
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Clubs Taihape Incorporated F}Q‘f {fk‘s'li*'}

C/- PO Box 25, Taihape
06 388 1307 elizaheth@tathape. co.nz

23 Aprii 2015 et T A T e
Eoss Moheil
CEOQ

Rangitikei District Council
High Street
Marton

Dear Ross,
RE: Lease of part Memaorial Park for the Hub project

At the Board meeting of Clubs Tathape last night it was decided 1o write to Counctl asking for
clarification of the two vear approval of the draft lease of part of Memorial Park for the Hub project
- “That the Council commit to & draft deed of lease for the site proposed by Clubs Tathape provided
that the proposed development is fully funded, and an independently reviewed financial business
plan is provided, with a bullding commencement date within two years at minimal expense to the
ratepayer — 13/RDL/3107

Al the request of Council the Hub project was put on hold pending the outcome of the Creative
Communities community consultation, Nine months has passed with little being done because the
Hub project was put on hold,

Now there [s the facilitated process with Peter Shore.

I the meantime Squash has withdrawn from the project, but Peter Shore has indicated that he
would ke 1o see that position reversed.

The LTP will nat be adopted until June 2015.

The project has stalled pending Councit deliberations and the community consultation
Processes.

The Clubs Taihape Board would like Council to take the above issues into consideration in
addressing its above resolution and clarify the position For Clubs Tathape in the current climate,

Flook forward to hearing from you and thank Councll for its support of this project.

Regazds,

R

Flizabet L Mortiand
Segretary
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The Mayor

Mr A Watson

Rangitikel District Council
Private Bag 1102
MARTON 4741

12 May 2015

Dear Andy

T am writing this letter to express my concerns following the tragic accident on the corner
of State Highway 3 and Williamsons Line on Saturday PM the 9" May 20185,

! live on Williamsons Line and also have a farm on Lake Alice Road necessitating fravel
through this Intersection muliiple times most days.

This piece of road 18 reasonably unique in that 2 side roads join Highway 3 approximately
100 mietres apart. A large proportion of the traffic that exits Willilamsons Line enters
Santoft Road and vice versa. Because oncoming traffic 1s travelling at 100kph both ways
this presents a challenge,

[ have witnessed many small accidents and “near misses” over the years. The current road
rule allows a vehicle turning right across the tratfic to either pull o the left side of the road
and wait for traffic to clear or to stop on the left side of the centre Iine.

What T sce on a regular basis is that a vehicle will pull to the left and a following vehicle
will stop alongside, both watting to turn right. This effectively blocks the lane and with
traffic going both ways at 100kph makes for an extremely dangerous situation or an
accident waiting to happen.

I feel that a refuge lane in the centre of the road as at “Pukepapa” and “Fordell” would
dramatically increase the safety of turning traffic and give through traffic a more defined
path to fravel.

Being a State Highway I recognize that it is not the local councils derestriction, but my
family and neighbouirs have expressed concerns to various authiorities over the years and
although if has been recognised something needs to be done, nothing has.

Hopefully the tragic accident will be the catalyst for change to miake this a safer piece of
road.

You/g,ﬁalthfnliy .

ﬂ A
Vern McDonaid

190 Williamsons Line
MARTON
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G and &'s - The New Zealand Local Government Survey

Q.  What will councils be doing to lift their performance?

A,

LGNZ is developing a programme of work that will focus on improving performance across six
priority areas:

governance, leadership and strategy,
financial decision-making and transparency;
asset management and infrastructure;
engaging with business;

communicating and engaging with public; and

L A A o

building a stronger relationship with central government.

Each of these areas will include a series of tangible actions to lift performance and will include
metrics and benchmarks that enable councils to demonstrate and deliver high performance to
their communities. LGNZ anticipate that this will be a significant long-term three to five year
programme.

How will you persuade people that council services are value for money?

Local government needs to demonstrate value to the communities it serves. This involves both
doing things better and better engagement with the public and businesses. LGNZ is working with
councis on a comprehensive performance programme that includes better engagement.

Are all councils across New Zealand involved?

LGNZ has briefed all 78 councils on the proposed programme of action and the findings of the
inaugural New Zealand Local Government Survey. While the programme is voluntary, we have
had a strong expression of interest from a number of councils.

What is the New Zealand Local Government Survey?

The New Zealand Local Government Survey was established by LGNZ in 2014 as one gauge for
measuring the ongoing health and performance of the focal government sector.

The Survey contains several important measures of awareness of tocal government and its
services, satisfaction with services, performance of local government and areas where local
business and public think local government performance can improve,

The sum total of all these performance areas culminates in a Reputation Index that will be tracked
on an annual basis, and the information it gathers will help to guide the collective actions of LGNZ
and councils to focus on efforts to Hit the sector’s reputation,

What are the key findings from the Survey?

The Survey found that while the majority of those surveyed consider local government to be
important to New Zealand, the sector is perceived as less important in peoples’ daily fives.

Maost people are aware of the public-facing services that councils provide {ie solid waste, water},
but there is mixed awareness of the other roles that local government fulfil {ie roading,
environmental management, economic development and attracting major events},
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Public and businesses want local government 10 focus on improvements in:

« demonstrating value for rate dollars spent;
+ demonstrating efficiency and effectiveness;
¢ making good spending decisions;

¢ managing finances well; and

+ the role of elected members to lead strategies to drive prosperity and well-being in their
communitias.

There are also particular drivers that are unigue to businesses:

« effective partnerships with business, including opportunities {o influence the local
economic development strategy;

* improvements to the building and resource consent processes;
o adopting a flexible, common sense approach to implementing regulation; and
o marketing local investment opportunities.

In addition to these findings, Colmar Brunton developed an overall Reputation Index that
summarises how the local government sector rates across the three main drivers of reputation —
performance, local leadership and communication and interaction. The local government sector
currently scores on average 29 out of 100, incorporating the views of both the public and business
community,

What sktmilar work has been done in the past?

tn 2006, LGNZ commissioned Colmar Brunton to carry out a nationwide telephone survey of 1000
randomly-selected ratepayers. The aim of this research was to understand public perceptions of
rates and the value delivered by locat government. This fed into a platform for communications
about the 2007 local government elections, with the development of a local government brand
that was used on all material discussing the generic role of local government. This brand was
used jointly by LGNZ and the Department of internal Affairs {o increase awareness of, and
participation in, local government. This research was not subsequently repeated.

How does the LGNZ Survey differ from individual counci satisfaction surveys?

Firstly, the key difference is that the New Zealand Local Government Survey is a measure for the
local government secior as a whole, whereas council surveys are limited to views about individual
councils,

Secondly, council surveys are predominantly focused on satisfaction with individual councils’
delivery of the services and facilities they are responsible for, whereas the New Zealand Local
Government Survey provides a more holistic view of perceptions of local government and
encompasses more than just satisfaction with services and fadilities.

‘Satisfaction’ by iiself is largely based on the level of interaction respondents have had with
certain services, Measuring a range of measures leading to reputation” encompasses not only
service provision {under which ‘satisfaction’ is a sub-category}, but also communicaiion and
engagement, and leadership.

Thirdly, the New Zealand Local Government Survey is representative of New Zealand’s population
and conducted with a cross-section of different stakeholders; the general public, businesses,
council staff and elected members, Council surveys on the other hand are targeied towards
residents, though this term varies across councils with ‘customers,” ‘community,” 'residents’ and
‘ratepavers’ also used.
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These key points of difference between individual council satisfaction surveys {council surveys}
and the New Zealand Local Government Survey are summarised in the table below:

Objective To measure satisfaction with the To measure the ongoing health and
services and activities that the performance of the focal government
council is responsible for, and sector, and to help guide the collective
compare these with previous years actions for LGNZ and councils to lifi the
results sector's reputation

Typical “How satisfied are you with,..?” “How much do you agree/disagree with

guestion these statements?”

form

“How much of a tead should local
government take on..?”

Sample size 200 - 800 2.400 public; 594 businesses

Freguency Bignnial, annual, ad hoc Annual

Q. s a similar survey methodology used in other sectors?

A. Reputation is measured across a number of industries in New Zealand including airlines,
telecommunications, power, food and insurance. However, this is the first time reputation of the
local government sector as a whole has been measured in New Zealand.

Most overseas locat government surveys, such as the United Kingdom and Australia, measure
customer and ratepayer “satisfaction” with councii services. Qur methodology goes further than
“satisfaction” 1o understand what people and business think and feel about local government
generally, not just the services we offer. This comprehensive approach will greatly assist councils
and LGNZ to undersiand where local government is doing well and where it needs to improve.
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22 Aprit 2015

Gayleng Prince
Rangitikei District council st koo bl Ug
Private Bag 1102

rMarton

RE: Park and Reserves Fee

Dear Gaylene,

The Hunterville Rugby Foothall Club received a letter from the council on the 15/4/2015 {tax invoice
51-668-596} for an annual domain charge of $303. As a club we have never previously been charged
this fee for the domain use and we are unsure as to why we have received this invoice. We would
like you to consider a waiver of the fee based on the below facts,

The Hunterville Rugby Foothall Club is a non-profit organisation that takes extreme pride of the
grounds and how they are presented when we are hosting other teams, some from outside of our
district. We as a comunitiee carry out maintenance, mowing, and marking of the grounds and also
own the irrigation under the ground which allows everyone in our community 1o enjoy the domain
over the summer period.

The Clubs only actual use of the domain is by cur one rugby team that use the domain for between
3-8 hours a waek for 6 months of the vear from March untif August

Whilst we feel as a committee that this is a joint venture with the council, we have zctually never
asked for any assistance from you. We are currently looking for funding to put in 2 new lighting
systerm and would be very apen to discuss whether this projects funding could be assisted from the
coungil.

we would fike you to consider the wavier.
wWe look forward to your response.

IR
\i
% !ﬁi\?cereiy

GE 1

]
Commitiee Member







MEMORANDUM

TO: Council

FROM: Katrina Gray

DATE: 22 May 2015

SUBJECT: Rules Reduction Taskforce - Submission

FILE: 3-0OR-3-5

1 Introduction

5 45 The Rules Reduction Taskforce has been formed to advise the Minister of Local
Government and other Ministers of opportunities to remove "loopy property rules
and regulations that are stopping people from getting on with the job". This initiative
is a reflection of the Government's view that there is a great deal of frustration from
people looking to build, redevelop or make home improvements, who are being held
back by confusing, costly rules which have long since lost their relevance.

.2 Council staff identified a number of potential issues which were discussed at the
Policy/Planning Committee’s meetings held in March and April 2015. The draft
submission was written in accordance with the outcome of these discussions. The
proposed submission is attached as Appendix 1.

1.3 Local Government New Zealand is also putting in a submission. Their draft submission
is attached as Appendix 2. Council’s submission supports the Local Government New
Zealand submission.

2 Recommendation

2.1  That the memorandum ‘Rules Reduction Taskforce — Submission’ be received.

2.2 That Council authorises the Mayor to sign the proposed submission to the Rules

Reduction Taskforce.

Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst

http:HrdcmosszDCDocldemUKOR{memrev/CO\rerinEaf%ee%o - rules reduction.docx 1-1
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21 May 2015

File No: 3-OR-3-5

Rules Reduction

The Department of Internal Affairs
PO Box 805

Wellington 6011

by email to: rulesreduction@dia.govt.nz

Submission - Rules Reduction Taskforce

Rangitikei District Council would like to thank the Rules Reduction Taskforce for the opportunity
to contribute to the discussion on unnecessary rules and regulations. Council would like to
support the submission made by Local Government New Zealand. The Local Government New
Zealand submission is a thorough and accurate portrayal of many of the issues local
government faces. This submission will address five key topics:

° Building

° Animal Control

° Bylaws

e Alcohol

° Planning
Building

There are a large number of inspections undertaken by Council’s Building Control Officers to
ensure the Building Code is complied with. There can be up to 10 inspections for a new
dwelling. These inspections significantly increase the cost of the building consent. Council
suggests that the building legislation is amended to streamline the inspection process for ‘low
risk’ buildings. In addition, a higher proportion of risk and accountability should be placed on
builders and the industry to protect the consumer and reduce Council liability.

Animal Control

Under the current legislation, theoretically, there should be no dogs left which are classified as
‘menacing’ if they belong to the breed type described under schedule 4 of the Dog Control Act
1996, they need to be neutered. However, this is not the case. Council recommends that the
dogs listed in schedule 4 should be illegal to own.

Rangitikei District Council, 46 High Street, Private Bag 1102, Marton 4741
Telephone 06 327 0099 Facsimile 06 327 6970 Emajl info@rangitikei.govt.nz Website www.rangitikei.govt.nz



A more robust system needs o be implemented to address the suitability of a person who
owns a dog and mandatory training and screening (such as given in other legislation such as the
Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act, Firearms Act and Road Transport Act).

Bylaws

Many of the bylaws, plans and policies Council is empowered to create, can only be enforced by
other agencies. This Coundil considers that iocal authorities need to be empowered to issue
infringement fees for all legislative functions they undertake, in particular, bylaws. Currently,
the only option under the Local Government Act 2002 is to prosecute. Prosecution is very costly
and is not always the best tool to solve the problem, but in many cases Council’s only option to
address non-compliance.

Alcohol

The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 has impractical requirements where liquor shops are
not permitted to be on the same site as a petrol station, however, may be okay if they are
located on an adiacent site. Council suggests that alcohol shops should be able to establish near
petrol stations, however, petrol stations themselves shouid not be able 1o sell aicohol.

The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 appears to have inherited parts of the Sale of Liguor
Act 1989 and requires clarification and/or review with regard to premises where an off licence
can be issued. Currently no off-licence should be issued for petrol stations, certain garages,
dairies, convenience stores, conveyances, shops within shops if the public can reach them
directly from a shop, or directly from premises where the principal business carried on the site
is the sale of automotive fuel.

The legisiation restricts the commercial freedom for certain businesses on the same premises
or adjacent to each other. it may be workable for larger cities, however in smaller communities
this restriction limits commercial growth options.

Planning

The recent amendments under Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act 1991 with regard
1o information to be provided for resource consent applications requires more information to
be included in applications. Rangitikei District Council processes a large number of simple
resource consents, often lodged by the property owner. The new Schedule 4 requirements
make it much harder for the general public to do so. What was promoted as something which
would ‘simplify’ and ‘streamline’ the Resource Management Act 1991, has in fact increased the
burden for the general property owner attempting to gain a simple consent.

Council requests that when the government is considering further changes to the Resource
Management Act, they consider the small scale, simple consent applications submitted by the
general public. Council also requests that government considers the time required for local
government o implement the required legislative requirements and requests that sufficient
guidance material is provided to ensure consistent implementation across ali iocal authorities.

L.tr to Rules Reduction Page 57 2-3



Conclusion

In summary, Rangitikei District Council would like to see the following actions/amendments:

Building
° Streamiine the inspection process for ‘low risk’ buildings.
o increase the accountability and Hability for builders,

Animal Control

e Dogs listed in schedule 4 should be illegal to own.
° implement a more robust system to address the suitabiiity of a person to own a
dog.
Bylaws
° Empower local authorities to be able to issue infringement fees for ail legislative

functions they undertake.

Alcohol
e Enable alcohol shops to establish near petrol stations {while ensuring petrol
stations themselves are not able to seli alcohol.
Planning
¢ Consider simple consent applications (where it is the property owner who is
likely to put in the application) when making further changes to the Resource
Management Act.
® Provide timely and user-friendly guidance documents when implementing

legistative changes.

Yours sincerely

Andy Watson
Mavor of the Rangitikei District

Ltr to Rules Reduction Page 58 23
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SUBMISSION We are.
LGNZ.

<We

need sound
legislation &
regulation for
efficient
delivery of
services. >

Rules Reduction Taskforce:
submission

Local Government New Zealand’s submission to the Rules Reduction
Taskforce

4 May 2015
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We are. LGNZ.

LGNZ is the national organisation of local authorities in New Zealand and all 78 councils are members. We represent the
national interests of councils and lead best practice in the local government sector. LGNZ provides advocacy and policy
services, business support, advice and training to our members to assist thermn  to build successful communities
throughout New Zealand. Our purpose is to deliver our sector’s Vision: “Local democracy powering community and
national success.”

Introduction

Local Government New Zealand thanks the Rules Reduction Taskforce for this opportunity to contribute to its
investigation into unnecessary rules and regulations. Like the Government LGNZ is similarly committed to developing a
regulatory system that is as efficient, customer-focused and effective as possible however many of the constraints on
efficient delivery of services lie with the legislative and regulatory rules that govern the way in which councils operate.

The Task Force has requested information on specific rules and regulations that impact directly on properties and
business. We have included a number of examples of such rules and regulations within our submission. However, of
equal cancern is the indirect cost of rules and regulations. In particular the cost to citizens and businesses of the extensive
framework of rules and regulations that govern decision-making in local authorities. The immense scale and impact of this
regulatory framework, which has shown almost exponential growth over recent years, has created a complex decision-
making environment that has had dramatic effects on the cost of local government and its culture, especially in the way
staff and elected members approach risk. The problém_s with the legislative framewaork include;

o Over prescription that results in reducing the flexibility of councils to design processes to reflect the diversity and
uniqueness of their communities |

o Failure to consider risk when designing accountability processes so that a small council like Kaikoura District must
provide the same level of information and meet the same accountability requirements as a large council like
Auckland

o Failure to provide certainty with frequent changes over the last 20 years creating ongoing costs for councils as
they change processes, redeploy staff etc.

Ultimately central government fails to consider the costs and benefits of its reforms on communities. Councils need
greater certainty about the nature of the decision-making and accountability frameworks and they need a framework that
is flexible, acknowledges risk and scale and recognises that councillors and mayors are elected on behalf of communities
to exercise governance and stewardship and are accountable to those electors.

Ultimately the legislative and regulatory framework has a profound effect on a local authority’s culture, A well
acknowledged example is the impact of “joint and several liability”, which we discuss below. The behaviour of councils
and their officials in relation to the impléhﬁ'entation of the Building Act it heavily affected by the potential risk of regulatory
failure. More general lessons can bé drawn from this.

LGNZ believes that there is too much reliance on prescription and control in the local government environment. We have
identified many regulatory processes that are unnecessarily complex and that ultimately sheet costs home directly to
property owners or indirectly to property owners as the general ratepayers. Streamlining some of these processes will
make a significant difference.

We believe better outcomes will be achieved through the use of incentives, provision of information and investment in
training and up-skilling, of both governing bodies and officials.

. LGNZ draft submission - Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 3
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A key finding of the Productivity Commission’s 2012 enquiry into local government regulation” was there is too much
siloed thinking at central government level.

Amongst the Productivity Commission's recommendations for improving regulation are the following:

e a tool for helping to decide what regulations, and which paris of implementing regulation, are best
performed by Government or councils;

¢ use of standardised formats and increased transparency to better demonstrate how key council
regulatory decisions have been made;

¢« more focus by government departments, when preparing new regulation intended to be
implemented by councils, on the costs and benefits of the propesed regulation, where those costs
and benefits will fall, whether or not councils have the capability and capacity required to effectively
implement the new regulation, and the likely cosis of building that capability and capacity where it
does not exist;

s the development of a ‘Partners in Regulation’ protocol to better guide Government/council
engagement;

s the development of new or enhanced joint Government/council forums for overseeing
improvements; and

e greater use of risk-based approaches to monitoring and enforcement of regulation by councils,
together with enabling greater use of infringement notices to support regulations in place of more
costly formal prosecutions.

This submission focuses on the two significant pieces of legislation for local government: the Building
Regulations and the Resource Management Act, and then some commentary on the other pieces of legislation
that also create challengés or inefficiency in their implementation.

Building regulations and resource management/
planning

Building Regulations -

In 2009 Governmeﬁt-’éigreed to review of the Building Act to “reduce costs, but not the quality of the building control
system”. Extensive stakeholder and public engagement has resulted in several areas of reform including amendments to
the Act to improve consumg__r protection and the licensed building practitioner schere. LGNZ and local authorities are
working closely with MBIE as this:work progresses and we stress the importance of maintaining the momentum of this

reform. A number of areas of refarm are still to be actioned including regulations for risk based consenting and changes to
the liahility regime.

Local authorities strongly support the intent of the reforms to rebalance and more appropriately allocate responsibility
and accountability between consumers (homeowners), building consent authorities and building professionals.

! http://www.productivity.govt.nz/inquiry-content/1510?stage=4
LGNZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 4
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Joint and Several Liability review

Since 2003, local authorities have advocated for a change from joint and several to proportionate liability. Both the LGNZ
subrmission to the Building Bill (2003) and the Building Act review (2010) and more recently to the Law Commission’s
review support change. The submission to the Building Act review also suggested a Government backed surety or
backstop for warranties.

Local authorities are not unsympathetic to the argument that plaintiffs are unable to fully recover costs when those
responsible cannot be found. We cannot however see the logic of the wider community, the ratepayers, having to pay
compensation as currently exists under joint and several liability. Communities are, in effect, subsidising poor building
practices.

Local autherities providing building inspection services are subject to a strict regime of accreditation to ensure
appropriate systems are in place to deliver building services. This has not proven to make any substantive difference to
the apportionment of costs when subject to litigation.

Building Act Schedule 1 Exemptions

Schedule 1 to the Building Act already exempts a range of building works from consent and was amended in November
20132 to include further exemptions.

Local authorities can also exempt other works where it is satisfied that the work will comply with the Building Code or if
the completed work does not comply with the building code it is unlikely to endanger people or any building, whether on
the same land or property.

The following activities could be also exempted under Schedule 1.

o Detached outbuildings, _cu"rren_tl_y putside the scope of Schedule 1(3) exemptions, such as stand alone garages of
proprietary design (Versatile, Skyline etc).

o Carports, currently outside the scope of Schedule 1{1_8}, with a floor area of less than 40m” and open on at least
two sides;

o Residential stair lifts;

o Non-habitable building work on rural zoned land greater than 1 hectare;

o Single span stock bridges not exceeding 10m in length - currently outside the scope of Schedule 1(24);
o Public playground equipment'cbfhpliant with NZS 5828;

o Installation of solakwater installation compliant with AS/NZS 2712,

O

Conservatories of proprietary design which are external to the thermal envelope of the house.

Solutions:
1. LGNZ supparts a change from joint and several liability to proportionate liability

2. Review the activities that are exempted under Schedule 1 to the Building Act

LGNZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 5
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Resource management/planning

The following discussion focuses on the resource management framework. New Zealand needs a resource management
system that is agile, reduces churn, cost and time. We appreciate that a RM Amendment Bill is likely to be forthcoming
and the matters identified below have been identified by the local government sector as the priorities with regard to plan
making; resource consenting and compliance and enforcement within the current resource management framework.

Plan making

The ability to provide certainty in plans more quickly is essential for business, for communities and for all stakeholders.
The process should take months, not the years it currently does. In the case of the Resource Management Act plans can
take from three to seven years and sometimes longer to be approved. Plans may become operative in part, pending
appeals to the Environment Court (and beyond). Local Government Act processes on the other hand can deliver long term
plans, annual plans and bylaws covering a wide range of local authority regulatory and service delivery functions in a
matter of months.

Plans are irrelevant if they are not timely. Our planning processes can‘t keep up with the reality of changes in the
environment in which they are being placed. If we can’t get plans and plan changes through the system to meet a faster
changing world then these plan making processes themselves become counterproductive and part of the problem,
producing adverse outcomes. Plan agility (or the lack of it) is a very serious problem and needs to be fixed. We suggest the
process needs to be brought within the timeframes of almost every other decision-making process of central and local
government.

We consider that removing the Environment Court from the plan-making process is the most important change needed.
The opportunity for judicial review that the local authority went beyond its legal powers when making a decision, arguably
provides adequate safeguards for the public.

