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1 Welcome
2 Public Forum
3 Apologies/leave of absence

4 Member’s conflict of interest

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

5 Confirmation of agenda

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

6 Confirmation of minutes

Recommendation

That the Minutes and Public Excluded Minutes of the Council meeting held on
1 October 2015 be taken as read and verified as an accurate and correct record of the
meeting.

7 Mayor's report
A report will be tabled.
File ref: 3-EP-3-5

Recommendation
That the Mayor's report to Council's meeting on 29 October 2015 be received.

8 Administrative matters
A report is attached.
File ref: 5-EX-4

Recommendation
1 That the report ‘Administrative matters — September 2015’ be received.

2 That the advisory group for the Marton wastewater treatment plant upgrade
comprise the following people:
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3.

That Council adopts [as amended/without amendment] the terms of reference for
the advisory group for the Marton wastewater treatment plant upgrade, and include
these an appendix to the minutes of Council’s meeting of 29 October 2015.

That Cr Sheridan be included as a member of the Council’s sub-group to consider
rates remission applications associated with the June 2015 weather event.

That in response to the increase in charges to dispose of refuse from Council’s waste
transfer stations at the Bonny Glen landfill and the potential impact on the charges
for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations, Council

EITHER

a) increases the charges for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations by an
equivalent amount, effective from 2 November 2015

OR

b) increases the charges for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations by
50% of the equivalent amount, effective from 2 November 2015

OR

c) leaves the charges for accepting effuse at the waste transfer stations as they
are for 2015/16.

That in order to maximise opportunities for children and pre-schoolers to increase
their swimming competence without impacting on revenue to the pool operators,
Council

a) modifies resolution 15/RDC/134 (14 May 2015) by adding ‘and any school child
attending a swim school lesson outside school hours’, and

b) modifies resolution 15/RDC/135 (14 May 2015) by deleting ‘provided they are
attending a swim school lesson’.

That any objections to the proposed road closures for the Marton Christmas Parade
be considered and determined by the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Chief Executive.

That the following proposals from the Ratana Community Board (from the inquorate
meeting on 21 October 2015, subsequently confirmed by emails from Board
members) be approved:

a. that Council —

i. authorise the installation of a converted shipping container located inside
the Ratana Waste Transfer Station site to allow additional items to be
recycled during opening hours, with capital funding from the 2015/16
waste minimisation budget;
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11

ii. agree that the opening hours at the Ratana Waste Transfer Station
remain as they are (Wednesday 2.30pm-4.30pm and Saturday 9.00am —
12noon); and

iii. agree that the fly tipping issue at the Ratana Waste Transfer Station
continue to be managed as it is presently.

b) that S500 be granted towards the Mahi Toi (Bus shelters art project) from the
unallocated sum remaining in the Maori Community Development Fund.

Submission to LGNZ on position paper “improving New Zealand’s
water, wastewater and storm water sector

At its meeting on 15 October 2015, the Policy/Planning Committee received a presentation
on the position paper issued by Local Government New Zealand earlier in the month
‘Improving New Zealand’s water, wastewater and stormwater sector’.

A draft submission is attached.
File ref: 3-OR-2

Recommendation

That Council authorises the Mayor to sign the submission [as amended/without
amendment] to Local Government New Zealand’s position paper ‘Improving New Zealand’s
water, wastewater ad stormwater sector’.

Submission to Local Government and Environment Committee on
Buildings (Pools) Amendment Bill

At its meeting on 15 October 2015, the Policy/Planning Committee received a presentation
on the proposed Building (Pools) Amendment Bill and the issues which Council might wish to
highlight in its submission.

A draft submission is attached.
File ref: 3-OR-3-5

Recommendation

That Council authorises the Mayor to sign the submission [as amended/without
amendment] to the Local Government and Environment Committee on the proposed
Buildings (Pools) Amendment Bill.

Pre-feasibility study of potential rural water supply scheme
between Marton and Hunterville

A draft application to the Irrigation Acceleration Fund (administered by the Ministry for
Primary Industries) is attached. The proposal, building on the strategic water assessment
conducted during 2014, is for the Ministry to co-fund a study investigating the potential for
establishing a rural water supply scheme (irrigation/stock water) in the Tutaenui/northern
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Marton area utilising unused/underused community water supply assets; decentralising the
water source(s) Hunterville rural water scheme and its potential intensification; and
servicing the southern Hunterville water scheme area from a new Tutaenui water scheme.

File ref: 6-WS-3

Recommendation
That Council endorse the draft application to the Irrigation Acceleration Fund for a pre-
feasibility study of a potential rural water supply scheme between Marton and Hunterville.

Action to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional Growth
Study

A report is attached.
File ref: 4-ED-1

Recommendation
1 That the report “Actions to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional Growth
Study” be received.

2 That further updates on actions to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional
Growth Study are provided regularly to Council through the Administrative matters
report or, where appropriate, through workshops, discussion documents or formal
reporting.

Proposed amendment to the Rates Remission Policy to include
incentives for business expansion

The draft policy adopted for consultation is attached.
File ref: 3-PY-2

The Policy/Planning Committee considered the one submission to the proposed amendment
to the rates remission policy. The suggested response was:

In offering remissions of rates to businesses — whether for a new type of business, a
business which seeks to develop a site on which there is an earthquake-prone
building, or an already established business which is expanding its operations, Council
does not see itself (or ratepayers) as a co-investor. Rather, it is the principle of
partnership, gaining leverage for the community, as underpins most of Council’s
discretionary activity outside the provision of infrastructure and regulatory services.
In the case of the remissions for businesses, there is a potential pay-back in the sense
that a larger operation or upgrade or renewed premises typically increase the
valuation of the business property, meaning an increased contribution to rates.

The Committee made a recommendation for Council to make that response and adopt the
amendment without change.
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Recommendation
That, with respect to the proposed amendment to the Rates Remission Policy to include
incentives for business expansion, Council

(a) approves the suggested response to the sole submitter on the proposed amendment,
and

(b) adopts the proposed amendment without change.

Proposed amendment to Animal Control Bylaw

° Hearing of oral submissions.
) Deliberation on all submissions.

A report is attached.
File ref:

Recommendation
1 That the report ‘Animal Control Bylaw - Turakina Amendment and Expressions of
Interest’ be received.

2 That the changes to the Animal Control Bylaw relevant to Turakina [as amended] be
confirmed, to be formally adopted once deliberations are completed on the
consultation with Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts Ferry over similar changes.

3 That Council adopts for consultation the amendments to the Animal Control Bylaw
2013 for Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts Ferry and endorses the engagement plan.

Annual report 2014/15 on administration of dog control policy and
dog control practices

Section 10A pf the Dog Control Act requires that Council prepares a report on its