Solutions:
1. Remove the ability to appeal RMA plan and policy decisions to the Environment Court; appeals only allowed on
points of law.

2. Remove the further submissions process from RMA plan and policy development reguirements.

3. Enable changes to plans through a fast-track process if new versions of standards/models are introduced.

National direction

The Minister has signalled an increased focus on providing greater national direction to local authorities. A Plan Template
is an important part of this central direction. We are interested in the scope of the Plan Template and are keen to explore
this. Transitional arrangements (timing and process to give effect to the template) will be critical.

The forward agenda for forthceming National Policy Statements and National Environmental Standards should be set with
local government. Setting the sc'ﬁed_ig_lefor these as a partnership between central and local government will achieve the
greatest results. This will ensure the instruments are workable and meet the priorities for local government.

Solutions:
1. Local government should help set the priorities for national direction: National Policy Statements, National
Environmental Standards and the scope of any Plan Template.

2. The arrangements for the transition to a Plan Template should minimise the need for local authorities to initiate
changes to their plans (minimising cost and uncertainty).

LGNZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 6
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Private plan changes

Private plan changes can be a useful mechanism for enabling the private sector to respond to development opportunities;
however they can clog up the planning system and put councils into a reactive position, rather than a proactive one. We
support councils having the ability to reject private plan changes in specific circumstances.

This would contribute to a reduction of: costs to all parties associated with plan-making; delays and uncertainties of
outcome; complexity of administration at the consenting stage. Re-litigation of issues that have recently been through a
plan-making process would be avoided and councils can be more proactive in plan-making, as their resources are not
diverted to plan changes on topics that have recently been through a plan-making process. Councils would be able to
focus on taking full plan reviews through the plan-making process without having to divert resources onto private plan
changes to operative plans. :

Solutions:
Provide local authorities with the ability to reject requests for a private plan change where:

o the topic or land subject to the plan change has been through the Schedule 1 process of the RMA within the past
five years; and

o afull plan review through the Schedule 1 process is being undertaken.

Combined plans for unitary authorities

For some time unitary authorities have sought that the requirement to have a Regional Policy Statement (RPS) is
redundant for unitary authorities. Because the territory of a unitary authority covers a single district, the over-arching RPS
is not necessary. As the RMA stands, for unitary authorities, unnecessary duplicatio.n of regional policy statement
provisions and district provisions is required. It is necessary to have a mechanism to identify within the combined plan,
those provisions that have the status of a RPS provision, however, as these are “protected” against requests for private
plan changes. This status is necessary as it enables a council t'(j manage its urban growth.

Solution: :
Remove the requirement for unitary authorities to have a separate Regional Policy Statement.

Legal effect of rules sections 86A-86G RMA

Sections 86A-86G determine when rules have legal effect. It is unduly complex and difficult for councils to administer. In
addition, there is little point in having a new policy with no effective rules, e.g hazard policies. Where rules deregulate,
these rules prevent th"ér_n having weight from notification.

The drafting of these rules means that timie and money is spent interpreting the section and there is a high risk of
interpreting the section wrongly. It is illogical to treat rules and policies differently — they are drafted as a package and
should be treated as such. '

Solution:
Both rules and policies should have legal effect at notification or at council decision-making. A return to the pre 2009
amendment (where all polices and rules had legal effect at notification) is the referable alternative.

LGNZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 7
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Resource consenting

Notification determinations

Notification decisions require too much focus under the RMA. From the perspective of both applicants and interested
parties, much turns on the decision (e.g. costs, timeframes, certainty and control of outcome, rights of input). Through
applications for judicial review, notification decisions are a source of litigation. Although the actual number of applications
for judicial review is very small, the potential threat of litigation can drive complex, repetitive and (relative to the actual
effects of many proposals) often excessive reporting for all applications at the s95 stage. Notification determinations
require officers to undertake effects assessments at the s95 stage that overlap with the substantive assessment. The issue
is therefore, nat the decisions themselves, but the time, effort and cost of making notification decisions and how this
might be simplified. Consideration needs to be given to achieving greater certainty about when an application should be
notified (or not), providing greater certainty for applicants and reducing the time spent on deciding on nofification on a
case by case basis, and documenting that decision.

Solutions:
1. Remove discretion relating to notification from consent authorities by specifying who notice would be served on.

2. RMA require plans to state whether an activity is to be notified, limited notified or non-notified.
3.  Amend the RMA to enable plans to state that an activity can be limited notified.

4,  Specify activities for which no consent is required.

Substantive decisions

Currently, Part 2 of the RMA is considered at both the plan making and consent stages. Arguably this is duplicative, and
making decisions on resource consents subject to Part 2 in 5104 may be seen to weaken the focus on plans. Primary
emphasis should be given to the preparation of clear, directive policy, taking into account Part 2, as part of the plan
process.

Plans should continue to be prepared subject to Part 2. However, considerations at the s104 consenting stage (for
controlled, limited discretionary and also potentially discretionary activities) could be limited to those plans, and any
relevant NPSs and NESs. This change would reduce duplication of effort at plan-making and resource consent stages,
saving time, effort and money.

Solution:
Remove the requirement to consider Part 2 matters at the consenting stage.

Fast track consents

Consent autharities have 20 working days to process non-notified applications for resource consent. There is no statutory
encouragement to process those straightforward applications that can be processed more quickly. Identifying suitable
activities that generate minor effects cannot easily be prescribed in law given the need to take into account risk and the
specifics of an application and the receiving environment. The discretion to identify which applications should be subject
to a fast-track process should rest with a council.

LGNZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 8
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Solutions:

1,

Require consent authorities to develop and publish policies and procedures for fast tracking minor consents (with
a target of 10 working days).

Make clear in law that these applications are processed without recourse to notification.

Develop tools to support implementation of fast track processes e.g exempting applicants from full Assessments
of Environmental Effects and exempting consent authorities from the need to provide an assessment of eh
proposal against the objectives and policies of the plan.

Compliance and enforcement under the RMA

There is a network of compliance and enforcement officers across the regional and unitary councils who meet regularly to
discuss common issues and best practice. There are legislative matters concerning compliance and enforcement that have
long caused difficulties for those charged with exercising their functions under the RMA; inevitably where there is a
difficulty or complexity there are unnecessary costs for parties involved. They include:

o

provide for cost recovery for monitoring activities that do not require consent;

allow the Environment Court to issue an enforcement order to change or cancel a resource consent as a result of
ongoing or repeated non-compliance;

remove the need for a police officer to be present to execute a search warrant;

remove the need for exhihits to be retained in the custody of a police officer;

make it unlawful to provide insurance against RMA fines, in-a similar manner to Health and Safety legislation;
increase infringement fees, and introduce higher infringement fees for corporate offenders;

amend the provisions regarding the duty to give information;

enable local authorities to remove unauthorised structures where ownership is unable to be determined;

increase the penalties for someone who commits an offence under section 338(3) — the current maximum is too
low ta be an effective deterrent or for Councils to incur an expense in prosecuting; and

reduce the maximum penalty of imprisonment for an individual to 12 months but increase the maximum
financial penalty for an individual to $600,000.

These recommend"'atigns are very deta’ﬁéd_and are included as Appendix A,

Other matters

Health and Safety

Volunteers

Councils are major users of volunteers, whether to clean up regional parks, coastlines or to assist run a local festival.
Regulations that create obstacles to the use of volunteers will increase costs and potentially diminish services.

LGMZ draft submission — Rules Reduction Taskforce: submission 4 May 2015 9
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The Health and Safety Reform Bill treats all volunteers as workers fike any other under the Reform Bill. Volunteers will be
owed duties as "workers", and local authorities may be liable for any failure to comply with these duties. Thisis a
fundamental change from the current position under the Health and Safety in Employment Act 1992 (HSE Act). This
proposed change under the Reform Bill will have a significant impact on local authorities' operations, as local authorities
engage vast numbers of volunteers for various volunteer work. This ranges from school groups who undertake streamside
planting, and other people who set trap lines, count birds and carry out ecological assessments. Often, the work carried
out by volunteers takes place in semi-remote locations (for regional councils in particular), and particular concerns also
arise due to the aging of many volunteer groups. Other councils use volunteer effort to help with event management.

Such a change will create perverse outcomes as local authorities will have to reconsider their use of volunteers. Due to the
nature of the work that many of these volunteers do, environmental projects in particular will not be capable of being as
well resourced as they are at present. This is especially relevant in relation to irregular events that local authorities
organise (which include stream or beach clean-ups and tree planting, among others), where the need to treat volunteers
as workers is likely to have a negative effect on the programmes themselves, as well as on the subsequent benefits that
these programmes provide to local communities.

LGNZ wholly supports the need to owe all volunteers a duty of care, but it considers that the correct balance between the
imposition of a duty and the potential to incur liability had been achieved by the HSE Act, and that there is no reason to
deviate from the current arrangement. Maintaining this balance would require removing the potential for liability in
relation to volunteers who do not carry out particular kinds of regular, on-going work that is essential to the business of
the person(s) engaging them.

The other matter re volunteers is that all volunteers, and contractors and subcontractors (and their employees), are
currently treated by the Reform Bill as workers who need to be consulted like any other. The nature of engagement
required should be amended to account for the differing types of relationships that PCBUs will have with certain
yolunteers, contractors and subcontractors (and their employees) so as to avoid imposing liability where there is no
managerial or operational control, and to reduce unproductive duplication of duties among PCBUs.

Solution:
Apply the framework for volunteers under the HSE legislation to the Health and Safety Reform Bill,

Roading and footpaths
Road Stopping - Local Government Act 1974

The legislative process under Section 342 and Schedule 10 of the Local Government Act 1974 which provides for the
stopping of roads and allows for the transfer to adjoin land is unduly cumbersome and overly bureaucratic. The process
should be streamlined to make it more efficient.

Solution: a5
Amend the process under Schedule 10 to streamline the process and give the local authority greater flexibility to stop
roads provided the right of public access is not unreasonably constrained.

Reserves Act 1977

Revoking reserve status —section 24

The process for revoking reserve status over land no lenger required for reserve purposes is cumbersome and overly
bureaucratic. The process should be streamlined to make it more efficient.
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Solution:

Amend the process to give greater flexibility to the local authority to decide how much reserve land is needed and avoid
having assets that are in the wraong place or no longer providing value for money. The local authority should also be able
to make the decision without having to consult the Director General of Conservation or require the agreement of the
Minister of Conservation.

Public health, food and alcohol

Liquor licensing

Obtaining licenses under the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act

Members have raised concerns about the cost of a temporary liguor licensing fees. The amount of $750 is too high for
many people and for small events. There are also concerns about the cost of licenses for a retailer with multiple
properties on a street.

A further matter raised is that at present, costs are incurred because there is no ability to delegate decision-making to
staff. All licenses are granted through the District Licensing Committee, even uncontested applications.

Solution:
Allow for delegation of decision-making powers to staff of the local authority.

Section 221

Applications for a Manager's Certificate have to be decided by the Licensing Committee, either a chair or a three person
Committee. This adds an extra step in the process which takes longer and costs more (having to pay for the costs of the
Chair of the DLC). This also applies to renewals of certificates.

Solution:

Allow delegated powers to the Secretary of the Licensing Committee to decide applications that are not opposed by the
Inspector or Palice. Alternatively, allow Renewal Applications of Manager's Certificates that are unopposed to be decided
by the Secretary.

Section 191

Applications for a Temporary Authority have to be dealt with by the full three person District Licensing Committee, They
cannot be decided by the chair alone like some other unopposed applications can. Having to convene a three person DLC
at shore notice when a business changes hands results in time pressure and additional costs for the three members’ time.
Delegating to staff or allowing the Chairto decide alone as a quorum of one would be mare efficient and cheaper.

Solution: 4
Amend section 191(3) to include applications for a Temporary Authority.

Fluoridation

Under existing law the decision on W_Héther or not to fluoridate drinking water lies with territorial authorities.
Implementation is proving costly as council decisions are increasingly under challenge from interest groups. Scuth
Taranaki District Councils, for example, has recently successfully defended a judicial review that sought to over turn its
decision to continue with fluoridation. The cost to the council and local citizens was substantial.

Solution:
Local authorities, through the LGNZ annual general meeting in 2014 voted to ask the Government to shift the decision for
fluoridating water to the Director General of the Ministry of Health.
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Health (Hairdressers) Regulations

The need to have to register hairdressers for public health reasons is no longer necessary. The products used and
practices employed do not pose a health risk proportionate with the need to regulate (unlike other unregulated services
such as tattoo artists, sunhed operators)

Solution:
The Health (Hairdressers) Regulations 1980 should be repealed to reduce costs to applicant’s ad regulators.

Derelict Properties

Councils are regularly faced with the issue of derelict buildings with requests for action coming from many sources,
including neighbours and health officials. Buildings in serious disrepair not only cause neighbours distress they can be a
risk to health and a potential fire hazard, not to mention a site for criminal behaviour. They are a cost to communities and
councils. Yet councils’ powers to demolish derelict properties are quite constrained.

Rotorua District Council, for example, has brought a case to our attention where a particular derelict property has caused
the councils to incur costs in excess of $60,000 on consultants’ reports and legal advice over a period of 5 years as the
councils lacks the ability to simply require its demolition.

Solution:
Strengthen councils’ powers to deal with derelict properties to reduce administrative cosis and improve cormmunity
safety.

Animal control
The 1996 Dog Control Act - seeking input

Many councils have expressed frustration at the difficulty of implementing dog control bylaws and the ability of owners to
avoid prosecution through the extensive appeal rights that exist.

Local Government Act
The Pre-election report (LGA2002)

The pre-election report was introducediin 2010 to provide voters with summarised financial information to inform their
voting decisions. It became mandatory for all councils prior to the 2013 elections. The LGA amendment 2012 required
that councils prepare and publish prudent financial benchmarks annually. The information provided by the benchmarks is
more accessible and meaningful than the information provided by the pre-election reports. Anecdotal evidence suggests
that the pre-election reports had little to no impact on the 2013 elections and were also used by some councils as
promotional documents.

Solution:
Remove the requirement for a Pre-election report.

Long Term Plan Audits (LGA2002)

The audit of draft and final long term plans was introduced in 2002. It was justified on the basis of providing citizens with
confidence that the assumptions on which councils made their long term planning and financial forecasts, such as
population changes and asset condition, were robust. The audit had an immediate and long lasting impact on the quality
of councils’ long term planning.
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The same rationale does not apply to completed annual and Long Term Plans. Once audited draft plans have been
subject to the consultation process the final content is matter purely for the governing body. The audit view is simply
redundant and an unnecessary expense and draws auditors into a territory which is beyond their scope as auditors.

Solution:
Remove the requirement for an audit of final long term plans.

Infringements (LGA2002)

Bylaws made under the LGA 2002 are designed to protect the public from nuisance; protect, promote and maintain public
health and safety; and minimise the potential for offensive behaviour in public places. The LGA 2002 also allows for
regulations to be made prescribing breaches of bylaws that are infringements under the Act, the level of infringement
fees (under $1000) and infringement notices.

However since 2002 when the Act was passed no regulations have been made, due to an issue with the drafting of S. 259.
Where breaches of bylaws fail to provide for a council to issue an infringement the council can only pursue the matter to
the District Court. If the bylaw breached is one that only allows for the matter to be taken to court it is often not
proceeded with for the following reasons:

o The cost (to council and ratepayers) to proceed to court;

o The minor nature of the breach is outweighed by the formal court approach; and

The potential for negative publicity for a council seeking a District Court prosecution for bylaw breaches that are
nuisance.

Solution:
Amend section 259 to correct the original drafting error and enable regulations to be made so infringements can be
issued to enforce bylaws.

Rating resolutions (LGA (Rating) 2002)

The enactment of a rating resolution, under the Rating Act, is the procedure through which local authorities set their
rates, A rating resolution must be set “in accordance with” a council’s Fundiﬂg'lmpact Statement and if there are
discrepancies a council may have to reset its rates or seek validating legislation from parliament. In the last year there
have heen three validating bills. Preparing a Funding Impact Statement and a Rates Resolution both of which contain the
same information (except for dates on which rates must be paid) is simply a duplication of resources and creates
opportunities for error that are simply unnecessary:

Solution: :
Remove the requirement to prepare a Funding Impact Statement or remove the requirement to adopt a rating resolution.

Mandatory Rating EXemp_tions_ (LGA (Rating) 2002)

A particular set of regulations that result in property owners paying more in property rates than they otherwise would are
found in Schedule 1 of the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002. These regulations specify categories of properties which
are defined as non rateable. By far the largest group of non rateable properties, such as schools, hospitals and the
conservation estate belong to the Crown.

There may be a rationale why certain types of properties should be exempt from local property taxes; unfortunately the
majority of properties in Schedule 1 are not easily justified. Internationally, and in New Zealand’s case until the mid 1980s,
local authorities responsible for areas that include large tracts of conservation land is held receive payments in lieu of
rates — reflecting the difficulty of valuing conservation land.

Solution:
Enable local authorities to rate property which is currently exempt.
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Predetermination (LAMIA 1968)

In a successful democracy candidates stand, and are either elected or not, on the basis of a platform explaining the policy
and a programme changes they intend to make if successful. Unfortunately many candidates find, once elected, that they
cannot take part in decision-making processes to implement the policies that they stood for because they are regarded as
predetermined.

This has an erosive effect on local democracy and discourages talented people from standing but most of all it is expensive
for councils as legal advice is frequently commissioned to clarify the law and often situations end up in a code of conduct
hearing. Hearings are not only costly they are a major distraction and can undermine confidence in local demaocracy.

The problem stems from the Local Authority Members Interests Act 1968, which is extremely out of date and fails to
provide effective guidance on the issue of non-financial conflicts of interest.

Solution:
Review with urgency the Local Authorities Members' Interest Act.

Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987

Fencing of spa pools
The Act requires that spa pools are required to be fenced, even when they have a lockable lid. Councils are able to grant
exemptions but this is unfair and costly to the property owner.

Solution:
Amend the Act to exempt spa pools with a lockable lid from the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act 1987; this amendment
has been discussed since 2006 and again in 2013 and has still not been implemented.

Amusement Device Regulations 1978
Clause 11

The need for a local authority permit is superfluous and the fee recovery of $10 for the first device and $2 thereafter does
not cover the time involved, therefare the general rate subsidises the process. The regulations duplicate regulation by
other public agencies.

Solution:
Place greater responsibility on the service and general inspection by Worksafe NZ.
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Rangitikei District Council | Fees and Charges 2015-2016

Rangitikei District Council

Schedule of Fees and Charges

1 July 2015 to 30 June 2016

All fees expressed on a GST r‘nci_usﬁ)é':pa__s"ﬁ (15%)

Final Draft for Adoption —Version 2 22 May 2015
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Explanatory note

The fees and charges set by the Council follow from the revenue and financing policy (part of the
2015/25 Long Term Plan). This policy expresses Council’s view about how various services are to be
funded, particularly the balance between the share to be funded by ratepayers (because there is
advantage to everyone in having the service available and used) and the share to be funded by those
making use of it (because the benefit from the service is primarily, or wholly, enjoyed by such
people). In determining this balance, Council has regard for thinking in other councils, especially our
neighbours.

The Schedule show the current fees alongside those proposed for 2015/16. All fees in 201{5/16 have
been raised by 3.0%, the inflation factor used in setting Council’s budgets for 2015/16%, This inflation
factor is different from cost-of-living adjustments, because there are signifi;:,ah't- e__lémen_ts in Council’s
expenditure whose costs have risen more sharply — particularly materials _t"'o'-s_upﬁc:rt maintenance of
roads and infrastructure. %

The actual fees from applying this factor have been rounded';_q the nearest dollar except for solid
waste fees which are rounded to the nearest 10c.

The exceptions are:

° fees prescribed by regulation;

° fees applying for connections to retlcuiated urban water, wastewater and stormwater
services; and

° fees applying to green waste recychng

The last two set of changes are to re_f,l_e_ct the actual costs for the service.

Two new fees are included, in, bﬁildih‘g ccintrol following consideration by Council on making a clear
distinction between certlflcates of ! acceptance for unconsented work done under urgency and for
work not done under urgency Fees are also included for providing a Project Information
Memorandum (PIM). '

It is proposed tq_._'r‘-'emif the cost of one tanker load of water from Councils’ bulk supplies per year to
those properties ng_t-"c’-:gtn'hected to any of Council’s reticulated water supplies. However, the cost of
ca rtagé‘ will b_)e'at-_-th'é property owner’s cost.

Fees and; charges for parks relate to exclusive use only. They have been set to encourage regular use
by local sports clubs and organisations, and other non-profit community users.

Fees and charges for halls have been set to recover energy costs for winter hireage with a differential
for hirers to be paid between May and October each year. Non-profit community groups receive
substantial discounts for hireage.

Adjustment to rents in Council’s community housing must be made in accordance with the
requirements of section 24 of the Residential Tenancies Act 1986. Typically this means that a change
to rents for existing tenants will not occur for two months after Council adopts the Schedule of Fees
and Charges for the coming year.
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Several Council-owned or administered facilities are managed by other organisations, which set their
own fees (typically in consultation with the Council):

Marton Swim Centre Nicholls Swim Academy

Taihape Swim Centre Taihape Community Development Trust
Hunterville Town Hall Hunterville Sports and Recreation Trust
Turakina Domain Turakina Reserve Management Committee
Koitiata Hall Koitiata Residents Association

.
N
R
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Cemetery Charges

Charges for the cemeteries under the administrative control of the Rangitikei District Council at Bulls,
Mt View, Taihape, Mangaweka, and Turakina:

Plot 2014/15 2015/16
Adult —over 12 years $794.00
Child — up to and including 12 years of age $309.00
Ashes — all sections $180.00

Memorial Wall Plague — Mt View $98.00

Rose Berm — Mt View

Interment Fees

Wall Niche — Bulls $180.00
Adult — over 12 years $794.00
Child — up to and including 12 years of age $329.00
Stillborn $203.00
Ashes $208.00
Ashes — placed by family $38.00
Extra depth — extra charge : $159.00
Weekends and Public Holidays Sexton fees — extra charge $466.00
Extra charge for all out of District mterments- doem‘gplﬁt $783.00
ashes, stillborn, or child interments I N i

Disinterment/re-interment charges b ‘ $783.00
Disinterment of ashes : $192.00
Monumental permit - fee will be $30.00

headstone is supplied

2015/16

r12 years $276.00
Child — up to and including 12 years of age
Ash plot
Plot reinstatement/maintenance BEADESS $200.00
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Parks and Reserves

Fees below are for exclusive use of Council-owned parks. Anyone may use Council-owned parks for
leisure and recreational activities. Where exclusive use is required, the schedule of fees and charges
applies and reflects the wear and tear on the grounds of various activities.

Turakina Domain is managed by the Turakina Reserve Management Committee. For bookings, please
contact Laurel Mauchline Campbell on 06 327 8279.

2015/16

Memorial Park — Taihape.
Annual users per annum*
No 1 Field
No 2 and 3 Fields (each) $733.00
Taihape Area School — for a maximum of 5 days exclusive use of
2 ; : ; $1,662.00
all three fields (with the exception of any equestrian event)
Casual one-off exclusive users per use (1 day)
No 1, 2 and 3 Fields (each) $186.00
Hunterville Domain
Annual users per annum* $312.00
Casual one-off exclusive users per use (1 day) K ¢ $186.00
Bulls Domain and Marton Park, Centenr“jal Park
Annual Users per annum (per ground)* 3¢ % _ $547.00
Casual one-off exclusive users peruse (1 day) (per gro | $186.00
All Parks g "
Spe(-:iai Event Users (per day) to i $657.00
festivals and tournaments
Refundable deposit against'd $603.00
o $50.00
200% of
deposit
200% of
deposit
100% of fee
, 50% of fee
outside of enclosures
Athletics, marching other contact sports 25% of fee
Non-contact sport, non-profit recreational users 10% of fee

Notes

* Annual User charges give sole use of a ground to a sporting code for Saturday and practice night. Actual
electricity use to be charged to clubs by measured and metered arrangement
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Hall Charges

The charges outlined below relate to hiring the whole facility or dedicated meeting rooms. The full
fee is payable by any commercial hirer, and a substantial discount applied for non-profit community
users.

2015/16
$246.00

Refundable deposit against damage to be charged to all users
Bulls Town Hall and Mangaweka Town Hall

Half day/evening (up to five hours)

Full day (5-24 hours)

Taihape Town Hall and Marton Memorial Hall

Half day/evening (up to five hours)

$137.00

$263.00

Full day (5-24 hours) $525.00
Projector and Screen (Bulls & Taihape Meeting Rooms only)

Projector - half day $15.00
Projector - full day $28.00
Screen $5.00
Furniture is not to be removed from any of Council ow $15 per

buildings, except for trestle table hire — by arrangement trestle table

Cancellation Fee for all Halls b A

Payable if cancelled later than 14 days prior toM\rent Full fee
Key deposit for all Halls W\ -
Refundable when key returned L W $50.00
Commercial kitchen - Marton Me w15 per 2:':
Weighting of fees specifie
Local, non-profit communit Half of full
May — October) fee
Local, non-profit One quarter
Main Hall: May = of full fee
n ; Sk ; One tenth of
Loca‘llﬁnonwc@u ity organisation (November - April) full fee

* Loeal r\}%preparing food for sale within the district, on a casual basis, up to ten times a year.
More frequentusage would be at the daily charge for the hall hireage.

Fees for using the Hunterville Town Hall are set by the Hunterville Sport and Recreation Trust which
has a lease agreement with Council to operate the Hall. Contact Barry Lampp on 06 322 8662 or 06
322 8009 for all bookings.
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Library Charges

2015/16

All borrowing, for first three weeks (DVD/CDs one week)

Free

Borrowing limit (per borrower)

20 items

DVDs limit (per borrower)

5 items

Renewals

For second and third week periods

No charge

Overdue charge (per day)

Borrowing may be suspended if any item is overdue for more
than three weeks

_ Nocharge

Reserves

$1.00

Interloans (interloan libraries) $6.00
Replacement cards $1.00
Internet

Use of Computers - first 30 minutes Free
Each 15 minutes $1.00
Photocopying and printing (per page)

A4 $0.20
A3 $1.00
A4 colour S4.00
A3 colour $7.00
Fax: New Zealand

First page “ $2.00
Following pages (per page) Q $1.00
Fax: International _ e

First page $4.00
Following pages (per $1.00
Fax: Receiving $1.00
Out of District Me No charge
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Building Consent Fees

Set by Council in accordance with Section 219 of the Building Act 2004 and Section 150 of the Local
Government Act 2002.

2014/15|  2015/16 |

Work Type : Exempt Building Work (Note 1)

No charge (unless application
for exemption made so project
documented {in"Council’s

The Building Act allows some building work to be
exempt as of right (specified in Part 1 of Schedule 1),
and no consent is needed for that.

The Act also allows discretion to Council to exempt
other building work using its discretion (specified in
Clause 2 of Part 1 in Schedule 1). A formal
application is required for this. Details of Schedule 1
are provided on the following pages.

$138.00

Work Type: Fixed Building Consent Fee (Note 2)

Domestic/Residential Small Projects

Install freestanding fire $288.00
Install inbuilt fire $400.00
If installation includes a wet back $58.00
Residential demolition $400.00
Garage, carport, pergola, garden s
sleepgout - e 5688.00
Temporary/freestanding signs $457.00
$664.00
$377.00
$400.00
$400.00
$377.00
$377.00
$194.00
r $443.00
Marquee (greater than 100 sq m erected for longer $200.00
than one month
Property Information Memorandum — if requested See also $100.00
prior to lodging a Building Consent Application note 5
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2014/15|  2015/16
Work Type: Variable Building Consent Fee (Note 3)
Larger Domestic/Residential Projects
Deposit
Swimming pools and fencing required $457.00
(note 3)
Deposit
New dwellings and alterations/additions required $915.00

(note 3)

Code of Compliance bond (potentially refundable)

Kerb and footpath bond (potentially refundable)
Agricultural/Rural Buildings
| 2 i
Pole sheds less than 100m“and no higher than $690.00
3.6m average
3 .
Pole sheds over 100m* or higher than 3.6m $690.00
average.
Wool sheds, dairy sheds, silos, intensive agriculture $690.00
Commercial, Government, Educational B ildi \
Project value: $0.00 to $10,000.00 $575.00
required $1,138.00
(note 3)
Deposit
required $2,284.00
) (note 3)
' .
Code of Compliance'bond (poetentially refundable) k]
'\ Consent Fee
Kerb and foetpath'bond (potentially refundable) $2,847.00
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2014/15 | 2015/16
Other Fees
Compliance Schedule (new) $121.00
Compliance Schedule (alteration) $§71.00
Building Warrant of Fitness (renewal) $77.00
Inspections (BWOF, SW|lmm|ng pool, building $188.00
consent, general compliance)
Certificate for Acceptance for unconsented work
done under urgency (Sec 42 and 96(1)(b) of the $290.00
Building Act 2004)
Certificate of Acceptance for unconsented work ®
not done under urgency (Sec 96(1)(a) if the + Staff time $581.00
Building Act 2004)
Certificate of Public Use + Staff time $114.00
Extension to consent timeframes (maximum 12 $109.00
months)
Application for amendment + Staff $114.00
Consent endorsements (Sec.37, 75 certificates etc.) $290.00
Independently Qualified Person — registration $344.00
Independently Qualified Person — renewal . $85.00
As per
LIM Report — residential (within 10 working da LGOIMA (pg
28)
As per
LGOIMA
(page 30)
As per
LGOIMA
(page 30)
$15.00
$690.00
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2014/15 | 2015/16

Building Control staff time (per hour or part thereof)
Consents Administrator $102.00
Building Officer $192.00
Manager $219.00
BRANZ and DBH Levies on projects over $20,000 per $1,000 $3.01
Notes:
1 The Building Act 2004, Schedule 1, allows for some works to be undertaken witk ) t.a Building

Consent. Each application will be considered on a case-by-case basis. See
for details of how to apply. s

A * vebsite

2 Fixed fee consents will be charged at stated rate.

3 Variable fee consents will be calculated based on actul and_reasonable cs. In the event of
fees being inadequate to cover Council’s costs, for example whete additional inspections are
required or where specialist technical or professional*consultatis s required, additional

4 LIM charges reflect the actual costs incurred in provid -LIM rather than a flat fee. This
will ensure a fairer user-pays pricing approach. %

5 Where a Property Information M
lodged, there is no charge.
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(3)

(1)

(2)

(1)

Schedule 1
Building work for which building consent not required

Part 1
Exempted building work

General

General repair, maintenance, and replacement

The repair and maintenance of any component or assembly incorporated in orassociated

with a building, provided that comparable materials are used. :

Replacement of any component or assembly incorporated in or associated w1th a building,

provided that—

(a) a comparable component or assembly is used; and

(b) the replacement is in the same position. .

However, subclauses (1) and (2) do not include the following buﬂdlng work

(a) complete or substantial replacement of a specified.system; or

(b) complete or substantial replacement ofgny co’fnoonent' or assembly contributing to
the building's structural behaviour or fire- safety preperties; or

(c) repair or replacement (other than maintenance)'ef any component or assembly that
has failed to satisfy the provisions of the building code for durability, for example,
through a failure to comply withethe external moisture requirements of the building
code; or :

(d) sanitary plumbing or dramiaymg under the Plumbers, Gasfitters, and Drainlayers Act

Terrltorlal and regional authorlty dlscretlonary exemptions

Any building work in respect of whlch the territorial authority or regional authority considers

that a building consenty is not necessary for the purposes of this Act because the authority

considers that—"y, .‘ '

(a) the completed bu:idlng work is likely to comply with the building code; or

(b) if the completed bm!dlng work does not comply with the building code, it is unlikely to
endanger peoplé or any building, whether on the same land or on other property.

Single- storey detached buildings not exceeding 10 square metres in floor area

Buddmg work m connectlon with any detached building that—

(a) is not more than one storey (being a floor level of up to one metre above the
sqpportlng ground and a height of up to 3.5 metres above the floor level); and

(b] d__o‘%zs not exceed 10 square metres in floor area; and

(':t) does not contain sanitary facilities or facilities for the storage of potable water; and

(d) does not include sleeping accommodation, unless the building is used in connection

with a dwelling and does not contain any cooking facilities.
However, subclause (1) does not include building work in connection with a building that is
closer than the measure of its own height to any residential building or to any legal boundary.
Unoccupied detached buildings
Building work in connection with any detached building that—
(a) houses fixed plant or machinery and under normal circumstances is entered only on
intermittent occasions for the routine inspection and maintenance of that plant or
machinery; or

Riarged|i 1l
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(2)

10

(b) is a building, or is in a vicinity, that people cannot enter or do not normally enter; or

(c) is used only by people engaged in building work—
(i) in relation to another building; and
(ii) for which a building consent is required.

However, subclause (1) does not include building work in connection with a building that is

closer than the measure of its own height to any residential building or to any legal boundary.

Tents, marguees, and similar lightweight structures

Building work in connection with any tent or marquee, or any similar lightweight structure (for

example, a stall, booth, or compartment used at fairs, exhibitions, or markets) that—

(a) does not exceed 100 square metres in floor area; and

(b) is to be, or has been, used for a period of not more than 1 month.

Pergolas

Building work in connection with a pergola.

Repair or replacement of outbuilding

The repair or replacement of all or part of an outbuilding if— ; _

(a) the repair or replacement is made within the same footprint area that the outbuilding
or the original outbuilding (as the case may be) 6ccupied; andu

(b) in the case of any replacement, the replacementy.is made with a comparable
outbuilding or part of an outbuilding; and _

(c) the outbuilding is a detached building that is net more than 1 storey; and

(d) the outbuilding is not intended to be open to,6r used by, members of the public.

Existing buildings: additions and alterations

Windows and exterior doorways in existing dwellings and outbuildings

Building work in connection,with.a window (in"ti"luding a roof window) or an exterior doorway

in an existing dwelling that'is nbt:-'more than 2 storeys or in an existing outbuilding that is not

more than 2 storeys, except,"—“"?_ ad

(a) in the case of reﬁlatgmént, if the window or doorway being replaced has failed to
satisfy the provisions of the building code for durability, for example, through a failure
to com‘[j]y with the extéfnal moisture requirements of the building code; or

(b) ifthe bl'J"i"I'ding quk'modifies or affects any specified system.

Alteration to existing entrance or internal doorway to facilitate access for persons with

disabilities

Buiidi_ng’j'\'_mcj__ﬁk in‘eonnection with an existing entrance or internal doorway of a detached or

semi-détached dwelling to improve access for persons with disabilities.

Interior alterations to existing non-residential building

B_ufldin_g" work in connection with the interior of any existing non-residential building (for

'ég(amﬁ;f"e, a shop, office, library, factory, warehouse, church, or school) if the building work—

(a) does not modify or affect the primary structure of the building; and

(b) does not modify or affect any specified system; and

(c) does not relate to a wall that is—
(i) a fire separation wall (also known as a firewall); or
(ii) made of units of material (such as brick, burnt clay, concrete, or stone) laid to a

bond in and joined together with mortar; and

(d) does not include sanitary plumbing or drainlaying under the Plumbers, Gasfitters, and

Drainlayers Act 2006.
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12

13

14
(1)

(2)

15

16

17

Internal walls and doorways in existing building
Building work in connection with an internal wall (including an internal doorway) in any
existing building unless the wall is—

(a) load-bearing; or

(b) a bracing element; or

(c) a fire separation wall (also known as a firewall); or

(d) part of a specified system; or

(e) made of units of material (such as brick, burnt clay, concrete, or stone) laid to a bond

in and joined together with mortar.
Internal linings and finishes in existing dwelling
Building work in connection with any internal linings or finishes of any wall, ceiling, ‘or floor of
an existing dwelling. L 9
Thermal insulation :
Building work in connection with the installation of thermal insulation in“an existing building
other than in—

(a) an external wall of the building; or
(b) an internal wall of the building that is a fire separation wall (alse known as a firewall).
Penetrations

Building work in connection with the making offa,penetration not exceeding 300 millimetres
in diameter to enable the passage of pipes, cabl@é 'duct's", wires, hoses, and the like through
any existing dwelling or outbuilding and amyr fassociated building work, such as
weatherproofing, fireproofing, or sealing, prowded that—

(a) in the case of a dwelling, the dwelling is‘detached or in a building that is not more than
3 storeys; and

(b) in the case of an outbwldlng, the outbwldmg is detached and is not more than 3
storeys. :

In the case of an existing buddmg to which subclause (1) does not apply, building work in
connection with the making: of a, penetratlon not exceeding 300 millimetres in diameter to
enable the passage of pipes, cab[es ducts, wires, hoses, and the like through the building and
any associated; bu1ld|ng work such as weatherproofing, fireproofing, or sealing, provided that
the penetratlon— -

(a) doés not modn‘y or affect the primary structure of the building; and

(b) does nat modify or affect any specified system.

Closing in existing veranda or patio

_-Bmfdlng work in connection with the closing in of an existing veranda, patio, or the like so as

to. provcde an enclosed porch, conservatory, or the like with a floor area not exceeding 5
square metres

Awnings

Biji_{_qmg work in connection with an awning that—

(a) s on or attached to an existing building; and

(b) is on the ground or first-storey level of the building; and

(c) does not exceed 20 square metres in size; and

(d) does not overhang any area accessible by the public, including private areas with

limited public access, for example, restaurants and bars.
Porches and verandas
Building work in connection with a porch or a veranda that—
(a) is on or attached to an existing building; and
(b) is on the ground or first-storey level of the building; and

Page | 13
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(c) does not exceed 20 square metres in floor area; and

(d) does not overhang any area accessible by the public, including private areas with
limited public access, for example, restaurants and bars.
18 Carports
Building work in connection with a carport that—
(a) is on or attached to an existing building; and
(b) is on the ground level of the building; and
(c) does not exceed 20 square metres in floor area.
19 Shade sails
Building work in connection with a shade sail made of fabric or other similarulightweight
material, and associated structural support, that— '
(a) does not exceed 50 square metres in size; and
(b) is no closer than 1 metre to any legal boundary; and
(c) is on the ground level, or, if on a building, on the ground or first-storey level of the
building.
Other structures
20 Retaining walls
Building work in connection with a retaining wall that—
(a) retains not more than 1.5 metres depth of ground and
(b) does not support any surcharge or any load additional to the load of that ground (for
example, the load of vehicles).
21 Fences and hoardings
(1) Building work in connection with a fence or hda__rd'ing in each case not exceeding 2.5 metres in
height above the supporting ground. el
(2) Subclause (1) does not mclude afence astdefined in section 2 of the Fencing of Swimming
Pools Act 1987.
22 Dams (excluding large dams)
Building work in_ connection W|th a dam that is not a large dam.
23 Tanks and pools (excluding swimming pools)
Building work in connection with a tank or pool and any structure in support of the tank or
pool (except,a swimming pool as defined in section 2 of the Fencing of Swimming Pools Act
1987), including any tank or pool that is part of any other building for which a building consent
is requ;red that—-
@(a) o F "does not exceed 500 litres capacity and is supported not more than 4 metres above
% the'supporting ground; or
{h) % does not exceed 1 000 litres capacity and is supported not more than 3 metres above
“the supporting ground; or
(c) does not exceed 2 000 litres capacity and is supported not more than 2 metres above
the supporting ground; or
(d) does not exceed 4 000 litres capacity and is supported not more than 1 metre above
the supporting ground; or
(e) does not exceed 8 000 litres capacity and is supported not more than 0.5 metres
above the supporting ground; or
(f) does not exceed 16 000 litres capacity and is supported not more than 0.25 metres
above the supporting ground; or
(g) does not exceed 35 000 litres capacity and is supported directly by ground.
14 | Page
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24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

Decks, platforms, bridges, boardwalks, etc

Building work in connection with a deck, platform, bridge, boardwalk, or the like from which it
is not possible to fall more than 1.5 metres even if it collapses.

Signs

Building work in connection with a sign (whether free-standing or attached to a structure) and
any structural support of the sign if—

(a) no face of the sign exceeds 6 square metres in surface area; and
(b) the top of the sign does not exceed 3 metres in height above the supporting ground
level.

Height-restriction gantries

Building work in connection with a height-restriction gantry.

Temporary storage stacks

Building work in connection with a temporary storage stack of goods or materia'l's-.
Private household playground equipment

Building work in connection with playground equipment if—

(a) the equipment is for use by a single private household; and,
(b) no part of the equipment exceeds 3 metres in heught above the supporting ground
level.

Network utility operators or other similar organisations

Certain structures owned or controlled by network utility operators or other similar
organisations

Building work in connection with a. motorway s:gn, stopbank, culvert for carrying water under
or in association with a road, or other 5|m||ar structure that is—

(a) a simple structure; ands, :

(b) owned or controlled-:?tg)j;‘é‘ h_g_tworkﬁtility operator or other similar organisation.

Demolition

Demolition of detached building

The complete demolltlon of a building that is detached and is not more than 3 storeys.
Removal of building element

The removal of a buﬂdmg element from a building that is not more than 3 storeys, provided
that the rem vai does not affect—

(a) the pI mary structure of the building; or

(b) * arwgspecrﬂed system; or

(c)\ any fire separation.
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Fees Applying to Specific Licences

2015/16
Amusement Device Permit (prescribed by the Amusement
Devices Regulations 1978)
One device at one site:
First seven days $10.00

$1.00 per

Second and subsequent seven day period el

Additional device at one site:
First seven days

Second and subsequent seven day period

Llcensed Premises Fees — set by Council in accordance with the

Your attention is drawn to the 33% prompt renewal dis
within 10 working days of invoice \

Food Premises — restaurants, bakeries (Where food is prepared)™s | $670.00

Food Premises —dairies, petrol stations etc (Where pre- pack ged | $522.00
food is reheated etc) 2

Food Premises — ancillary premises, coffe $378.00
Hairdressers T , $378.00
Food Control Plan application processil o : $112.00
Verification visit for Food Contro @ dit) - fi Raese: | $195.00
Verification visit for Food Co trol Plan (Audit) - e $68.00
Funeral Director e, (g $378.00
Amusement Gallery $378.00
Camping Groun& $378.00
lingy $378.00

$378.00

33%

$183.00

Act 1956 including blood or offal treating; bone boiling or crushing; collection and storage of used
bottles for sale; dag crushing; fellmongering; fishing cleaning; fishing curing; flax pulping; flock
manufacturing, or teasing of textile materials for any purpose; tanning; gut scraping and treating;
nightsoil collection and disposal; refuse collection and disposal; septic tank desludging and disposal of
sludge; slaughtering of animals for any purpose other than human consumption; storage, drying, or
preserving of bones, hides, hoofs, or skins; tallow melting; wood pulping; and wool scouring.
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Liquor Licensing Fees

Prescribed by the Sale and Supply of Alcohol (Fees) Regulations 2013

BOL5/16 (ne Transferred to
change from ARLA
Applications for new licences 2014/15
Cost/risk rating*
Very low (0-2) $368.00 $17.25
Low (3-5) $609.50 $34.50
Medium (6-15) $816.50 | ™™ $51.75
High (16-25) $1,023.50 [&, % $86.25
Very high (26 and over) $1,207.50 [, %, $172.50
Annual licence fees
Cost/risk rating* N O\ ¥
Very low €%, \$161.00 $17.25
Low & D 539100 $34.50
Medium 7 $632.50 $51.75
High $1,035.00 $86.25
Very high $1,437.50 $172.50
*The cost/risk ratings are those specified m c!aﬁﬁé 5 gf-'tbg
Regulations XK N D
Other application fees b
Manager's Certificate $316.50 $28.75
Temporary Authority S $296.70 N/A
Temporary Licence 47" N S $296.70 N/A
W N\ $517.50 | Paid directly to
| I ARLA
Extract of Register %, " 4 $57.50 $57.50 (if
extract from
N ARLA register)
& *;_ﬁﬂn )
SpecialLicences,
Class 13,1 large event, more than 3 medium events, more than 575.00
12 small 8vents
Class 2: 3-12 small events; 1-3 medium events 207.00
Class 3: 1 or 2 small events 63.25

Clause 9 of the Regulations provides the following definitions:
Large event = more than 400 people

Medium event = 100 to 400 people

Small event = fewer than 100 people
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Resource Management Act Administrative Charges
Set in accordance with section 36 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Resource Consent applications — notified
(land use and subdivision)

Deposit
required (note
1)

2015/16

Resource Consent applications — limited
notification (land use and subdivision)

Deposit
required (note
1)

$1,810.00

Resource Consent applications —non-
notified (land use and subdivision)

Deposit
required (note
1)

850.00

RMA certification (e.g. s223, s224 etc)
Charged at $100.00 + staff time

Deposit
required (note
1) -

Deposit |
Requests for Plan Changes required (note |
1)

Application for alteration to designation —
notified

Application for alteration to designation —
non-notified

$220.00

$5,640.00

$1,805.00

Cancellation/change of consent ions

Deposit
equired (note
1)

$450.00

Resource consent extel

Deposit
required (note
1)

$280.00

Deposit
required (note
1)

$280.00

Deposit
required (note
1)

$280.00

Waiver for requirement for Outline Plan

Deposit
required (note
1)

$310.00

Hard copy of District Plan (available free on
RDC website)

$220.00

RMA hearing deposit

Deposit
required (note
1)

$220.00

Pag®et
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Charges for Council Staff (per hour or part thereof) 2015/16
Administration/Committee Administration $105.00
Staff
Planning Officer/Consents Planner $150.00
Senior/Consultant Planner $190.00
T . .

echnical and professional staff from all $190.00

other Council units

Manager

$220.00

Commissioner

All advertising, consultant and solicitor fees associated with |
all work types including processing of a consent or certificate |
(including specialist technical or legal advice) and new Notice | .
of Requirements, designation alterations, removal of
designations and District Plan changes

At cost +
sbursements

Notes:

1 Council will recover its reasonable costs and.a depositsis required which will be off set against
the final invoice. However, Council.c
to recover its reasonable costs.

2 he fees. Additional fees will be charged to cover
\ at the applicable staff charge-out rate together
\ploying the services of professional consultants where
necessary
Note: The chargeout’ ergoing training who handle a consent application will be at
the rate applicable to th member not whoever is providing the supervision
Any difference will.| a/refundable once a decision has been made on the application as per

the relevant secti

mQ‘matlon to be charged at the applicable staff charge-out rate.

4 Interim invoices for the processing of Resource Consents may be generated when costs
exceed the deposit paid.
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Dog Registration Fees

Set by Council in accordance with Section 37 and 68 of the Dog Control Act 1996. The Act makes
provision to fix reduced fees for dogs under a specified age (not exceeding 12 months). However,
Council has not made provision for reduced fees for young dogs/pups.

2015/16
Registration fees
Working dogs $59.00
Working dogs (after prompt payment discount of 33%) $38.00
Non working dogs
Non working dogs de-sexed
Non working dogs (after prompt payment discount of 33%) $175.00
Non working dogs, de-sexed (after prompt payment discount of $161.00
33%)
"Approved Good Owner" classification application fee (note 4 $25.00
“Approved Good Owner” discount for non-working dogs $106.00
After “approved good owner” discount for non-worki $69.00
After “approved good owner” discount for non-working d
sexed #2500
Dangerous Dogs
Section 32(1)(e) of the Dog Control Act, ] <
respect of every registration year commen after the date of receipt of the notice of classification,
be liable for dog control fees for tha at1l Fthe level that would apply if the dog were not
classified as a dangerous dog”. ‘K
Impounding Charges &4
Impounding first offence _{ K - $192.00
Impounding second offence within“d2 months of first offence) $192.00
Impounding third offence (witf ini12 months of second offence) $246.00
Maintenance fee per day/per.dog $12.00
Destruction fee=perdog i $33.00
No charge
$13.00
$43.00

The Dog Control Act 1996 does not allow Council to levy separate fees for application and monitoring
in respect of Approved Good Owner Classification but does allow Council to set fees having regard to
the relative cost of registration and monitoring. Therefore, these fees have been incorporated into
the fees applicable to Approved Good Owner Classifications.
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Stock Impounding

Set by Council in accordance with sections 14, 15 and 33(3) of the Impounding Act 1955

2015/16

Poundage Fees

No of sheep (per animal)

1to5

6to 10

11to 15

Over 15

No of Other Animals (per animal)
1to5

6to 10

11to 15

These charges are to be doubled for impound of stock of any ownert 5 mpounded more than
once in a 12 month period -

$13.00
$20.00
$32.00

Sustenance Charges

2015/16
No of Animals (per animal, per day) R\ .
1to5 ¢ $4.00
6 to 10 %' W $6.00
11to0 15 - $8.00
Over 15 [ - $13.00
* or actual expenses; e .is thethigher

able, are prescribed by clause 7 of the Impounding Regulations 1981.

Driving Cha
@

Fl i Ré:port
b

2015/16

At cost

Fee will be based
on recovery of
actual and
reasonable costs
incurred
associated with
the callout —
minimum charge
of $162.00

Callout
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Storage of Hazardous Substances

Set by Council in accordance with section 23 of the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act
1996 and section 150 of the Local Government Act 2002

2015/16

Charge out rate for carrying out any of the enforcement functions
required by section 97 (h) of the Hazardous Substances and New
Organisms Act 1996 (per hour)

$188.00

Noise Control

2015/16

Charge to property owner for every call out attended by Council's -

noise control contractors where in the view of the officer a noise $70.00
reduction instruction was warranted q
Charge to complainant for unsubstantiated complaint where
complainant has lodged three previous unsubstantiate: ' $70.00
complaints within the preceding 12 months
Miscellaneous Permits/Authorities/
2015/16
Certificates under the Overseas Investr
Set in accordance with Section 150:of $129.00

2002

action 328 of the Resource Management Act 1991

Return of Property Seized P

Set in accordance with Sect >fthe Resource Management
Act 1991 and Section 150 of th cal Government Act 2002

Gambling Venue

$187.00

Setin accorda&

Actual cost +
staff time

Pag8!



Water Charges — Urban Areas

2015/16
Extra Ordinary Consumers (Water by Meter)
Refer also to Rates Notice
Connection Fees
Ordinary supply — 20mm diameter — domestic only, per single
dwelling unit to property boundary, maximum overall length | $1,200.00

5m, unmetered, manifold.

Connection will be installed by the Rangitikei District Council.
Installation will occur after payment in full is received by the |
Council.

e'of targeted
e for water
connected) due
for balance of

| year

Extra Ordinary supply — all other connections to propert
boundary

Quote

' | Plus

| proportionate
share of targeted
rate for water

3 | (connected) due
r | for balance of

| year

An installation quotation will be provided to the
installation will occur after payment in full is ¥
Council.

All types of supply - Per disconngcti

Includes all work to e.r":-'“
undertaken by Rangitikei District Counci

$250.00

applicant will be res
to the date of dis

Quote based on
investigation

Taihape — ocated behind Town Hall
Bulls — (to be installed)

One free tanker load per year for each unconnected property
in the District (freight not covered).

Access is via PIN for pre-approved contractors

$3.10 per m? plus
$5.90 per load
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Rural Water Schemes

Rural Water Schemes 2015/16

Refer also to Rates Notice

Rural Water Schemes are managed entirely by Committees established by the users of each scheme.
The fees and charges are set by the relevant Committee based upon the cost of running the schemes
shared equitably by the users of that scheme.

Hunterville Rural Water Scheme

10% penalty will be incurred on late payment. Reconnection fee of $500.00.¢, Qt \

Stormwater Charges — Urban Areas - \
2015/16
Connection Fees
100mm diameter — Domestic consumers only, per single dw
unit to property boundary, total length up to 10m, g $550.00
kerb outlet.
plus

proportionate
share of the
targeted rate
for stormwater
(urban) due for
the balance of
the year
Quote

plus
proportionate
share of the
targeted rate
for stormwater
(urban) due for
the balance of
the year

Connections shall be installed by the R
Installation will occur after payment in full

otation be provided to the applicant and
after payment in full is received by Council.

Quote based
on
investigation

.
Reconnection Fees

Quote based
on
Per reconnection investigation
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Wastewater Charges

2015/16

Connection and Reconnection Fees

Quote based

All connections and reconnections on
investigation

plus

proportionate

Connections shall be installed by the Rangitikei District Council. A & share of
quote will be provided based on investigation. Installation will targeted

occur after payment in full is received by Council. Cost is highly f L “wastewater

dependent on depth of connection, length of later and mains (connected)
diameter. rate due for
balance of
year
All other connections to property boundary Quote
plus
proportionate
share of
Connections shall be installed by the Rangitikei Distric il. olf : targeted
An installation quotation will be provide St | wastewater
installation will occur after payment in full.is receivec il. | due for (connected)
| rate due for
balance of
year
Disconnection Fees

Per disconnection $250.00

Septage Discharge Fee
Per cubic metre " $20.00/m3
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Solid Waste

2014/15 205/16 | 2015/16

Charges (Marton)

S

Waste Transfer
Station Accepted
Refuse

Rubbish bag
Wheelie bin

Car boot
Van/station-wagon
Trucks

Trailers

Small trailer (deck)

Medium (deck up to
2.4 mlong)

Large (deck up to 3.0
m long)

Overloads (loads
greater than 1.5 min
height)

Oversize (deck over
3.0 m long)
Overloads (loads
greater than 1.5 min
height)
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: 3 2014/15 2015/16 | 2015/16
Charges (Taihape, Bulls, Ratana, Charges (Taihape, Bulls, Ratana,

Hunterville) Hunterville)
Waste Transfer i - Sty = :
Station Accepted Refuse b Refuse
Refuse | |
Rubbish bag $2.40 |
Wheelie bin oy SHING
Car boot

$15.80 | -

Van/station-wagon

Trucks

tcks determined as
Waste trailer

Trailers

Small trailer (deck)

Medium (deck up to
2.4 m long)

Large (deck up to 3.0
m long)

Overloads (loads
greater than 1.5 min
height)

Plus $12.00 on |
above;

Oversize (deck over
3.0 m long)

Overloads (loads
greaterthan 1.5 min
height)

\

2015/16

Recycling A
Glass™ “‘

etal

Paper/ca r board

Plastic bottles (grade 1, 2 and 4)

Can (tin and aluminium) no charge for

recycling
Oil and hazardous waste (20 Itr or 20 kg max)

Fluorescent tubes

Eco bulbs

Agrichemical containers - triple rinsed
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Special rates for toxic/non-permitted items

TVs

Monitors

E-waste desktop/VCRs

Refrigeration requiring degassing

PCBs

Used vehicle oil - over 20 litres

Paint - 4 litre pail

Paint - 10 litres and over

Tyres - car

Tyres - 4x4

Tyres - light truck less than 50 kg

Tyres - long-haul vehicle

Tyres - tractor

Gas bottles

Pag®0

itre .30/Iitre

2015/16

$23.00

$15.00

$5.50

$16.70

$66.00/kg

$2.00
$4.50

$7.80

$8.40

$13.00

$15.50

$90.00

$5.20




Roading

2015/16
Road Opening Application Fee
Excavations in road, footpath, berm or road reserve — including $252.00
Network Utility Operators and trenchless technology
Licence fee $126.00
Road Encroachments Survey and Documentation Actual cost

Kerb Opening/Vehicle Crossing Inspection Fee (private works) $252.00
Stock Underpass Street Opening Inspection Fee

All work in road to be done by Council-approved contractor

Miscellaneous Charges

Consultation Document), Activity Management Plans) .

To District residents and ratepayers Free
To non ratepayers and non-residents (reproductio@osts) L § Actual cost
Customer Services P A\ B
Photocopying charges A
Black and white A4 & Q $0.20
Black and white A3 N $0.50
Black and white A2 ) $3.00
Black and white Al [N $4.00
Colour A4 %\(T $4.00
Colour A3 - $7.00
i s - No charge
Y 4
$81.00
$41.00
\and Icement of rural numbers No charge
) Fural number plates $25.00
Valuation'R olls/Rating Information Database
One booklet for the whole District $254.00
Electronic version $132.00
Rural Fire
Burn-off supervision by the Rural Fire Officer — per hour $92.00
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Community Housing

Rental rates apply to superannuitant tenants only. Council reserves the right to charge non-
superannuitants a market rent for the housing units. Adjustment to rents in Council’s community
housing must be made in accordance with the requirements of section 24 of the Residential
Tenancies Act 1986. Typically this means that a change to rents for existing tenants will not occur for
two months after Council adopts the Schedule of Fees and Charges for the coming year. Council has
included a provision for a small contract with Age Concern Wanganui and Older & Bolder, Taihape to
support elderly residents to remain independent in their housing.

2015/16 |

Single
Double

Requests for Official Information

2015/16

Official Information Request

Staff time — first hour Free

$40.00

Free

Current
charges apply

At cost
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Policy on development contributions

Introduction

Section 102{1} of the Local Government Act 2002 requires the Council to adopt a policy on
development contributions or financial contributions. Section 106{6) of that Act requires such a
policy 10 be reviewed at least every three years using a consuitation process that gives effect to the
requirements of section 82.

Policy

Council’s policy is to not require development contributions.

Explanatory comment

the District and (i) the
~advantage in attracting
to feed expansion 1o cope
{ed commercial or industrial

This pelicy reflects {i) the small extent of development occ
view that such a policy might give the Distri
developers. Council’s current network infrastru
with additional demands as a result of subdivi
entarprises

This policy was first adopted in 2004
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REPORT

SUBJECT: Project Central Wind: Consideration of objection from Meridian Energy
to Council’s decision to decline the application to extend the lapse date

TO: Councii

FROM: Michael Hodder, Community & Regulatory Services Group Manager
DATE: 22 May 2015

FILE: 2-LP-5-RMO8 {80065)

Part A {sections 1-5) provides an introduction, sets out the statutory requirements,
comments on the Notice of Objection from Meridian and summarises the documents tabled
during Public Forum at Council’s meeting on 14 May 2015.

Part B {sections 6-8} reviews the three matters which Council is required to take into account
in considering the application and objection, including the analysis in the report provided to
Council’'s meeting on 14 May 2015 and extending that to address issues raised at that
meeting,

Part C {sections 9-10) contains a conclusion and recommendations.

Appendices 1- 5 were attached to the previous report and remain available on the website

PART A
i Introduction

1.1 On 9 January 2015, Council received an application from Meridian Energy Limited to
extend the lapse date for the consent for Project Central Wind for five years.’ The
current consent lapses on 24 May 2015,

1.2 Prior to that, Meridian had informal discussion with staff at the three councils which
had issued consents in 2010 — i.e. Ruapehu District Council and Horizons Regional
Councit as well as Rangitikei District Council, The outcome of that was a commitment
to engage a planner to report jointly to all three councils, rather than have each

1,fhu;:zpendix 1

nttp:/ frdomoss/RDCBoc/reg/t P/subcon/080065C - Consideration of objection to declined application for
extension to lapse date.docx Page 111 1-1314



1.3

1.4

1.5

16

1.7

1.8

2.1

council engage its own planner. Grant Eccles was engaged for this purpose and his
report was received on 17 February 2015.2

Council also engaged its own legal advice, Martin Williams, to provide assurance that
the concerns from those who had opposed the initial granting of the consent
{particularly the Rangitikei Guardians) were demonstrably addressed. That legai
advice was received on 16 February 2015.°

Following receipt of that legal advice, consideration of the report from the joint
council planner, and a phone conversation with Meridian representatives, a written
request for further information was sent to Meridian on 13 March 20154; Meridian’s
response was received on 14 April 2015°. To gain further insight, Council staff
contacted owners of properties where consents were processed for new or relocated
buildings within 25 km of the wind farm site.’

At its meeting on 14 May 2015, Council declined the application from Meridian
Energy Ltd to extend the japsing date for the consents granted by the Council for
Project Central Wind. Later that day, Meridian {through its legal advisers, Bell Gully)
emailed a Notice of Objection {attached as Appendix A to this report). This asked for
Council’s early consideration of the objection.

Meridian's consent does not lapse while the objection/appeal process is in progress.

Documents tabled/circulated during the Public Forum presentations by Meridian,
Rangitikei Guardians and Madalene Frost are attached as Appendix B.

Relevant sections of the report provided to Council’s meeting on 14 May 2015 have
been included in this report. The references to Appendices 1- 5 remain correct.
However, as noted in section 7.6, the work refiected in Appendix 6 has been revised
and expanded and is attached as Appendix D.

Statutory requirements

While the Notice of Objection requested a hearing, the first step’ prescribed by
section 357C(3}a) is for Council to consider the objection within 20 working days.
Other than prescribing the time period, it is open to Council how it does that
consideration. The Mayor agreed that it was appropriate to invite Meridian to
provide a deputation/presentation to Council, which would allow extended time for
Flected Members to seek clarification.

* Appendix 2. The report as attached is slightly changed from that initially received, reflecting comment from
Horlzons.

? Appendix 3.

¢ Appendix 4.

> Appendix 5.

8 Appendix & to the earlier report included the location of these properties and a tabulation of comments.

7 Section 357C(3)a)

Council
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2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

3.1

3.2

If Council does not resolve the obiection {i.e. grant the application), it must arrange a
hearing, and give Meridian at least five days’ written notice of the date, time and
place for a hearing of the objection® 1t is preferable that an independent
commissioner be engaged to conduct such a hearing. This would give Council the
strongest assurance that the decision was both robust and perceived as independent,
bearing in mind that if the Council’s decision to decline is upheld, Meridian would
likely make an appeal to the Environment Court.

In reaching a decision on the objection, Council must have regard for the same three
matters {prescribed in section 125{1A}b} of the Resource Management Act 1991) as
it did when forming a view over the merits of the application:

i whether substantial progress or effort has been, and continues to be,
made towards giving effect to the consent; and

H. whether the applicant has obtained approval from persons who may be
adversely affected by the granting of an extension; and

iil. the effect of the extension on the policies and objectives of any plan or
proposed plan.

Sections 6, 7 and § consider these matters, drawing from the earlier report to Council
as appropriate.

Standing Orders 3.9.18 provides that Council may, on the recommendation contained
in a report by the chief executive, revoke or aiter all or part of resolutions passed at
meetings. This report is provided partly to meet that requirement, should Council
consider there is a sufficiently strong case to revoke the decision taken on 14 May
2015,

Meridian’s reasons for the Notice of objection

The first reason given is that the three statutory tests under section 125{1A){b} of the
Resource Management Act 1991 have been met, as putlined in Meridian’s application
{and subsequent fegal submissions and further information} and confirmed
independently by planning advice to the Council (Grant Eccles), fegal advice to the
Councit {(Martin Williams} and the summary report provided to Council.

The application from Meridian and the report from Grant Eccles unambiguously
recommended approval. However, the advice from Martin Willlams suggested that
Council needed further information before being satisfied whether people adversely
affected by the granting of the extension had been adequately identified. He also
noted {in refative terms) a declining effort in giving effect to the consents over the
period of five years since the Environment Court decision in May 2010, but

® Saction 357C{3}{b)

Council
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3.3

3.4

3.5

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Council

considered a decision that substantial progress continued to be made was
nevertheless reasonably open. The officer report to Council, which outlined the
additional work done to respond to the advice from Martin Williams, considered
each of the three tests had been met, but left it to Council to determine whether to
approve or decline the application.

The second reason given is that the decision on 14 May 2015 was made on the basis
that it would extend the time available for Council to consider the application rather
than being a substantive determination to decline the application on the merits.

One option available for Council on 14 May 2015 was to defer a decision and hold an
additional meeting on 21 May 2015 (before the lapse date). A motion to do that was
lost. Taking the decision to decline the application provided certainty for Meridian in
terms of being able to utilise the objection process and thus safeguard the consents
beyond the lapse date as well as providing an opportunity for Council to consider the
further information on the matter, including in response to issues raised during the
Public Forum.

Meridian has provided additional information for Council to consider as part of the
objection. This is attached as Appendix C. This expands on the benefits of the
project, and provides clarification on the economic viability of Project central Wind
and the expenditure made to date. It also sets out Meridian’s perspective on how it
has made, and is continuing to make, substantial progress of effort in giving effect to
the Council’s consents. Further, it reviews the evidence regarding whether there are
any affected parties to the consent lapsing extension and confirms Meridian’s view
that there is no ‘unreasonable uncertainty’.

Issues raised by Rangitikei Guardians

Geoff Duncan, Gill Duncan and Rita Batley presented the perspectives of the
Guardians, emphasising two key sets of questions about the application.

The first set of questions focussed on the lack of physical works on the site, the
reasonableness of the claim of ‘substantial progress or effort’ and the reasons given
by the Commissioners in setting a five year lapse period.

These issues form part of the consideration in section 6. However, there is one
aspect which needs particular attention here: while it lies outside the three matters
to be taken into account, it will be of increasing significance as time goes by. In
opting to limit the initial terms of the consent to five years rather than the ten years
sought by Meridian, the Commissioners commented:

In 10 years’ time the technology of renewable generation, from wind and other
sources, may well have changed to the extent that the relative merits of this
proposal (particularly against other forms of generation and opportunities for
renewable energy) ought to be reconsidered if this wind farm has not been built.

Council has not asked Meridian for its view on this, nor has it undertaken research
itself, other than noting that there are varying views on the cost-effectiveness of
solar collectors compared with wind farms. In any case, a comparison would need to
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4.5

4.6

4.7

51

52

53

5.4

be context specific, and issues of alternatives need 1o be treated with caution under
the Resource Management Act, with any evaluation being centred on the merits of
the proposal to hand.

However, such a consideration could be appropriate if the lapse date is extended, if
the wind farm is not built by 2020, and if a further extension of the lapse period is
applied for. Certainly, if the consents had not actually been given effect to by that
stage, the reasons why establishment of the wind farm had not commenced (or
indeed completed} would be squarely in focus, against the ‘baseline’ of activity
compieted and relied on for the current application. This point was noted at
paragraph 3.5 of the report provided to Council’s meeting on 14 May 2015.

The second set of questions focussed on the adequacy of the analysis of building and
resource consents within 25 km of the Project Central Wind site; the Guardians spoke
of finding a consistently higher number of these consents during the five years before
the grant of the Project Central Wind consents compared with the number issued
annualily since that time.

This is further considered in section 7.
Issues raised by Madalene Frost

Madalene Frost made a personal submission, using the three ‘Ps’ — principle,
precedent and price to shape her presentation. She suggested that Council give
closer consideration to three issues.

The first issue was the potential impact of the built wind farm on tourism. This was
specifically considered by the Commissioners who concluded that the very small scale
of tourism in the area was significantly out-balanced by the benefits of harnessing
energy at the site.” While sealing of the Taihape-Napier Road has increased tourism
in the area, taking this factor as a broader policy consideration comes too close to
reconsidering the initial consents and the Commissioners’ reasoning in granting it.

The second issue was the reduced demand for electricity {and the inaccuracy of
Meridian’s forecasting). This issue is part of the broader consideration in section 6.
Furthermore (with reference to advice from Counci’s legal adviser), Council concurs
with Meridian’s statement (Appendix C, page 2} that issues of economic viability, and
in particular as to whether to invest in the wind farm in light of demand for
electricity, are for the ‘boardroom’ and are not directly relevant under the Resource
Management AcL.

The third issue was the unaccepiable uncertainty, related to potential drops in
property values. This was also addressed by the Commissioners.” However, this
commentary implied that Council’s analysis of consents, by focusing on owners of

® Report and decisions of the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council, the Rangitikei District Coundil and the
Ruapehu District Council, through their Commissioners, 11 February 2009, 11.30
0 Report and decisions.....2009, 11.45-11.47

Council
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

properties where new or relocated dwellings had been consented, had been
insufficient and that some deeper analysis to encompass those who had undertaken
major repairs should be done. This is addressed in section 7.

PART B

Substantial progress or effort has been and continues to be made towards giving
effect to the consent

In its application, Meridian details the various work it has undertaken since the
granting of the consent under five categories — economic and practical realities,
electricity generation potential, land access agreements, detailed wind farm design,
financial analysis of the wind farm, and consent management and compliance.
Meridian also states the costs it has incurred.

Although most of the effort (and expenditure) was incurred in the first two years
after granting the consent, the joint council planner and Councit’s own Jegal adviser
are both satisfied that this informaticn meets the “substantial” test, in that the
progress or effort it describes is aimed at making the wind farm “deveiopment and
investment ready”*' This is important, not only for deciding the present application,
but also for setting the baseline should the present application to lapse be granted
and there be a further application to extend the lapse date in five years’ time (as
touched on above). The issue of whether substantial progress continues to be made
{or there has been a break in that effort sufficient to warrant declining the
application) is addressed further below. Neither has expressed any reservation about
the accuracy of the information provided, nor advised that the Council needs to
independently check or seek to have Meridian verify this information. For example,
the actual cost of these works is iess refevant than the activities themselves, and so
Council has not looked for any audited statement of these figures.

However, at Council’s meeting on 14 May 2015, the question was posed on how was
‘substantial’ to be assessed. Meridian’s application notes that when the project
proceeds, there will be between $72 and $90 million in local economy expenditure.
In its supplementary briefing {Appendix C) Meridian clarifies that $4.6 million has
baen spent so far in giving effect to the consents. To consider such expenditure
‘substantial’ in terms of the total the cost of the project might be questionabie, but
the test does not require such a comparison to be made, nor that it necessarily be
assessed in doilar terms.

Progress or effort may be substantial, even though the most significant cost
component is yet to be incurred, Le. actual project construction. Otherwise, the test
could not be met in any case whera construction had not commenced, but where
construction would form the dominant part of overall project cost; this would be
inconsistent with the case law discussed in the legal advice referred to below. In

Y Eeeles, sections 4.4 and 4.12 {Appendix 2}

Council

Pagel16 G-14



6.5

absolute terms, the sum is not insubstantial in any event, with $4.6 mitlion being in
the same order as that incurred in the Cyprus coal mine case addressed below
(Biodiversity Defence Society v Solid Energy Limited, i.e. $7.2million}.

However, given the attention given to this question at Council’s meeting on 14 May
2015, specific legal advice has been sought on this matter, including whether there is
any precedent for a finding that “substantial” progress or effort had been made in
this type of situation, and where construction has not commenced. This is narrated
helow:

a. The Courts have confirmed that every case is different and needs to be
approached in its specific circumstances. They have commented that the section
125{1A) tests are such that reasonable people could reach different conclusions
— there is no bright line test.

b. Within that there is direct precedent for a finding of substantial progress or
effect even where no physical progress (in the form of construction} had been
made. This is the Body Corporate decision referred to in the Meridian
application and in Mr Williams’ legal opinion. in that case the Court of Appeal
specifically approved consideration of fluctuating market demand {as here} and
the need to raise finance as exampies of the practical and economic realities
inherent in completing a major project.

c. The Maeridian application (sections 3.1 and 3.2} sets out the complex range of
interacting factors influencing a decision to invest in electricity generation, and
the process of demand analysis along with other factors which have resulted in
this project being the most advanced and ‘development ready’ of any of the
consented options for Meridian., The commercial realities surrounding that issue
alone are not dissimilar in kind to those at stake in Body Corporate, where the
tapsing extension decision was upheld, but if anything are more complex and
significant. What has changed since the initial granting of the consents is the
national energy demand, something which Meridian cannot control but has
rasponded to.*

d. Beyond that Meridian has demonstrably undertaken a substantial amount of
preliminary work that wouid need to have been carried out anyway before an
investment decision including detailed design, geotechnical investigations,
baseline monitoring, preparation and approval of management plans. As the
High Court stated in Biodiversity Defence Society v Solid Energy Limited (also
referenced in Mr Willlams’ opinion), for a complex project there is always a
significant lead in time, and these types of activities ‘count’ by way of ‘effort’ as
much as commencement of the consented activity itself, for lapsing assessment
purposes.

“ 11y addition, Meridian has, in its supplementary information {Appendix C} confirmed the financial viability of
the wind farm. Factors within the control of an applicant would normally be ignored In taking a broader view,
e.g. if Meridian had suggested a deterioration of the financial circumstances of the company as a reason for
delay in giving effect to the consents.

CouncH
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6.6

7.1

7.2

e. This is certainly not a case of Meridian “putting the consent in the bank” and
neglecting it {as it were) so that it could be used for a future time, which is not
permissible. Infact, it could be said that for certain regional permits, substantial
progress has been made {or even that they have been given effect to} where
such consents are focused on the preconstruction phase, and require
preparation and approval of management plans and the like. Again, in
Biodiversity Defence Society v Solid Energy Limited the High Court found it was
appropriate to consider actions across the consents on an integrated basis (and
as a ‘suite’ of consents) in deciding whether the test of substantial progress was
met.

f.  As with that decision, a wider view can be taken of the issue, and with the Court
stating that for a project of significant scale {the Cyprus coal mine in that case} a
good deal of sophisticated planning work has to be undertaken, including
development of management plans, consideration of regulatory and commercial
factors, and integration of the projects with other economic activity, which can
all be taken into account in deciding whether the tests are met.

g While there may have been a relative decrease in the level of such activity in
(say} the past two years as opposed 1o the first two years from the Environment
Court decision, effort does continue, and there has not been a break in activity of
the kind or extent that would be fatal to the application. This is again evidenced
by the range of activity and effort across the full five year period referred to in
Meridian's application. The latest information from meridian {Appendix ()
reinforces this point.

This additional legal advice emphasises the need to take a wider view. it confirms the
view in the earlier report that a reasonable decision can be made that the test of
substantial progress or effort is passed in this case.

Approval from persons who may be adversely affected by the granting of an
extension

This statutory test requires the Council to be adequately informed over the extent to
which people who may be adversely affected by granting the extension have been
identified, and given their approval. Case law makes it clear that it is not an
opportunity for Council 1o consider again the adverse effects on neighbours and
other persons of the activity for which it granted the resource consent.” So
approaching those who opposed the original consent application does not correctly
address the prescribed test. But where there have been changes to the physical
environment since a consent was first granted, people may have become affected in
a different way or to a greater extent than had been considered previousiy.

To assess this issue, Meridian reviewed the building and resource consent activity
within 25 km of the wind farm site contained in the Council’s records and found that
the levels remains much the same. On that basis, Meridian considered that this

¥ pMeridian, p.20 {Appendix 1); Williams, p.7 {Appendix 3},

Council
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7.3

7.4

7.5

7.6

“demonstrates that the community is continuing to develop and spend money by
undertaking building works and improvements to residential buildings, commercial
premises, and to farms i.e. out-buildings, despite the potential for a wind farm
development in the Rangitikei”™*. Meridian interpreted this as meaning there was no
major changes to the physical environment™ nor observable uncertainty effacts. ™ By
implication, there are no identified people from whom approval needed to be
sought.

Council’'s legal adviser considered that this was not the correct test: it was
conceivable that the fack of physical steps towards implementation had encouraged
a greater level of activity than otherwise would have occurred.” Itis noted that wind
farm proposals in other parts of the country have languished. Further, the extent of
other consented activity reported by Meridian might actually demonstrate a changed
physical environment, with new dwellings or relocated dwellings meaning people are
affected more significantly {or in a different way) than previously assessed. In
response to this advice and with this in mind it was therefore considered important
to canvass the views of those who had undertaken this building/subdivision work,

This issue was put to Meridian. Although not accepting the Council’s reasoning,™®
Meridian arranged for a detailed scrutiny and report of ali the 35 resource and 251
building consents processed since lanuary 2010 within 25 km of the wind farm area,
and provided a written response on 14 April 2015, All resource consents were
granted on a non-notified basis, meaning that the effects on the environment would
be minor and that nobody, including Meridian would be affected. The great majority
of building works were alterations or additions to existing facilities which would be
unitkely to have been influenced by the wind farm development.

This detailed analysis enabled Council to narrow the contact with potentially affected
people 10 the 18 owners of properties where a building consent had been issued for
an activity that might be sensitive to a wind farm such as a new house and those
consents which entailed demolition of an existing dwelling and its replacement with a
new or relocated dweliing.lg Of the 11 owners who were successfully contacted, six
owners were unaware of the Project Central Wind consent. However, none of these
would have changed their consenting plans if they had known. There is no reason 1o
suppose the result would be materially affected if contact had been successfully
made with the other seven, given their location.

However, during presentations at Public Forum on 14 May 2015, the adeguacy of this
approach was questioned. To address that concern, this analysis was extended to
include building consents which had a value of $50,000 or more. This identified a
further 11 property owners, eight of whom were able to be contacted. As with the

Y meridian, p.26 {(Appendix 1)

¥ meridian, p.28 {Appendix 1}

** Meridian, p.29 {Appendix 1)

Y williams, p.7

* Letter from Bell Gully included in Meridian’s reply dated 14 April 2015 {Appendix 5)
* Marae building work at Moawhango was also consented during this time.

Coundil
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7.7

7.8

7.9

7.10

earlier analysis, half were aware of the wind farm and haif were not {or unsure}.
Responses from three owners reflected uncertainty about Meridian’s intentions for
the wind farm. The revised analysis is attached as Appendix D.*

At the April 2015 meeting of Te Roopu Ahi Kaa {the Council’s standing lwi Advisory
Committee), #t became evident that local Iwi, Ngati Whitikaupeka and Ngati
Tamakopiri, had not been informed of progress with the wind farm, and a meeting
was requested with the Council’s Chief Executive. This meeting was held on 22 May
2015, providing an opportunity for Council set out the process it was following.
Meridian has @ Memorandum of Understanding with each of these iwi and also with
Ngati Rangi, all being acknowledged as tangata whenua in the area.

The additional analysis has demonstrated that there /s a smaill number of people
potentially adversely affected from granting the extension. The possibility that there
were a number of other people who delayed building work because of uncertainty is
implicit in the analysis undertaken by Rangitikei Guardians: they found that the level
of consenting activity in the area was markedly higher in the five vears before the
Project Central Wind consents were granted than since. However, this trend is true
for the Rangitikei District as a whole: in the five years 2004/05 to 2008/09, the mean
annual number of building consents issues was 488; in the five years 2008/10-
2013/14 it was 320. That substantially qualifies the possibility that there is a large
number of people potentially affected. The decline in numbers of consents was not
confined to the area near the wind farm site, and will have been influenced by
broader factors such as the economic climate, In addition, this information is in
contrast to that supplied by Meridian, which states that the highest level of
re3source consent activity was in the three years after consents were confirmed by
the Environment Court,* so the position is not beyond chalienge.

To some extent, that there are people potentially affected by granting the extension
is a resuit of insufficient communication from Meridian about its plans and activities.
The high proportion of people interviewed who were unaware of the wind farm
when applying to the Council for buiiding consent is surprising. The Community
Liaison Group required by the Environment Court’ could have been an easy
mechanism to achieve a higher profile for the project, but Meridian is not obliged to
convene this until three months after construction works begin.

Council’s further research means that it cannot be stated with absolute certainty that
Meridian has obtained approval from persons who may be adversely affected by
granting the extension. The wording for this particular matter is “persons” but not
“all persons”, but alsc “may be” and not necessarily “are” affected by the extension.
This implies an expectation that the consideration will ultimately be general rather
than specific — i.e. a few exceptions would not automatically mean that the matter
has not been sufficiently addressed. As Mr Williams, opinion also points cut, the Act

* This replaces Appendix 6 to the earlier report.

* Meridian’s application, p.22 — Appendix 1.

2 Clauses 52-54 in the conditions prescribed by the Environment Court for Ruapehu and Rangitikei District
Councit consents

Council
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8.1

8.2

8.3

9.1

3.2

was amended such that a Council no longer needs 1o “be satisfied” that ali affected
parties have given approval, but simply take this into account. Itis no longer, as such,
a bottom line requirement. While Meridian’s application was considered incomplete,
combining it with the information since received from Meridian® and Council’s
further inquiries provide reascnable evidence that the test is substantially met,

Effect of the extension on the policies and objectives of the operative plan or
proposed pian

Since the consent was initially granted, the District Plan has been reviewed and a new
operative District Plan is now fully in effect. One of the major considerations during
that review was identifying areas with Outstanding Landscapes and Natural Features.
The site consented for Project Central Wind was deliberately excluded from such
identification.

The operative District Plan contains a new objective and policies which promote
renewabie electricity generation. There is a greater emphasis on reverse sensitivity®*
but given the assessment above on affected persons, reverse sensitivity effects do
not seem likely to arise.” A similar view applies to the specific policy intent to
enceourage renewable electricity generation at a domestic scale®.

Granting the application from Meridian will not undermine the integrity and intent of
the operative and proposed District Plans. The topics considered so far in considering
what changes might be proposed to the operative District Plan do not touch on
Outstanding Landscapes and Natural Features or renewable electricity generation.

PART C
Conclusion

One concern shared by Meridian and those opposed to Councii granting an extension
is that the potential costs to Council {and thus ratepayers} of responding to an appeal
by Meridian to the Envirenment Court might become the overriding consideration.
Such a consequence places emphasis on rigorcus testing of the strength of the
evidence and argument previded in this report and by Meridian in its presentation to
the meeting.

In considering the objection, Council must bear in mind the three prescribed matters
to be taken into account. All three require an evaluative approach: there is no
prescribed methodology, there is no priority stated or implied, and they need to be

* Appendix 5 {as presented to the 14 May 2015 meeting).

“ Operative District Plan, Objective 21, Policies A3-1.7 and A.5-1.9

= The wind farm, once constructed, will have little (if any) impact on present activities conducted in the
neighbouring area And any new permitted activity in the neighbouring area will be unlikely to impact onthe
operation of the wind farm.

#» QOperative District Plan, Objective 228 and Policy AS.2-2

Coungcit
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considered as a whole. Ultimately a decision must be made applying those matters,
involving an exercise of judgement and degree.

As noted in the earlier report to Council, it is not necessary for Council to address
other matters in reaching a decision. If Council considers this particular application is
a close call, it is relevant to note that, in other cases with this characteristic, a
broader view has proved helpful in deciding the matter. Typically that has involved
having regard for circumstances beyond the control of the applicant (such as the
downturn in demand for electricity) as distinct from circumstances peculiar to the
applicant (such as the company’s financial position).

Any further delay in committing to physical construction will eventually make it
difficult to assess that Meridian has made ‘substantial progress or effort’ in giving
effect to the Council’s consents. However, given the actual work done, including
work towards regional permits, and having regard for the unforeseen drop in
electricity demand (and the potential for that to reverse) since the initial grant of the
consents, it would be unreasonable to conclude at this time that progress or effort
has not been substantial.

Council undertook additional work in response to concerns expressed at the Public
Forum on 14 May 2015 that the analysis of consents before and after the granting of
consent was insufficient to state there were no adversely affected persons. That
additional work revealed a few instances where property owners consider they
would have made a different decision had they known the consent was still ‘live’.
That means that Meridian has not obtained approval form all persons who may be
adversely affected by the granting of an extension. But this deficiency should be
considered against the renewal of land access agreements and the fact that most
people interviewed by Council who were considered potentially adversely affected
confirmed in fact they were not.

There is no impact from granting the extension on the integrity on the operative
District Plan or any current proposals to amend it.

Whatever Council’s decision over Meridian’s objection is, it is important to step
through and record the key considerations which lead to that decision. Such a record
this will be a useful reference point (baseline) for future decisions on any subsequent
applications or appeals from Meridian regarding an extension of the lapse date.

Recommendations

That the report ‘Project Central Wind: Consideration of objection from Meridian
Energy to Council’s decision to decline the application to extend the lapse date’ be
received.

That in considering the application from Meridian Energy to extend the lapse date for
the consents granted by the Council for Project Central Wind (and the objection to
Council’s previous decision to decline it) Council notes (and agrees) that:

a. regard is required to be had to the three matters to be taken into account
specified by section 125(1A) of the Resource Management Act 1991 and
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b. the wider policy context for the project would be of potential relevance, including
the practical and economic realities of constructing and completing a major
development but not the company’s financial position.

That Council notes (and agrees) that

a. the three matters to be taken into account specified by section 125(1A) of the
Resource Management Act 1991 are evaluative, unprioritised, and inter-related,
and that

b. they do not comprise ‘bottom lines’ which must all be met conclusively, but
instead they are a reasonable conclusion on each test must be reached, and an
overall decision then made.

That Council notes (and agrees) that

a. the quantum of effort and progress which has been (and continues to be) made
towards giving effect to the Council’s consents for Project Central Wind is
substantial in terms of what can be done before physical construction begins,
and that

b. further delay with the physical construction will make an overall assessment of
‘substantial progress or effort’ increasingly uncertain and unlikely.

That Council notes (and agrees) that consideration may be needed to the alternative
of solar collectors at the Project Central Wind site should the present application be
approved and there is a further application to extend the lapse date made in five
years’ time.

That Council notes (and agrees) that the evidence from reviewing consenting activity
before and after the consents for Project Central Wind is that there is a very small
number only of persons who may be potentially adversely affected from granting the
extension to lapse the Council’s consents.

That Council notes (and agrees) that the operative District Plan is not undermined by
granting the application to lapse the Council’s consents for Project Central Wind.

EITHER

That Council, having considered the Notice of Objection dated 14 May 2015 from
Meridian Energy Ltd,

a. interms of Standing Order 3.9.18, revokes resolution 15/RDC/127. and

b. approves the application from Meridian Energy Ltd to extend the lapse date for
the consents granted by Rangitikei District Council for Project Central Wind for
five years (i.e. to 28 May 2020), thus resolving the objection.

OR
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10.8 That Council, having considered the Notice of Objection dated 14 May 2015 from
Meridian Energy Ltd,

a.

confirms its decision in resolution 15/RDC/127 to decline the application from
Meridian Energy ttd to extend the lapse date for the consents granted by
Rangitikei District Council for Project Central Wind for five years; and

authorises the Chief Executive, in consultation with the Mayor and Deputy
Mayor, to appoint an independent commissioner to conduct a hearing of the
Notice of Objection under section 357C{3}{b) of the Resource Management Act
and give Meridian at least five working days’ notice of the date, fime and place
for this hearing.

Michael Hodder
Community & Regulatory Services Group Manager/Acting Chief Executive

Council
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BEFORE THE RANGITIKEI DISTRICT COUNCIL

Under sections 125(1A)b} and 357A(1){a)(ii} of the Resource Management Act 1981

In the matter of

Application by Meridian Energy to extend the lapse date for
Project Central Wind under section 125(1A)(b) of the RMA

Notice of Objection on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited
under section 357A(1){a){ii) of the RMA

14 May 2015

BARRISTERS AND SSLICITORS

[ g E L ¥ 4
AJLBEATSCN N GARVAN

AUCKLAND LEVEL 22, YVERO CENTRE, 48 SHORTLANMD STREET

PO BOX 4189, AUCKLAND 1144, DX CP20508, NEW ZEALAND
TEL G4 8 916 BE00 FAX B4 T 996 BED1
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1. We act for Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian).

2. The Rangitikei District Council {the Council) made the decision to
decline to grant the extension of the lapse date for Project Central Wind
(RM 080085) on Thursday 14 May 2015 {the decision).

3. Meridian objects to the Councll’s decision under section 357A(1){a)ii) of
the RMA.
4, The reasons for the objection are as follows:

{a) The statutory tests under section 125(1A)b) of the RMA are met,
as outlined in the application and further information provided by
Meridian including legal submissions and further information

provided at the hearing, and as independently confirmed by:

{iy  The Council Officer's Report by Michael Hodder dated 10
May 2015;

(il Planning advice from Grant Eccles to the Councii;
(i} Legal advice from Martin Williams to the Council.

{b) The decision was made on the basis that it would extend the time
available for the Coungcil to consider the application, rather than
being a substantive determination to decline the application on the

merits,

5. Meridian requests a hearing and decision on this matier as soon as
possible.

AJL Beatsory N J Garvan
Counsel for Meridian Energy Limited
14 May 2015

hER R
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BEFORE THE RANGITIKEI DISTRICT COUNCIL

Under the Resource Managemeni Act 1881

in the matier of

Application for extension to lapse period ~ Project Central
Wind Resource Consent RM 080065

and

Meridian Energy Limited

Applicant

Legal Submissions on behalf of Meridian Energy Limited

14 May 2015

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORE
AJLBEATSON

AUCHLAND LEVE]L 22, VERD CENTRE, 48 SHORTLAND STREET
B0 BOK 198, AUCKEAND 1140, DX CP24509, NEW ZEALAND
TEL 64 9 216 2200 FaX 64 3 916 aa0t
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May it piease the Council

introduction

Land use consent RM 0800865 (the consent) for Project Central Wind
was granted by Rangitikei Council Commissioners. Subsequent appeals
to the Environment Court were dismissed and a decision issued on
conditions dated 24 May 2010. The final conditions were sealed by the
Court on 14 June 2010,

Meridian's application seeks an exiension to the consent lapsing pericd
until 24 May 2020. The consertt, if not extended, will lapse on 24 May
2015.

Meridian wishes the Council to make its decision prompily, and as far
bafore 24 May 2015 as possible. Meridian, at best, considers there is
considerable legal uncertainty about the application of section 37 RMA

ir1 this circumstance.

Legal Test

Saection 125{1A}(b) of the RMA allows the Council to extend the period
after which a consent lapses after taking into account a number of
requirements. These requirements, and associaled case law, are set out

in Appendix One. The key requirements are discussed below.,

Substantial Progress or Effort

17509088

Meridian has made, and continues to make, substantial eftort and
substantial progress towards constructing Project Central Wind, giving
effect to the consents it holds. A summary of the substantial progress or
effort Meridian has made is detailed in part 3 of Meridian’s section 125

application.

The Council's advisors and Meridian agree this statutory consideration is

met.
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Approval from persons who may be adversely affected by the granting of an

extension

The Council is not entitled to take into account the effects of Proiect
Central Wind. Rather, the legal obligation is to consider whether parties
which may be affected by the extension have provided their written

The Coundll's legal advice correctly identifies that Rangitikel Guardiansg’
is not an affected party under the law,

Both Council advisors and Meridian agree that there has been no
material change to the environment relevant to Meridian’s application.

This is an indicator that there is no change in affected parties.

Neither the Council advisors nor Meridian identified any evidence of
‘unacceptable uncertainty’ being caused by Project Central Wind
consents. Typically, such uncertainty would be evidenced by 'planning
blight’, where people move out of the neighbourhood in anticipation of

the implementation of the resource consent.

This analysis aligns with the findings of the Council in the February 2014

decision on Meridian's earlier 5.125 application:”

“Although those persons' views are not known, the wind farm appiication
process was subject to a degree of opposition such that it is reasonably
likely those persons would not approve of an extension of any term. On
the other hand, there is no cohvious change in effects, the environment or

nolicy that could provide a different basis for opposition than those that

Mr Hodder reports that Councii officers have 'tested’ this further, and

confirms that a reasonable conclusion is that there are no adversely

The Councif's advisors and Meridian agree this statutory consideration is

approval.
8.
g,
10.
11.

gave rise {o the consent.”

12.

affected persons.
13.

met.
' AtE4.9).

17855888
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Policies and Objectives of the Rangitikei District Plan

14,

15,

16.

The policies and objectives considered at the time of the original
application for the consent have now been superseded by the new
Rangitikei District Plan made operative on 3 October 2013.

Both Mr Hodder and Meridian agree that the grant of Meridian’s
application will not adversely affected the achievement of the objectives
and policies of the new Operative Plan. Further, Meridian is of the view
that new objectives and policies usefully give further direction that
renewable generation is to be given some priority and any reverse

sensitivity effect on renewable generation appropriaiely managed.

The Council's advisors and Meridian agree this statutory consideration is

met.

Conclusion

17.

18,

19.

17RELEER

Meridian is seeking to retain the ability to construct Project Central Wind,
Meridian has prioritised Project Centrat Wind within its generation
options portfolio and is actively working to ensure thatitis a
development that ready for construction as soon as it makes economic

sense to do 50.

The importance of this project to Meridian cannot be overstated.
Meridian will typically make a public statement if does not infend {o
proceed with a resource consent that it has been granted. For example,
in January 2013 Meridian publicly announced its decision to put its
consented North Bank Tunnel hydro power project on hold indefinitely.
In contrast, Meridian is actively working o ensure that Project Ceniral

Wind is development ready as part of a prioritised development portfolio.

We note that an extendad lapse period (i.e. beyond the standard 5 year
period applicable to run of the mill consents) for a major project such as
this is not unusual. As an example for the Hurunui wind farm project, as
a result of the global financial crisis and fall off in demand growth,
Meridian Energy sought a 10 vear lapse period and despite opposition

was granted ihis relief given the scale and cost of the project.
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28, We note and support Mr Hedder's findings, and note the Officer’s
recognition that Project Central Wind is a significant project. For
Meridian this project is a very imperiant part of its generation porifolio.
Meridian has and will centinue to put alf effort into this application and

strongly enceurages the Coungil o promptly make ifs decision.

AJL Beatson
Counsel for Meridian Energy Limited

14 May 2015

17EULARE
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APPENDIX ONE

Legal Test

Section 125(1A}D) of the RMA allows the Council to exiend the period
after which a consent lapses after taking into account;

{a) whether substantial progress or effort has been, and continues to
be, made towards giving effect to the consent; and

{b) whether the applicant has obiained approval from persoens who
may be adversely affected by the granting of an extension; and

(c) the effect of the extension on the policies and objectives of any
plan or proposed plan.

Substantial Progress or Effort

The courts have examined the concepts of substantial progress or effort,
and found that these are two distinct considerations. The Environment
Court in Goldfinch v Auckland City Councif allowed a consent extension
where, although fitlle or no work has been carried out on the site, the
consent holder has been doing its best to get the work underway without
success.” The Court of Appeal has also held that “[a] fack of substantiaf
‘progress’ is also no longer of the same significance now that substantial

‘effort’ can be enough, provided it is directed fo the end of giving effect to
n 3

the consent”.
Further, a consent authority Is entitled to {ake intc account the practical
and economic realities of constructing and completing a major

development, including fluctuations in market demand and the need {o

2 Goldfinch v Auckiand City Council [1997] NZRMA 117 (HC).

* Body Corporate $70101 v Auckiand City Councit (2000} 6 ELRNZ 303 at {70].

17802888
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raise finance.* The preparation of plans and the marketing of the project

can be progress or effort giving effect to the consent.®
Affected Persons

4, Case law has determined that there are a number of effects that Council

can take into account when considering affected persons:®

(a) where there have been changes to the physical environment or to
activities in the vicinity since the grant of the original consent which
may justify a consent authority concluding that the grant of the

extension would adversely affect other persons;
(b) creation of unacceptable uncertainty; and
(c) the effects taking place at a later time than originally envisaged.

5. The Court of Appeal has held that an extension application is not an
opportunity for the Council to consider again the adverse effects on
neighbours and other persons of the activity for which it granted the
resource consent. In relation to such persons it is confined to the
adverse effects of the extension of the period for implementation of the

consent.”

6. In relation to parties who have undertaken building and resource
consent activity in the neighbouring area since the wind farm consent
was granted, we note that the wind-farm already formed part of the

existing environment when these activities were assessed.

¢ Body Corporate 970101 v Auckland City Council (2000) 6 ELRNZ 303 at [69] and [70].

® Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council (2000) 6 ELRNZ 183 (HC).

® See Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council (2000) 6 ELRNZ 183 (HC); Body Corporate
97010 v Auckland City Council [2002] 3 NZLR 513 CA, both decisions being made under the
provision preceding section 125(1A)(b)(ii) which was section 125(1)(b)(ii)).

4 Body Corporate 97010 v Auckland City Council [2002] 3 NZLR 513 CA at [74].

17899888 6
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BEFORE THE RANGITIKE]I DISTRICT COUNCIL

Under the Resource Management Act 1981

In the matter of

Application for extension to lapse period ~ Project Central
Wind Resource Consent RM 080065

and

Meridian Energy Limited

Applicant

Supporting Statement of Neal Barclay for Meridian Energy
Limited

14 May 2015

B
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May it please the Committee:

introduction

1. My name is Neal Barclay and | am the General Manager of Markets and
Production for Meridian Energy Limited (Meridian). | am the General

Manager responsible for Meridian's Renewable Options portfolio.
Meridian as a Renewable Generation Developer

2. Meridian is proud of its track record of developing, owning and operating
renewable generation projects both in New Zealand and Australia.
These include five wind farms in New Zealand, being Te Uku {Raglan),
Te Apiti (Manawatu), Mill Creek {Wellington), West Wind (Wellington)
and White Hil (Southland)} and two wind farms in Australia, Mt Mercer in
Victoria and Mt Miltar in South Australia.

3. Currently, the economic realities prevent Meridian from constructing new
renewable generation projects, including Project Central Wind. However,
Meridian anticipates, and is already seeing electricity demand growth, it
is of the view that ils generation projects will be needed and as such is
making progress and putting considerable effori into ensuring these are,

and remain, ready for construction,
Meridian’s effort and progress to huilding Central Wind

4, Project Central Wind is one of Meridian’s small number of generation
priorities. Since the ime the consent was granted, and in response o
changing market conditions, Meridian has rationalised its portfolio of
generation options. Only the very best projects of high commercial
vaiue such as Central Wind, remain. These consented projects are in an
advanced state of readingss, so that they can proceed as soon as

economic condiions make i a sensible decision to build.

5. To achieve this advanced state of readiness for Central Wind, Meridian
has made significant effort and progress towards the Prgject being
‘investment and build’ ready. In totality, Meridian has spent in the order
of $4.6 million since obtaining the consents in January 2010, of which

haif has been incurred on delalled design. There continues to be

17800363 050615 0833
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expenditure on wind monitoring, environmental menitoring and ongoing
payment cbligations to mainiain property access. Meridian continues fo
actively work on this project including assessment of electricity

generalion potential and wind turbine suitability as innovations in design

become commaercially available.

Conclusion

6. Meridian remains commitied fo Central Wind Project. It has, and

continues, {o progress this Project so that it is investment ready.

y 2~ 4

X

Neal Barclay
General Manager of Markets and Production
Meridian Energy Limited

14 May 2015

179005E3 nEG518 U3 2
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Rangitikei Guardians

Project Central Wind

Submission to Rangitikei District Council inresponse to Meridian Energy Limited’s
Application for extension 1o lapse period to May 2020

14 May 2015

The Rangitikel Guardians (RG) respectfully request that the Rangitikei District Council {(RDC) decline any
further extension to the resource consent held by Meridian Energy Limited {MEL) for Project Central Wind.

An extension to the lapse period sought is inappropriate, and should not be granted, taking into account the
consideration of section 125{1A} {b) {i}, {ii} and (iHi) of the RMA.

The RGs wili be adversely affected by the granting of a further extension.

Background:
The original Consent was granted for 5 years. Meridian had requested 10 years.
From the Hearing Decision, p. 43 :

“12.10  As to the lapsing period under 5.125, the Commissioners conclude that the five year standard is
appropriate here,

a} First, itis too long a period of uncertainty for the community.

b} Second, if the national benefits of the proposal are indeed as MEL and the Crown assert then there is no
reason for a long delay in implementing the consent,

¢} Third, in 10 years time the technology of renewable generation, from wind and other sources, may have
changed to the extent that the relative merits of this proposal {particularly against other forms of generation
and opportunities for renewable energy) ought to be reconsidered if this wind farm is not built,

d} Fourth, there is a remedy under section 127 of the Act for the Consent Holder to apply for an extension of
the consent period should that become necessary, though the first three points will remain relevant
{emphasis added}.

12.11 Accordingly, the Commissioners have resolved to limit the lapse period o the standard five years,
{Hearing Decision, 12.10, p.43)."

The Enwironment Court upheld this decision,

Biscussion
Project Central Wind has clearly not been built in the fast Syrs.
On-site and physically, PCW has not even begun in the last 12month extended consent period.

A further 5 year extenslon indicates that there is no immediate intention to proceed.
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PCW was promoted as a 52 turbine, multi-million dollar project.
To suggest that "..substantial progress or effort has been, and continues to be, made..” 1s nonsense.

Many of the expenses quoted by MEL were the completion of initial work. Much or the recent expenses are
a consequence of delay. All expenses so far represent only a small fraction of the fotal project cost.

On the contrary one land owner has ‘opted out’ of the project, {3 turbines reduces by 15% the number of
proposed wind towers.), thereby degrading the original proposal that Meridian stated would be unviable if
were any less than 52 turbines, It is commonly understood that bridges have been built and then taken out
again resulting in the Community reasoning, with the continuing negative electricity demand, that PCW will
not be built.

To add weight to the tack of substantial progress it is noted that if a further Syears is granted then many of
the assumptions underlying the original application will be up to 13 vears old.

Clearly MEL wish to “land-bank” Project Central Wind. in their document MEL twice state that they have not
commitied to the construction of PCW, (Meridian, 3.1 & 3.7, p.19).

it is MEL's opinion and view only that wind energy is financially viable when there is increasing evidence that
wind farms are an expensive and unreliable option especially compared to Geothermal and Solar options.

RDC councillors should realise that to grant this extension allows this large industrial project to be an
“option”. The implications of an option are that changing perceptions or classifications of such things as
landscapes cannot be effected in our own district.

"the effect of the extension on the policies and objectives of any plan or proposed plan” ... isan anomaly
for the RDC given that due to this consent being current any “plan” has to accommodate this activity.

The longer the consent period, the longer the uncertainty around implementing current classifications and
current thinking ~ should they be different.

Dispute figures in Tables — Rita.

Unacceptable uncertainiy.

MEL's unimplemented consent has undue influence on the RGs.

We repudiate MELs interpretation, (4.4, p.28.) and summary (4.5, p.28).

RDC has not notified persons seeking consents and MEL has no ohservable presence in the area, therefore
with the overwhelming local opinion that there will be no wind farm now, through the complete lack of
physical progress, the RGs see that the community is unaware of the potential for a wind farm.

MEL's reference to “planning blight”, (Meridian, 4.4, 1.28), cannot be used as a bench mark in a farming
context where leaving one’s dwelling is to abandon ane’s business.

Geoff Duncan, Chairperson Rangitikel Guardians.
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Your Worship, councillors, good moring. I'm Madalene Frost. 1 stand in support of
the 85% of North Rangitikei submitters to the original consent application, who
oppose PCW.

There are three issues you need to consider — involving Precedent, Principle and
Price.

If a precedent is set within the district, by allowing this application , MEL only have
to show some nebulous level of “progress” each five years, to be able to roll this
consent over interminably. And if they do ever get round to actually building the
project, do you really want Rangitikei looking like the Manawatu landscape around
Paimerston North? This would impact on our fledgling tourism industry, one of our
only real assets, as is happening eg in Scotland. Tourism in Rangitikei was
incidentatly written off by Meridian during the Eavironment Court Appeal, as too
minor to be worth taking into account? Are these the sort of demanding cash rich
bedfeliows you really want to have to deal with if you are trying to encourage people
— either new businesses or tourists - into the district? People who, due to their ability
to litigate you into the ground if they want to, will rtob Rangitikei of our current point
of difference from other areas already littered by industrial wind farms?

Principle

On their original application MEL stated that the demand for power would increase
by 2% annually into the foreseeable future. On the strength of that, both the consent
hearing and the subsequent Environment Court appeal used that *fact’ as a basis for
deeming the building of PCW was “in the national interest”. However within two
years demand had in fact peaked, and MEL’s current submission states in a table
under 3.1, figures which show far from increasing, there is a current decline in
demand for power. s their ability to forecast really so bad they didn’t know that was
coming?

Further regarding the principle of honesty: 1 had resisted spending any money on
renovations to my home or land until it was known whether PCW would go ahead or
not. Then in early 2012 Claire Shaw from MEL speaking in the Central District
Times, stated that it would be either Mill Creek or PCW that would go ahead. At the
end of 2012 Mill Creek was started. Assuming that MEL was an ethical organization,
[ trusted Claire Shaw’s unequivocal statement to mean that if was now safe to start
doing a bit of a do up, and some urgent repairs on my old place. The uncertainty was
over! But with this application, the uncertainty is now worse than originally, because
I’'m wondering if [ would be able to recoup the money | have now spent, if, despite
Ms Shaw’s assertion, construction commences on PCW, and I need to sell up before
the attributes that make my remote location special have been lost, and its resale value
drops. Once again the uncertainty is in my face every time I look out towards the
plateaus.

Sadly such mendacity, such a lack of principle, has become the hallmark of my
experience with MEL.

The intial hearing decision states on P43:
12.10 “MEL sought 10 years but the commissioners regard this as unacceptable
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a) Firstit is too long a period of uncertainty for the community”. The
‘comrmunity” was not defined as being limited to Moawhango; and certainly
was not defined as just the people who might apply for building consents to do
works on their properties. But a sample of five consent applications has
become the proof for a test of uncertainty for a whole community? Where in
the world would any reputable scientific or social scientific study accept a
haseline study involving only five cases to claim proof of any test?

b) “Second, if the national benefits of the proposal are indeed as MEL, and
Crown assert then there is no reason for a long delay in implementing the
consent.” Isimply don’t believe that MEL’s forecasting of future power
generation needs was so flawed that they didn’t know electricity demand was
peaking, so there wasn’t in fact any national interest in building this massive
industrial complex. They just want to be the first cab off the rank here -
SOMETIME in the future.

Price: If RDC aren’t prepared to spend around $1006,000 to defend against these
mendacious practices by MEL, as did “a small bunch of shepherds and farmers™ at
the Environment Court, I can only assume the decision 1s already made, and you
are going to allow yourselves fo be bullied by MEL. That would be a sad day for
democracy. | guess you have heard the news this week that MEL are pressuring
councils al around Aotearoa to have their rates reduced?. So, if you think you
know now what the rates take from MEL will be, think again!

Thank you.
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meridian
20 May 2015

Michael Hodder

Community and Regulatory Services Group Manager
Rangitikei District Council

46 High Street

Marton 4741

Dear Michael

Re Meridian Energy Ltd - Application for Lapsing extension application under section 125(1A)(b)
of the Resource Management Act 1991 - Project Central Wind

Please find enclosed a response to a number of matters raised at the Council meeting on Thursday 14
May 2015 regarding Meridian’s Project Central Wind section 125 application. This information
summarised material Meridian has previously provided or is in response to questions and assertions
may at the Council meeting on 14 May. It is consistent with material already provided.

About the Project

Meridian's Project Central Wind is a 120 to 130 MW (approximate maximum) renewable electricity
generation project, consisting of up to 52 turbines, producing approximately 400 GWh of electricity per
year, enough to power approximately 50,000 average homes.

What are the Project Benefits?
The many significant local benefits of Project Central Wind include:

e The local economy expenditure during construction is estimated to be between $72-$90 million
in wages, transportation, site servicing and supplies.

e During construction (which is likely over 2 years) the construction staff count is likely to peak at
approximately 160 staff with an average salary of $60,000 each. Meridian's experience is that
85% of these jobs will be sourced locally, which equates to approximately $19.2 million in wages
over two years — a high proportion of which will also be spent locally.

s The benefits to the local economy will continue following construction, with the site managed by
up to seven locally based staff with an average salary of $80,000 totalling $560,000 per annum.
Again, it is expected that the majority of this sum will be spent locally.

¢ A Community Liaison Group is to be established should the wind farm be constructed. During
the construction period Meridian is to contribute $150,000 towards community well being and
enhancement and the Community Liaison Group shall determine how and when the fund is to be
spent. Following construction of other New Zealand generation projects Meridian has
established a Community Fund that provides funding over 3 year periods to be spent on
community led initiatives and projects within the generation area. Should a similar Community
Fund be established once Central Wind is operational it is expected that based on the already
established Community Funds, the fund would be in the order of $35,000 per annum.

Meridian Energy Limited 104 Moorhouse Avenue Phone +64-3 357 9748
PO Box 2146 Mobile 021754189
Christchurch Bont chris.thomson@meridianenergy.co.nz
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e Royalty payments will be made o the landowners as per the land owner agreements,
coniributing to the local economy.

= Once constructed, Meridian will pay rates to the Councils on the Project land based on the
Councils rating methodology and formuta. This is not an insignificant amount per annum,

The national benefits of Project Central Wind include generating approximately $30 mitlion of electricity
{at wholesale rates) from renewable resources also supporting and contributing to New Zealand’s
economy and assisting in meeting New Zealand's carbon emission obligations - in the order of avoiding
55,200 tonnes of CO, emissions per year.

In Meridian’s view there are good reasons for this Project to continue and it is not against the interest of
Rangitikei as portraved on 14 May 2015

Is Project Central Wind Economicaily Viable?

Al the Council mesting on 15 May 2015 the Rangitikei Guardians gueried the economic viability of the
project if not all 52 turbines can be constructed. This is not a relevant legal consideration under the
Resource Management Act 1991, 1t is not for Rangitikel District Councll, as consent authority, o second
gless a decision that must be made within Meridian's ‘boardroom’.

Notwithstanding this, Meridian notes that the current status with land access agreements is that 44 of the
52 turbines can be accessed and recent work undertaken during 2014 has secured long term extensions
to these agreements (to beyond 2020}, While access to the land associated with the other (8) turbines is
not currently secured, we will continue {o keep these turbines as an option, should the landowners wish
to be involved in the project in the future. However, even i the smaller wind farm is the only option at the
time of construction, our analysis confirms that the Project remains viable. In fact, with the increase in
individual turbine output as a result of turbine development, the overall wind farm output from 44 turbines
could exceed that previously considered for the full wind farm {52 turbines).

What is Meridian’s expenditure on Project Cenfral Wind fo date?

Af the Council meeting on 15 May 2015, the Rangitikel Guardians gueried the reported amount of
expenditure on the Project since the Environment Court decision in 2010, They also queried the figure
quoted in Grant Eccles Report.

To clarily, Meridian confirms that the reported total figure of $4.6M in the Application {page 20} is correct.
The difference between this figure and the individual figures noted in the $125 application are dus o
payments {o landowners since January 2010 (which were not reported individually due to their
confidentiality as noted in the application) and a number of additional (and generally minor) project
related tasks, which were nol reporied individually,

Has Meridian made, and is it continuing to make, substantial progress or effort?

Both Counci's advisors accept that Meridian has made substantial progress or effort, and that #
continues fo make substantial effort, in implementing the consents it holds for Project Central Wind.

Mr Eccles, Council's independent planning advisor, finds that fn my view afl the above activities
cumuiatively constitute substartial progress or efforl being made towards giving effect to the consent (Mr
Eccles advice to Mr Hodder dated 17 February 2015, para 4.18). Further, Mr Williams, Council's legal
advisor, finds: A reasonable conclusion can be reached that substantial effort has been (and confinues
to be} made towards giving effect o the consent, albeif to a lesser intensily over (say) the 2013/2014
than prior to that (Mr Williams advice o Mr Hodder dated 18 Eebruary 2018, pg.8).

The reality is New Zealand has experienced a period of flat electricity demand since Meridian scoped
and consented Project Central Wind, largely coinciding with the Global Financial Crisis. Meridian's most
recent analysis confirms that eleciricity demand is starting to increase. [n the last 12 month period there
has been a New Zealand wide 2.1% increase in slectricity demand much of which was a result of
increased demand in provinciat New Zealand, Predictions are Tor electricity demand fo grow over the
longer term in line with GD¥ growth.
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12 MONTH GEOGRAPHIC DEMAND GROWTH

Source: Transpower, Meridian

j 3

Meridian is continuing to advance Project Central Wind and is not simply ‘land banking’ the Project
consents as some parties have contended at the 14 May meeting. Progress and efforts are set out in the
January 2015 application and the ongoing substantive progress and effort includes:

¢ On-going wind monitoring, which is critical to the assessment of wind turbine suitability and
electricity generation potential, and obtaining a commercially sensitive independent energy
assessment of the Project Central Wind site that was undertaken by DNV-GL's Australian Office.

» Actively assessing the optimal turbine choice for the Central Wind Project, including discussions
with, and recent visits to, manufacturers in Germany and Denmark in relation to the latest
developments in wind turbine technology and the suitability of new turbine models for Project
Central Wind.

e Maintaining land access arrangements for the majority of the wind farm.
¢ Continuing environmental monitoring to support the management of construction effects.
e Addressing the consent ‘lapsing’ periods.

Meridian continues to actively review and optimise the Project to maintain it as investment ready,
something it would not do if it had no intention to build Project Central Wind. The process of assessing
new turbine technology for Project Central Wind as described above is a significant and crucial task.
Given changes and improvements in turbine technology over time (and since the original detailed design
had been undertaken), a different (and more optimal) turbine is likely to be the preferred turbine choice
for the project. Every time a new turbine model is released on the market which has dimensions that fit
within the consents for Project Central Wind, Meridian's wind technical team assesses the suitability of it
and its impact on generation yield for Project Central Wind.

In addition to the above, and prior to the Project being signed off for construction, the tender process will
have to be undertaken from scratch in order to receive final construction cost figures. This process takes
6-9 months following the final design being agreed. Note that this process will need to be undertaken
again even if no changes are made to the current project design.
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Meridian has had to respond to the dip in market demand and the fulure need of New Zealand for
renewable electricity generation projects. it has deliberately reduced the size of its renewable energy
development portfolio so that it can concentrate on progressing a small number of its best projects that
are being advanced to a bulld ready state in an environment now of increasing electricity demand.

Prolect Central Wind is one of only three consented wind farms Meridian retains inits development
portfolio. At the 14 May Council meeting, Mr Barclay described that Meridian has been very clear and
transparent in discontinuing projects that have not made the grade. Cenfral Wind was not removed from
Meridian's development portfolio in 2012, as others have implied. Indeed Central Wind was detalled in
the Meridian’'s Share Offer Documents in September 2013. Meridian is of the view that ils generation
projects will be needed in the fulure and developed at a suitable (but as yet unknown) time in the future
and as such continues to progress these projects and expends effori and financlal resources {0 ensure
these are development and investment ready.

Are there any affected parties to the consent lapsing extension?

Meridian maintains that there are no affected parties {o this application, being an application for the
extension {o the existing consent. Council’s advisors support this position, albeit Mr Hodder reached the
view following further enquires in response to Mr Willlams' advice {dated 16 February 2015). MrEccles
finds that, "The community have been living with any latent uncertainty about implementation of the
consents for that period and there is no evidence currently available (hearsay or otherwise) that would
suggest that the community has been adversely affected. Existing lawful landuse activities being carried
out by members of the community will continue to be able to be carried out if the extension fo lapse
period is granted”. {para 4.29). Mr Hodder finds: *Overall, and on the basis of this additional Information,
it s considered thal a reasonable decision could be reached that there would be no adversely affected
persons from granting the extension, and arising from changes to the physical environment since May
2010 when the consents for the wind farm were granted by the Environment Courl”. {para 4.29).

There is no unacceptable uncertainty as claimed by some parties. The concept of unacceptable
uncertainty relates to the presence of the unimplemented consents having undue influence on people in
the surrounding environment {as opposed to within the consented site). 1tis not an opportunity o
relitigate the effects of the original proposal. Typically, uncertainty would be evidenced by & negative
influence or change in activities in the surrounding area. For example, existing activities or those which
couid be expected in the area are put on hold or discontinued as people delay decisions such as
invesiment decisions, or where people move out of an area or neighbourhood due 1o the impending
change from implementing the consent, This is often referred o as "planning blight”,

Activities are being carried oul regardiess. Further analysis undertaken by Meridian of the consents
issued by Rangitiket District Council within a 25 km radius of the wind farm site since January 2010 and
the additional work by the Council testing this further analysis has not identified any evidence of
'unireasonable uncertalnty’. Meridian notes that Table 1 of the January 2015 Section 125 Application was
brought to the Council’s attention on 14 May. This table refers to the fotal number of resource consents
issued for the whole of the Rangitiket District as sourced from the MIE RMA Local Authority Surveys on
Resource and Building Consents. Tables 2 and 4 were not brought to the Council's attention. These
tables refer to the Resource Consents and Buillding Consents respectively that the Council has issued
within a 25 km radius of Project Central Wind site since 2010 to the end of 2014, Further analysis of
these consents lssued was undertaken and provided 1o the Council in April 2015, The results of the
further testing of this analysis by Mr Hodder are entirely consistent with Meridian's finding that there is no
unacceptable uncertainty, Planning blight is not about individual concerns. There is no physical
gvidence of Project Cenfral Wind causing decling in the Rangltikel community or deterioration of the rural
area such as deteriorating buildings, or lack of investment in properties including agricultural or farming
practice,

Pageqof s
Page 147



We note that the meeting on 28 May is for the Council to “consider” the objection following the hearing

on 14 May. This is not an opportunity to raise new issues or reconsider the adverse effects of the
consented wind farm.

Meridian trusts this additional information is of assistance and clarifies points raised at the Council 14
May meeting.

Yours sincerely

(he Tramms

Chris Thomson
Environmental Manager
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NEW/RELOCATED DWELLINGS

Building . : .
consent Addresss Work undertaken :"J:e;act?hev aware of the wind farm consent at the time of applying If o, would they have proceeded with the projeat? Other comments
nurnber °
CONTACTED o T
The proposed windfarm could possibify result in increased employment for Tathape,
Mo - did not know Meridian had consent (but knew there was  [Yes - would not have made difference to their decision about which would be a positive contribution. The windfarm i constructed, would not stop
100058 23 Takahe Street, Taihape Relocate dwelling an idea {or 2 windfarm}, relncating the dwelling. them constructing new dwallings in the future,
Yes - did know that Meridian had consent. Did notinfleence
100156 419 Papukai Road, Awarua New Dwelling their decision to build, ~ Yes - did not influence their decision to construct their dwelling
100237 2512 Mangaohane Road New Dwelling No Yes - would have stifl built dwelling anyway.
Do notthink the windfurm will affect them. i they were closer to the windfarm they
100315 190 Kakariki Road Refocated Dwelling  [Np Yes - cannot see the turbines from their property. wiould have been more concered,
¥as - Would have built dwelling regardless od Meridian having
Somewhat - vaguely aware through what they had read in the fconsent or not because it was not going to directly affect their
120007 425 Waizruhe Road New Dwelling EWSPHDErS, property, windfarm is far away from property.
Yos - would not have affected their decision to bulld. They need
130252 434 Owhakura Road New Dwelling No the dwelling for the farm.
Using slternutive energy sources is good, but the range is beautiful. fconic site, shame
110022 3 Kokako Street, Tathape Demalition{rgocate Yeg - did know that it was In place, Yes - would not have affected thelr decision. to put turbines on it. But it is progress for energy development.
OISR T TR
dwelling and
dermaish existing
110039 598 Te Moehau Road dweling. Yes - aware of the windfarm, Yes - No effect on decision to rebuild.
Relocation of
120272 162 Hautapu Street dwelling to site
Thought thers would be increased requirements for housing in the area as 2 resuft of
the wind farm. Want the wind farm to go ahesd, so long as it 5n't too unsightiy and fs
1200254 390 Papakai Road relocated building Yes - were aware of windfarm. Yes - encouraged themt to go ahead. carefully located.
Relecate dwelling to
1DDOSTIA} 149 Hautapu Streal site Ne - did not know about the consent Yes - wiuld not have changed mind. & Taihape local who needed 8 new housea.
MNew non-residential
120045 Moawhango Valey Road buiiding. Spoken with Iwi at April TRAK masting. No concerns were expressed

COULD NOT CONTACY

Replacement

140030 1% Mickiesans Road Dwelling
110188 157 Ridge Road North ew Dwelling
Farm house for
120074 529 Waiaruhe Road workers
130008 182 Hautapu Strest New dwelling
100184 Torea Street MNew Dwalling
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DWELLING ALTERATIONS OVER $50,000

Were they aware
of the wind farm [If not, would they
BC Addresss Work undertaken consent at the have proceeded Other comments
time of applying iwith the project?
for BC?
CONTACTED
Alterations to an existing residence, including recladding and Although the wind farm did not affect their decision 1o undertake alterations to thelr
all new window joinery. New ensuite extension and smal] dwelling, it is of concern, especially with the increasing number of people (locals and
120011 }135 Wairanu Road extension to the kitchen. Yes Yes tourists using the Taithape-Napier Road).
Possiby could have affected their decision because of their view being adversely
affected by the wind farm. Their view is important and the wind farm consent means
they are cautious about investing money into the property. Probably wouldn’t have
120018 |55 Pukenaua Road Additions and alterations to dwelling tnsure Probably not undertaken the alterations,
Additions & alterations to dwelling. Kitchen/dining area, walk
497 Waikakahi Road, in wardrobe and carport. New roof framing over whole house Undertook alterations hoping windfarm will not go ahead. Their response if the
110135  |[Erewhon with colour steel roofing. Yes N/A windfarm is built wili depend on the subsequent effects on their lifestyle.
To alter kitchen/dining areas, new bathroom upgrade to
existing bathroom, change roof height and pitch. Install Undertook alterations based the assumption it wont go ahead due to lack of progress.
130153 |32 Wherewhere Road multifuel solid fire and install solar water heating system. Yes N/A If windfarm is constructed wil think about moving from the area.
Addition of double garage, conversion of carport to studio
120326 [515 Matarca Road new entrances glasshouse Yes Yes No issues for them as the wind farm is out of their sightline
179 Mangapapa Road,
100318 |[Awarua Alterations to existing kitchen, hathroom and laundry. No Yes The work needed to be done regardless of the wind farm application.
Thought the wind farm was not happening, but would not have made a difference to
140137 |624 Pukenaua Road Alteration to dwelling-bedroom, ensuite and deck addition No Yes their decision
2143 Tathape-Napier Construct stage 1 aiterations to existing visitor accomodation
120260 [Road and home. No Yes
NOT CONTACTED
Renovation of house, repiling, reroofing, replacing windows
and doors. installation of hot water system, remodeling
120200 |5 Tt Street, Tathape bathroom and kitchen.
9 Goldfinch Street, Addition and alterations to form new lounge, covered deck
120324 |Taihape and ensuite with walkin wardrobe
Relocation of the laundry, complete upgrading of the kitchen,
140129 |25 Linnet Street, Talhape [toilet and bathroom, with construction of a new deck.
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MEMORANDUM

PRBPOILY...

TO: Council

FROM: Denise Servante

DATE: 21 May 2015

SUBJECT: Draft final 2015-25 Long Term Plan following Deliberations
FILE: 1-LTP15-5-1

This memorandum outlines the major changes that have been made to the draft 2015-25
Long Term Plan following submissions and deliberations. Minor editorial changes have not
been marked up.

The document has been formatted ready for the final layout. The page layout is still subject
to change so, where possible, page references have been replaced with references to
Articles or Sections. Where a page reference has been retained for clarity and precision, it
has not been finalised and left as xx. This will be put right in the final document. The
references to figures and a table of figures are also to be finally formatted.

Article | Introduction

The message from His Worship the Mayor still needs to be included. But the Council’s
participation in the regional initiative has been confirmed through the submissions process.

Article V Infrastructure Strategy

The most likely scenario and principal alternative options for Marton and Taihape civic
centre developments have been brought to this section from the previous section on key
choices (see below on Article VIII, Response to Submitters)

The wording describing the most likely scenario and principal alternative for the Mangaweka
wastewater upgrade has been amended to reflect Council’s decision to undertake further
analysis, community consultation and advocacy before confirming its view of the most likely
scenario.

These changes are left marked up for ease of reference.
Article VI District Overview

This article has been amended with the updated population projections from Statistics New
Zealand as based on 2013 Census data rather than the outdated 2006 Census figures. The
2014 economic data from InfoMetrics has also been included. The new projections are more
in line with the feedback from the community, that population decline has slowed down,
perhaps particularly fuelled by more stable rural populations. The key impact is possible

http:ffrdc-splOafRDCDccfstratprTPlS{pIandocmgt{;gaaqg‘ memo of changes May 2015.docx 1-4



even greater urgency and need for economic development focussed on retaining local jobs
and retraining women and older people to meet skill shortages.

These changes are left marked up for ease of reference.
Article VIII Response to submitters

The previous section on key choices has been replaced in its entirety and so is not marked
up, with a new section analysing the submissions received and outlining Council’s response
to submissions. This will also form the basis of the feedback to individual submitters once
the final LTP is adopted on 25 June. However, it is formatted to highlight the key choices that
Council put out in its consultation document.

Article IX Council Activities

All the financial information has been updated to reflect Council’s decisions through
deliberations. This is not marked up.

Where activity management plans have been amended as a result of deliberations, these
changes have been left marked up. Specifically,

Section 9.04: Water Supply —to reflect changes in the wording regarding the replacement of
reticulated water schemes in smaller communities. In addition, a new major level of service
around prevention/minimisation of water loss has been included to align the level of service
with the new mandatory performance measures.

Section 9.05: Sewerage and the treatment and disposal of sewage - to reflect changes in the
wording regarding the replacement of reticulated wastewater schemes in smaller
communities. In addition, the commitment to secure a trade waste agreement with
MidWest Disposals Ltd with regard to accepting leachate from the Bonny Glen landfill has
been included.

Section 9.07: Community and leisure Assets — to reflect decisions made by Council to:-
a) Supply a water source to Memorial Park, Taihape for irrigation purposes

b) To fund park upgrades to a maximum of $50,000 per year in partnerships with
community organisations

c) To waive entry fees to schools from the District undertaking programmed swimming
lessons and for pre-school children taking part in swimming lessons

d) Include the major programmes approved by Council through the deliberations
process, viz repairing the seal on the access road off Taroa Street in Taihape, re-
metalling the access road to Dudding Lake and broadening the scope of the review of
the Town Maintenance contract with the Ratana Communal Board

Section 9.08: Rubbish and Recycling — to include a review of the opening days and times for
the Ratana Waste Transfer Station as a major programme in 2015/16

Council 2-4
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Section 9.11: Statement of Service Performance — some work still needs to be done on the
Performance Framework itself, specifically relating to upgrades to the Request For Service
{RFS} system upon which some of the measures rely.

The Major programmes of work for the first three years have been updated to reflect
underiakings from the deliberations on submissions.

Article X: Financial Statements and Policies
All the financial statements have been updated. These are not marked up.

Section 10.01: Revenue and Financing Policy - some adjustments have been to the policy so
that it aligns with the financial projections (and impact of rates) noted in the consultation
document “What's the Plan Rangitikei..?”. This means that animal control is now 50% UAGC
and 50% general rate; halis have moved from being funded by the UAGC to the general rate;
and information centres, economic development and community partnerships are fully
funded but the general rate instead of 50% being funded by the UAGC. without these
adjustments, the UAGC would have been about 32% of rates, exceeding the statutory limit
of 30% and rates for lower value properties would have increased noticeably. The
adjustments take into account the funding requirements of decisions taken at deliberations.

Section 10.11: Statement of Accounting Policies - a completely new set of accounting
standards for Public Benefit Entities {of which the Council is one} has been issued by the New
Zealand Accounting Standards Board for financial statements commencing on or after 1 July
2014, While some of the changes were implemented in the 2014/15 annual plan, a more
comprehensive review has been undertaken for the long-term plan and have been
incorporated in the final version.

Most of the differences are of a minor nature for this Council and mainly involve changes in
terminoiogy used throughout the financial statements.

One significant change that affects the long-term plan is the requirement to divide revenue,
and accounts receivable, inte two new over-riding categories of income. The two categories
are “exchange” revenue, and “non-exchange” revenue. The definitions are complex and it
may be some time before a generally accepted interpretation of the two categories becomes
standard throughout local government. Almost all the Council’s income, such as rates and
subsidies, falls within the non-exchange category.

Another change as a result of the new set of accounting standards, is that the accounting
policies which form part of the financial statements have been revised in some detail. Again,
the main difference in policy lies around the interpretation of exchange and non-exchange
revenue.

The average rate increase for 2015/16 is now 1.67% (this includes the impact of approved
carry-forwards); the average annual increase over the 10 years of the planis 2.47%.

Article XI Other Information
Section 11.04: Variation between the Council’s LTP and its assessment of water and sanitary

services and waste management plans — this is a new section that has been inserted in its
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entirety and is not marked up. It is a requirement of Schedule 10 of the LGA 2002 that it be
included in the LTP.

Recommendations

1 That the memorandum “Draft Final 2015-25 Long Term Plan foliowing deliberations:
be received
2 That the draft final 2015-25 Long Term Plan {as amended] be submitted to Audit New

Zeaiand for scrutiny (and amendment as needed) prior to issue of its opinion and the
adoption of the Plan by Councit on 25 june 2015.

Denise Servante
Strategy and Community Planning Manager
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Rangitikei District Council

Turakina Community Committee Meeting
Minutes — Thursday 2 April 2015 -7:30 p.m.

Contents
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I3 Meeting closed — 834 BN i T e e s 4
Present:

Cr Mike Jones
Cr Rebecca McNeil

Cr Soraya Peke-Mason

His Worship the Mavyor, Andy Watson

In attendance: Mr Rass McNeil, Chief Fxecutive
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Minutes: Turakina Community Commitiee Meeting - Thursday 2 April 2015

1

Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.
Apologies

That the apology for absence from Ms K Bayler be received.

Ms L Mauchiine-Campbell / Mr A Campbeli. Carried

Confirmation of minutes

Resolved minute number 15/TCC/003 File Ref

That the Minutes of the Turakina Community Committee meetir
be taken as read and verified as an accurate and correct record of the

2015

Matters arising

Meeting re Turakina Valley Road
Mr S Fouhy advised he had received
and they are trying to set up a meetj

Correspondence

The Committee noted that there were no recommendations from the Commitiee presented
to Council’s meeting on 26 March 2015.
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Minutes: Turakina Community Commiilee Meeting - Thursday 2 April 2015

6

10

“What’s the Plan Rangitikei” — the consultation document on the
2015/25 Long Term Plan

His Worship the Mayor and the Chief Executive {(Ross McNeil) gave a presentation on
Council’s Long Term Plan 2015-2025. This is reviewed every three years and it is possible to
make changes at those points.

Copies of the consultation document “What’s the Plan Rangitikei...?” were given 1o everyone
present at the meeting, this includes the submission form.

Questions were raised about Council’s swimming pools. His Worship“the Mavor agreed to

His Worship the Mayor advised his willingness to meet again if needed. afe a nugmber
of advertised pubklic meetings across the District, including one at Keitia '

Small Projects Grant Scheme

The Committee was advised that this fg d doe
July to 30 June,

charges between Feilding an
Councits have different ¢

'orship the Mayor expiained that different
He undertook to ook into it, and advised that
wsingle tank of water being free. This is a proposal in

hat the draft Dangerous and Insanitary Buildings Policy had been out
uring March.

ication of the village area from Rural Settlement to Urban was raised. This had
occurred in 2013 but most residents were not aware of the change. This became an issue
due to a complaint by a resident. Council staff are required to respond to any complaints,

Options:

o Residents can apply to operate ocutside the rules for urban areas, in regards to the
keeping of animals, etc.

e A zoning change request can be made by the whole community.
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Minutes: Turakina Community Committee Meeting - Thursday 2 April 2015

A letter can be sent to Council {by a group or individual), asking for the issue to be put on the
Policy Review list {with specifics as they pertain to Turakina and Animal Control bylaws) and
Council will then respond with a timeline, etc. (this process can take time).

The Animal Control Bylaw was reviewed 2013. Questions were asked as to whether
activities happening prior to the change were over-ridden by the change.

The Chief Executive, Ross McNeil, undertook 1o follow up with information on the status of
the Bylaw and permitted activities in Rural Settlements and Residential areas, by next week
if possible.

The Committee will consider at next meeting what action {if any) to take,

11 General business
Timing of Council Order Papers

the Committee until the following day (27th).
possibly not on the website either.

12 Next meeting

Thursday 4 June 2015, 7.30 p

g

13 Meeting closed ~

Confirmed/Chair:
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Rangitikei District Council

Turakina Reserve Management Committee Meeting
Minutes — Thursday 2 April 2015 - 9:35 p.m.

" BHEPFILY .y

Contents
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Present: Mir Steve Fouhy {Ch

Mr Alastair Campbe
Ms Laurel Mauchline-
Ms Denise Wallen
Cr Soravya Peke
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Minutes: Turakina Reserve Management Commitiee Meeting - Thursday 2 April 2015

1

Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

Apologies

Nif

Confirmation of minutes

Resolved minute number 15/TRMC/002 File Ref

That the Minutes of the Turakina Reserve Management Commitfee
February 2015 he taken as read and verified as an accurate and c
meeting.

The Commitiee noted that at its:
15/TRMC/001.

General business

Turakina Caledonian Societ
The Caledonian Societyi
Management Commi

if. they could send a representative to the Reserve
person proposed is Durry Benton.

15/TRMC/003 File Ref

opted as a member of the Turakina Reserve Management

Ms L. Mauchiine-Campbell / My A Campbell. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/TRMC/004 File Ref

That the time of the Turakina Reserve Management Committee meeting's be changed to
7.00 p.m. {before the Turakina Community Committee meetings).

Ms D Wallen / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried.
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Minutes: Turakina Reserve Management Committese Meeting - Thursday 2 April 2015

6 Date of next meeting
Thursday 4 June 2015, 7.00 pm

7 Meting closed —~ 9.50 pm

Confirmed/Chair:

Date:

Activity on the Turakina Reserve
it was noted that there had been sheep grazing on the reserve. Apparently a Council officer
had given verbal consent to a resident for this.

That Rangitikei District Council staff note that requests for any activity on the Turakina
Reserve must go through the Committee for approval, via the contact person (Ms L
Mauchline-Campbell}.

As there are new trees to be planted shortly, the Chairman will talk to the resident
informatly, in person, re not grazing the Reserve.
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Rangitikei District Council

Omatane Rural Water Supply Sub-Committee Meeting
Minutes -~ Wednesday 15 April 2015- 3:00 p.m.

Contents

1 FiE a3 a4 U U TU TR RO T PO O PP UUUUUPURTRURPUTI . . N Z
2 O g N e e B e H 111 a s OO U OO PO O T U RO PO U OO O RO OO PO DU UTUU PV UPTRUPINUTIUUPIUTUPURUTIUUPIUPUOTURIIRE - SUPTRNON. - SURUTUTTPOTI 2
3 IVIATEETS AFISIIE oot i i siian e st an et s ee st o s rens e s ataes pmcans araat s e shae g ngEE S p e ns S seeemee e e i e e e e s i
4 WALer MBNAZETS REIOTE oo ireees e ecreeneeeseoreeasereerosesseess e ensereeen s seanes K 2
5 Scheme Overseers RePOM ..o s s e il oo a0 o raeeeseeen i eesmpmesmesesse e 2
6 FINandalal REPOT ..o iiiiomoneeaincenconenrsecasssecons snesseesssansons sty ke s oo s o Bt ee oo BB s wemerssesnness s eesneasrcas 3
7 Options for management of the Omatane Rural Water Supply Sch . Ui eeseranss i e 3
8 MEMbers/CUESTIONS oo aarre s e aes T e eerern et esrere e smeeresas i eer e ren e e rr s 3
g Date of Next Meeting v et a v e b o anbe e e amee e antranabens 3
Present: Mir A McKay, Chairper

Mir L Kelly
ivir A Ramsay

In Attendance:

munity & Regulatory Services Group Manager
Finance & Business Support Group Manager

Baird, Administration
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Agenda: Omatane Rural Water Supply Sub-Committes Meeting - Wednesday 15 April 2015 Page 2

1

Apologies

Resolved minute number 15/0RWS5/001 File Ref

That the apologies for Dean Hammond and Luke Bird for absence be received.

J Taylor/L Kelly, Carried

Confirmation of minutes

There was one amendment to the previcus minutes.
ltem 5 5cheme Overseer’s Report

Mr Andrews to be replaced with Mr Ramsay.

The sentence to read: “He reported that the gate vglv ?nsay s property wouid
need to be replaced in the near future.” '

Resolved minute number

That the minutes of the Omatane R
September 2014 as amended be taken
of the meeting.

L Kelly/) Taylor. Carried

Matters Arising

15/0RWS/003 File Ref

That the Water Manager's Report, be received.

Mr Ramsay/Mr Kelly. Carried

5cheme Overseer’s Report

No report due to Mr Hammond and Mr Bird being absent.
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Agenda: Omatane Rural Water Supply Sub-Commities Meeting - Wedneasday 15 April 2015 Page 3

6

Confirmed/Chair:

Date:

Financial Report

Mr Mclrvine explained the financial statement including the overheads allocation,
depreciation and the general rate which is charged to all ratepayers district wide.

Resolved minute number 15/0RWS/004 File Ref
That the Statement of Operations: for period ending 28 February 2015, be received.

Mr Taylor/Mr Kelly. Carried

Options for management of the Omatane Rural Water Supply

Resolved minute number 15/0RWS/005 File Ref

That the report “Options for management of the Omatane Rural

August meeting.

Members/Questions

Mr Taylor asked if the member
rate it. Mr Mcirvine said C i ¢

The meetmg' closed at 3:40pm
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Rangitikei District Council

Hunterville Community Committee Meeting
Minutes — Monday 20 April 2015 - 6:30 p.m.

Contents

1 VRICOITIE Lo o iae s s e rae s b e s ambc e s s e nre e b e e es she s s e s eas b sbaee b e s sh e A e an et \

2 AppoInIMENT OF CRaIN st et e
3 AEIOTOBIRS oottt ee e st eSS S e b ee S s ab S Sa s e et s e e 2
4 CONIrmatION OF MNULBS .o etierir et emvt s rima e s eesvas st e a2 seme e mres sre sens e easeasranrann el L 2
5 Coundil decisions on recommendations from the Committee ............. . v et ee e s 2
6 “What's the Plan Rangitikel” ~ the consultation document on the 20 | T PRRRAE s 2
7 Hunterville TOWR CBRTE Plamn .o oeeesenieeimimresiasnssnes soseensee sl iodeeesene s0iycseseenes e Hilig s stasssassvnnnnsnssanrassscanmnnns 2
8 Rules and regulations applying 1o the Hunterville Huntaway F

g Small Projects Grant Scheme.....o

18 Policy on insanitary and dangerous buildings . 5, .- TR O 3
11 General BUusiNeSS.. s

12 Dateof next merting ..o,

13 Merting dosed — 8.00 DI o e B e e et as e et et oS ar b r S b e ges s nta s eae e e et 4
Present:

anMcManaway
Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson

In attenda Mr Michael Hodder, Community & Regulatory Services Group Manager
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Minutes: Huntervitle Community Committee Meeting - Monday 20 April 2015

1

Welcome

Cr McManaway welcomed everyone fo the meeting,

Appointment of Chair

Ms Maureen Fenton was appointed Chair for the remainder of the triennium, She welcomed
everyone to the meeting, extending a special welcomed to representatives of the Hunterville
Shemozzie Committee and members of the Community present to hear the presentation on
Council’'s 2015-2025 Long Term Pian.

The Committee also noted the resignation of Ms Jean England.

Apologies

Nil

Confirmation of minutes

ayor narrated a presentation on “What's the Plan Rangitikei...?”, the
cument to Rangitikei District Council’s 2015-2025 long Term Plan.

The five y issues were presented to the Committee and they were encouraged to have
their say through the process of a submission form for each issue.

The Commitiee decided that submissions would be made on an individual basis.

Hunterville Town Centre Plan
Cr McManaway advised the Committee that the Steering Group had completed stage one of

this project, clearing tress, and repainting seating and swings in Queens Park. The working
bee on 21 February 2015 was very well attended by an energetic and very enthusiastic team.
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Minutes: Hunterville Community Committee Meeting - Monday 20 April 2015

8

Rules and regulations applying to the Hunterville Huntaway Festival
- the Shemozzle

Representatives of the Hunterville Huntaway Festival Committee {the Shemozzle} took the
opportunity to inform both the Committee and Council of the challenges this iconic event
faces {ever increasing costs for security, building permits and the marqguee}. Whist the
Huntervilie Huntaway Festival Committee acknowledges health, safety and security are
required for the event, they would like some assistance from Rangitikei District Council to
meet some of these expenses.

His Worship the Mayor was supportive of the event and invited the
Festival Committee to make a submission to Council on the challen

erville Huntaway
they face. He

with possible Councit funding for these types of events.

Resolved minute number 1S/HCC/002 File Ref

That the report on rules and regulations for the Shemozzl

Small Projects Grant Sche

The Committee noted the balance of
Ward.

Resolved minute number 1S$/HCC/003 File Ref

That the Huntervilie Community Committee recommends that Council provide a
replacement picnic table and appropriate seating for Centennial Hall, Hunterviile.

Ms M Fenton / Ms K Kennedy. Carried
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Minutes: Huntervitle Community Committee Meeting - Monday 20 AprH 2015

12

13

Confirmed/Chair:

Date:

Blackberry Spraying

The Committee agreed that Ms K Kennedy would submit a Request for Service to Rangitiket
District Council for the spraying of the blackberry both north and south of the town
entrance,

Nuisance Dogs

The problem of nuisance dogs in the township is still an issue. Cr McManaway advised the
Committee to continue to contact Councit’s Animal Control team whenever this problem
arises,

Cenotaph
The Chair informed the Commitiee that Ms Prince has been asked to re
proving to be a visibility hazard for motorists in small cars.

ve the flax that is

Date of next meeting

Monday 15 June 2015, 6.30 pm

Meeting closed — 8.00 pm
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Rangitikei District Council

WERPSILY...

Finance/Performance Committee Meeting
Minutes — Thursday 30 April 2015 -9:32 a.m.

Contents
1 MV COMIE et SRR .. - — 2
2 Council Prayenaiuasim srarmm it s i s s 2
3 Apologies/leave of ADSENCE....c..iiiiiiiiiiii i siviasiiatsidessis s asssssosivesbesssssess ol 1o S oo v S i 2
4 Confirmation of order of BUSINESS ....c.cuiiimiimminsiimisemmmsimsismmsismmiimiivsmisisres G srssess 100 oo vvve D v ossnersans 2
5 Confirmation of MINULES.......cooiiiii TR e g SO 2
6 Chailr SEEPOEE v o G i i s e s i v s v A e 2
7 Financial Highlights and Commentary to 31 March 2015.....cccooiiai Bt oo 000 covvevis o Taie sonsvessbveasissmsnassisnnes sesvonss 2
8 Nine-month Statement of Service Performance ........cocevnueo P BB v T e svssessines sbrnssssessrassssnnasssnassrnsan 3
9 Review of Criteria for Funding Events through Council’s Contestable Funding Scheme...........cocvvviviiiiiiiiicceinnn, 4
10  Update on Strategic Water Assessment and review of the Hunterville Rural Water Supply Scheme ................... 5
11 Late Hems wanamsnnnunsmmnmaniii i TN o v MRt oo M v o S S B s S i B 5
12 Future items for the agenda.......cccooevvveeeinns . S T———— 5
T [ <5 o T= o3 o - SO . . (SO . WA, Ut VR R S 5
14  Meeting closed —11.28am ..........ccviniinn oo B I e e R R 5
Present: His Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson

Cr Nigel Belsham

Cr Cath Ash

Cr Tim Harris

Cr Dean McManaway

Cr Rebecca McNeil

Cr Ruth Rainey

Cr Lynne Sheridan
In attendance: Mr Ross McNeil, Chief Executive

Mr Michael Hodder, Community & Regulatory Services Group Manager
Mr George Mclrvine, Finance & Business Support Group Manager
Ms Samantha Whitcombe, Governance Administrator

Tabled documents: ltem 7 Financial Highlights and Commentary to 31 March 2015 (Rates
Debtors Report as at 31 January 2015)
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Minutes: Finance/Performance Committee Meeting - Thursday 30 April 2015

1

Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

Council prayer

Cr McNeil read the Council prayer.

Apologies/leave of absence

That the apology for absence from Cr Peke-Mason be received.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr ay. Carried

Confirmation of order of business

The Chair informed the Committee that a report on Rates D
the discussion on item 7.

bled as parf of

Confirmation of minutes

That the Minutes of the Finance/Per 1ce Cormittee meeting held on 26 March 2015
be taken as read and verified as orrect record of the meeting.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Belsham. Carried

riefly to his report.

1S/EPE/012 File Ref 3.CT-14-1

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Financial Highlights and Commentary to 31 March 2015

Mr Mcirvine spoke to the report, giving a brief overview of the commentary to the report
and the budget variances.

The Committee asked for a breakdown of what is in Net Proiects to be brought to the next
meeting,
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Minutes: Finance/Performance Committee Meeting - Thursday 30 Aprif 2015

The following queries for referred to the Assets/infrastructure Committee:

° Will the unspent capital funds within the Halls activity be carried forward?
° Will the capital funds tagged for a pit access upgrade at the Marton Waste Transfer
Station be used this financial year?

The Committee also asked that the following information be included in future reports:

° Identify the $100,000 grant for the Shelton Pavilion upgrade.
° Additional budgetary provisions for overspent or new projects.
° Carry-forwards from the previous financial year.

° A forecasting position {at least on a quarterly basis).

It was agreed that a report on the benefits of E-road would be provided
tweive-months experience with the system had elapsed and the negess

Resolved minute number 15/FPE/013
That the report Financial Highlights and Commentary to

During this item, Mr Mcirvine table
the report and informed the Comn
rates.

Resolved minute number

That the Finance/Performance
further action pursuant to/thi
properties owned by the six rateg
all the prescribed steps

Resolved minute number 15/FPE/015 File Ref 5-FR-1-2

That the nine-month Statement of Service Performance to 31 March 2015 be received.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Belsham. Carried
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Minutes; Finance/Performance Committee Meeling - Thursday 30 April 2015

9 Review of Criteria for Funding Events through Council’s Contestable
Funding Scheme

Mr Hodder spoke briefly to the report, focusing on the conclusions drawn within the report
and what feedback is being sought from the Committee.

Resolved minute number 15/FPESO16 File Ref 3-GF-8

That the report “Review of Criteria for Funding Events through Council’s Contestable
Funding Scheme” be received.

MeNeil, Carried

Resolved minute number 15/FPESOL7 File Ref

That a further report is brought to the Finance/Performance Com
2015 with a draft Event Sponsorship Application Form i

Scheme” as amended, viz:

o Council will consid
organisation seeking | ‘ent in the District;

o Councill will consider re arrangements where an event has
the potential to gain ¢ ammunity interest and/or achieve a high
profile outside the; '

E:any sponsorship arrangement {reviewed
ich time Council and the event organisers will

s The normal
annually) wi

a further sponsorship arrangement};
as community, community/high profile or high profile
and/or estimated numbers and locations of

be required to cutline their strategies for maximising interest

ing the event and for income generation strategies {including the

dtential for the avent to be self-funding);

Successful applicants will be required 1o complete a Post-Event report form

hich includes financial and attendance data;

Council may commission an independent economic impact report for all high

profite and high profile, community events

o Evaluation of events will be incorperated into the annual residents’ survey.

° Council will require recognition of its sponsorship of an event {signage}, and
events need to be listed on the events calendar on Rangitikei.com,

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Sheridan. Carried
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Minutes: Finance/Performance Commititee Meeting - Thursday 30 Aprif 2015

10 Update on Strategic Water Assessment and review of the
Hunterville Rural Water Supply Scheme

Mr McNeil provided a brief verbal update on the Strategic Water Assessment and the review
of the Hunterville Rural Water Supply Scheme.

tie provided a brief overview of the meeting held with the local farming community to
inform them of the proposed stage two application for funding. At this meeting there was
universal support for the development of a stage two application.

11 Late items

Nil

12  Future items for the agenda

Treasury Function Policy

13 Next meeting

Thursday 28 May 2015, 9.30 am

14 Meeting closed — 11.28am

Confirmed/Chair:

Date:
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Rangitikei District Council ——

Bulls Community Committee Meeting
Minutes — Tuesday 12 May 2015 — 5:30 p.m.

Contents
1 Welcome.............. SRS UUPUOSURR R ERROROROY ceraereensasseransnnaeronssersaesssesssnyrrnssnsasarsssssrarranrersren IR Lttty iiresersennrrnne 2
2 Apologies i s aas iR R e R TR, | IS 2
3 Eanfirmation/af MINBEEScusurasmmrmsmsmmsR TR S TR RS T v T v S i 2
4 METTErs arSINE v is s s s v i v v S——. 2
5 Council decisions on recommendations from the Commitiee ........coooevereeissivees . TR 2
6 Bulls Town: Centre Planwssmsnimamimdamimnonnmbnamammmimiae S o TN - TG i 2
7 Update on the Bulls Wastewater Upgrade Project FOCUS GrOUP ...iti i eio it sssthe e eaeeeieesieameseieeeneesreesene s 2
8 Council responses the queries raised at the previous Meeting . i i st 3
9 Current infrastructure projects/upgrades and other Council activities in the Bulls Ward ........ccccccveiiviniicnicnnnn 3
10  Small projects grant scheme........ccccocvvvveerniennennianiie. A B s R R SRR R e 3
11 GeneralbusinesSsisnmmmsrasmmimcamd I o T v I s R e T S s e 3
12 Notification of business forthe next meetinEiE ... 0 ..o i iuiiiresemse s b e ns st sa s sene s saas b e s ma e sasaan 4
13 Next MeetiNg .ocvicrrrrsrrrerrrrssssnsssnsrrnnnrens S o R s L e e P S e B Sy SR e 4
14  Meeting closed — 7.10 pM ..ottt i, | N, D 4
Present: Mr Hew Dalrymple (Chair)

Ms Sandra Boxall

Ms Jane Dunn

Mr John Guinan

Ms JodiJamieson

Mr Keith Scott

Ms Heather Thorby

Cr Tim Harris

His Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson
In attendance: Mr Kevin Maorris, Policy Team

Ms Jayme Anderson, Bulls Community Development Manager
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Minutes: Bulls Community Committee Meeting - Tuasday 12 May 2015

1

Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone 1o the meeting.

Apologies

That the apologles for absence from Mr B Hammond, Ms C Lewis, Mr A Walker and Cr
McNeil be received,

Ms H Thorby / Ms | Dunn, Carried

Confirmation of minutes

Resolved minute number 15/BCC/020 File Ref

That the Minutes of the Bulls Community Committee meeting hel
as read and verified as an accurate and correct record of thexmee

tt / Ms 1 Dunn. Carried

Matters arising

¢ |t was confirmed that the tre
been removed.

¢ The Committee discus

Mayor spoke to the item, confirming that the Criterion Hotel site had been
that Mr H Dalrympie and Mr J Turkington were joint ventures partners with
Councll inthe project.

His Worship the Mayor thanked the Bulls Town Centre Plan Steering Group, Ms J Dunn, Mr K
Morris (RDC) and Ms D Servante (RDC) for their role in this process. He informed the
Committee that there would be further community consultation after the 2015-2025 Long
Term Plan has been adopted by Council.

Update on the Bulls Wastewater Upgrade Project Focus Group

The Committee noted that there was no progress to report at this stage.
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Minutes: Bulls Community Committee Meeting - Tuesday 12 May 2015

8

10

11

Council responses the queries raised at the previous meeting

No verbal update on the proposed pedestrian crossing for State Highway One was provided
to the meeting. The Committee asked for an update to be brought to the June 2015 meeting.

Current infrastructure projects/upgrades and other Council
activities in the Bulls Ward

Resolved minute number 15/BCC/021 File Ref 3-CC-1-5

That the memorandum ‘Current Infrastructure projects / upgradé d other CouncH

activities in the Bulls Ward’ be received.

Mr K Scot_t/ M, H ?’h-or Carried

Small projects grant scheme

The Committee noted the balance of the Small Proj
and requested clarification as to whether the .S
included in the $473.81 balance.

@ for the Bulls Ward,
Bulls Museum was

General business

Ms J Anderson
e Informed the Committé
Manager due to
underway,

Cr Harris

i a wind farm in the Moawhango Valley area.
nfermed the Committee that the roading maintenance contract for the District was
currently being discussed by Coungil.

Mr J Guinan
® Explained the issues with maintenance at the Bulls Skateboard Park and the
demolition of one of the ramps.

Ms H Thorby
® Informed the Committee of a Pink Ribbon Breakfast on 31 May 2015 and new
businesses to the town.
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Minutes: Bulls Community Committee Meeting - Tuesday 12 May 2015

Mr K Scott

¢ Raised the following issues that would be put into Council as Requests for Service:
® A shortage of cups and saucers in the Bulls Supper Room.
o The uneven and dirty paving/footpaths on Bridge and Main streets.
o The graffiti/tagging in several locations near the centre of town.

Ms 1 Bunn

® Expressed her thanks to the Bulls Town Centre Plan Steering Group.

Mr H Dalrymple
o informed the meeting of localised flooding on Parewanui R

aguapianing.
® Informed the Committee that there is no one at the Bulls Police [I-time.

and the risk of

12 Notification of business for the next meeting
¢ Update on the pedestrian crossing on State Highw

e Progress on the Bulls Gaol

13 Next meeting

Tuesday § June 2015, 5.30 pm

14 Meeting closed~7.10p

Confirmed/Chair:
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Rangitikei District Council

Erewhon Rural Water Supply Sub-Committee Meeting
Minutes — Wednesday 13 May 2015 ~ 4:03 p.m.

Contents

F et o Tt S U VRSSO ROPRTOPN
Confirmation of MIAUEES (. e et et st st ee st e e nere s s rrraernaaes
BTN AFTBINE oot e i e ar e e e r e s n e b s
ENEINEAIS RBPOMT oo rirees e ir s e e sra e e s s s e b amsnn rnrnnes b admee e ardbes
FInancial Remort e et e et e e

Members/Questions Report

~ R W de N e

Date of Next Meating e eens

Present: Mr J Gilbert, Chairpers
Mr P Batley
Mr G Duncan
Mrs M Mako

In Attendan

S{;ufh, Taihape Plumbing
Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson
R Baird, Administration
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Agenda: Erewhon Rural Water Supnly Sub-Committee Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015 Page 2

1 Apologies
That the apoiogies from Mr Bird for absence be received.

Mr B Thomas/Cr A Gordon. Carried

2 Confirmation of Minutes

Resolved minute number 15/ERWS/005 File Ref

That the minutes of the Erewhon Rural Water Scheme Sub-Committe
February 2015 be taken as read and verified as an accurate record of th

Mrs M Mako/N

3 Matters Arising

1. Mr Smith said from the previous minutes in th
meters of polyethelyne pipe instead of galvan]

4  Engineer’s Report

Resolved minute number

That the Engineer’s Rep

Mr P Batley/Mr G Melville. Carried

i that, once the Long Term Plan is adopted, he and Mr Smith would
newals needed to be done and would present them at the August meeting.

ute number 1S/ERWS /007 File Ref
That the Statement of Operations: Period ending March 2015, be received.

Mr B Thomas/Mr P Batley. Carried
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Agenda: Erewhon Rural Water Supply Sub-Committee Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015 Page 3

6  Members/Questions Report

None

7 Date of Next Meeting

Wednesday 12 August 2015

8 Meeting Closed

The meeting closed at 4:31pm

Confirmed/Chair:

Date:
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Rangitikei District Council

Marton Community Committee Meeting
Minutes - Wednesday 13 May 2015 - 7:00 p.m.

Contents

1 R 1ote o T TP R SO UT O DR PT U PO PU T OUS DU UPCTRUIRTPURINy. . . S PTOUOPRTOT 2
2 YTt 1 OO O P SR OTOPSPORUOTUUUPIUOUUROUITPRR: . SUPIRIRL. - - YPPPIUIOPPUnY 2
3 Conflrmation Of MINULES..... e et et st s e ORI - SO 2
4 Council decision on recommendations from the Commitiee . g s 2
5 Update from the Project Marton Co-ordinalor ... e oo b e e eees et s ms s srrress s 2
6  Update on the Marton Town Centre Plan Projects March 2015...... N 2
7 Council responses to gueries raised at the previous meeting.......g : Bt eeaeseimer e s rt e b s b seranenan 2
8 tems noted for inclusion at the previous meeting ...,

g

Current Infrastructure projects/upgrades andg

10 Small projects grant scheme. .o ?

11 General BUSHBSS ..o e e e nerrsnc e

12 Notification of business for the NeXT MEOTINE i Fiy oot B omrr e ress e eaes s srensaorsrcees a2 nesbaens s st e ene v 5
13 Next meeling ..o L T . T 5
14 Meeting closed ~8.12 pm ... e e e e 5
Present:

Cr I\iigel Belsham
Cr Lynne Sheridan

Tabled Documents: item 9 Current Infrastructure projects/upgrades and other Council
activities in the Marton Ward
ltem 11  General Business {Proposed Duck Sculpture for Frae Ona Park)
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Minutes: Marton Community Committee Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015

1 Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone 1o the meeting.

2 Apologies

That the apologies for absence from Mr N Kuyper, Ms L Pearson and His Worship the Mayor
be received.

Mr N Kane / Ms A George. Carried

3 Confirmation of minutes

Resolved minute number 15/MCC/039 File Ref

That the Minutes of the Marton Community Committee mee

update on the Steering Groups plans. images of the planned upgrade to
ral Fire Depot were circulated to members.

esponses to queries raised at the previous meeting

The Committee noted that there were no queries raised at the previous meeting that
required a response from Council staff.
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Minutes: Marton Community Committes Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015

8

10

11

Items noted for inclusion at the previous meeting
Town Signage on Highways

® This item was proposed by Ms L Pearson, who was not in atiendance at the meeting,
The Committee agreed to hold the item over until the June 2015 meeting. This item is
also on the agenda for the next Marton Town Centre Plan Steering Group.

Current Infrastructure projects/upgrades and other Council
activities in the Marton Ward

Resolved minute number 15/MCC/040 File Ref

That the memorandum ‘Current Infrastructure projects/upgrades
activities in the Marton Ward’ be received.

Small projects grant scheme
The Commitiee noted the balance

Ms C Bates undertook to compile
Scheme and any amount outstanding {

General Business

Wilson Park

e Ms A George cir & Monitor news article regarding the installation of
Stepping Poles®

® Voiley Ball ace, nets have yet to be instailed.

15/MCC/041 File Ref

Ms C Bates / Ms ) Greener, (arried

Resolved minute number 15/MCC/042 File Ref

That the Marton Community Committee requests that Ms A George obtain a quote for paint
for the Wilson Park Children’s Playground fence adjoining Marumaru Street, to be brought
fo next Committee meeting.

Ms C Bates / Ms ] Greener. Carried
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Minutaes: Marton Community Committee Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015

Resolved minute number 15/MCC/043 File Ref

That the Marton Community Committee requests that Ms A George liaise with Ms Prince to
ensure that the Wilson Park children’s playground fence is water blasted to allow the timber
to be painted.

Ms C Bates / Ms ] Greener. Carried

Ms A George advised that Ms Prince plans to contact Andrew Morriss regarding Scotch Block
Tiles at Wilson Park Children’s Playground.

Maori Carvings
Cr Belsham advised that the Maori Carving had been sprayed for moss and will be water
blasted on Sunday 17 May. The painting should be complete before" 2] lune when the
walkway is to be officially opened by the Lions Club. "

Duck Sculpture for Frae Ona Park
A memorandum was tabled at the meeting.

Resolved minute number 15/MCC/044

That the memorandum ‘Proposed Dugk Sculptu

That the Marton Com
Sculpture in Frae On

had notified the Committee that he will be away for the next few months so
d resign. The committee felt that as other members have had o excuse
themselves for work commitments, Mr Kuyper could too and then return to the Committee
on his return to Marton,

Town Map
Ms C Bates gave an update on the instaliation of the town map on the Broadway wall of
Countdown.
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Minutes: Marton Community Compmittee Meeting - Wednesday 13 May 2015

12 Notification of business for the next meeting

® Town signage on State Highways
° Update on Wilsen Park children’s playground.

13 Next meeting

Wednesday 10 June, 7.00 pm

14 Meeting closed - 8.12 pm

Confirmed/Chair:

[Date:;
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Rangitikei District Council

Assets and Infrastructure Committee Meeting
Minutes — Thursday 14 May 2015 — 3:45 p.m.

Contents

1 VB COMIB ol s s S oTrs el s s SV BRI e b s s SV SRR A v v v I s 3
2 Apologies/leave Of ABEEINCE w5 R 3
3 Confirmation of order 0f BUSINESS . ....oiiiiici e e e a e s 3
4 Confirmation: of minutes. . amsiiiainmanmmmmiananasinimmsnvesss v O, . SRR 3
5 Chailr 8 FEPOMT s s s iR s i e o - TR i s siirassnansmiiivnsios 3
6 Activity management templates......ccccciiiiiniiiinininii e R, WS SRR 3
7 Questions referred from OTher COMMITTEEES. .. ..o viee ittt eree e e iEas 2ot e emesoanS et e e saeeseeesanfanessesearstenbeesbeanseneemnaanea e 4
8 Marton Water Collection Dams — Maintenance ..........ccccovvesbeniiiunnnin VISR e e S e B 4
9 Resource Consent compliance ... e niiismiiion I . O 2 s A A R A 4
19 [ate e uausammaonmrrn o T < W - M543+ 730y S A A R R S oA R S BB 5
11 FULUFE ITemS fOr the BEENOE oot Be et eb e etk e e e et a e s nbe e ene e srn s 5
12, Next meeling conmnnmmnissidmnniig B o WO o A s b s &
13 Meeting closed —4.54 pm ..coovviviiinniinnciionns . R, 5
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Minutes: Assets And infrastructure Commitiee Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

Present: His Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson
Cr Dean McManaway
Cr Cath Ash
Cr Richard Aslett
Cr Nige! Belsham
Cr Angus Gordon
Cr Tim Harris
Cr Mike jones
Cr Rebecca McNeil
Cr Soraya Peke-Mason
Cr Ruth Rainey
Cr Lynne Sheridan

In attendance: Mr Michael Hodder, Acting Chief Executive
Mr Hamish Waugh, Infrastructure Group Manage
Ms joanna Saywell, Asset Manager - Utilities
Mr Glenn Young, Project Manager ~ Utilitie
Mr David Rei Miller, Asset Engineer — Utilities

Tabled Documents: item 7
item 9
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Minutes: Assets And Infrastructure Committee Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

1

Welcome

The Chair welcomed everyone 1o the meeting.

Apologies/leave of absence

Nii

Confirmation of order of business

The Chair informed the Committee that there would be no change to theiorder of business

from that set out in the agenda.

Confirmation of minutes

Resolved minute number 15/AIN/028 Fil

That the Minutes of the Assets/Infrastructure Comm 7 9 April 2015 be

taken as read and verified as an accurate and correc

Isham / Cr jones. Carried

Chair’s report

“The Chair gave a verbal update of happenings
he Bonwy Glen Landfill Cpus reports and the Marton
e need to keep the focus on this.

There was no tabled Chalir's rept
during the last month, ¥ '

JAIN/029 File Ref 1-CT-13-1

Mr Waugh, Mr Young, Mr Miller and Ms Prince spoke to the non-financial reporting
templates for asset based groups of activities for April 2015.

The Committee expressed disappointment that there had been no mention of Rangitikei
District Council in media articies about the work on Wylies Bridge. Mr Waugh gave
assurance they would be included in future articles and publications and would be included
in the opening ceremany.
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Minutes: Assets And infrastructure Committee Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

Resolved minute number 15/AIN/O30 File Ref 5-EX-4

That the non-financial reporting templates for Asset based groups of activities for Aprit 2015
be received,

Cr Beisham / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried

Cr Sheridan left the meeting 4.15 pm
Cr Peke-Mason left Chambers 4.15 pm / 4.23 pm
Cr Rainey laft the meeting 4.20 pm

7 Questions referred from other Committees

The Committee requested that any information on the Ratana W
brought to this Committee, be included in the agenda of future me
Community Board,

insfer Station
Ratana

Resolved minute number 18/AINSO31

That the memorandum ‘Questions referred from othe

15/AIN/032 File Ref 6-WS-3-6

r Collection Dams ~ Maintenance’ be received.

Cr Jones / Cr Harris, Carried

onsent compliance
Ms Saywell spoke briefly to the report.

Resolved minute number 15/AIN/O33 File Ref 3-CT-13-4

That the report ‘Consent Compliance — Jul 2014 to Apr 2015 to the Assets/infrastructure
Committee meeting on 14 May 2015 be received.

Cr jones / Cr Gordon. Carried

Cr Harris left Chambers 4.47pm / 4.49pm
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Minutes: Assets And Infrastructure Committee Meeting - Thursday 14 May 2015

10 Late tems

Nif

11 Future items for the agenda

Nil

12  Next meeting

Thursday 11 June, 8.30 am

13  Meeting closed ~ 4.54 pm

Confirmed/Chair:

Date;
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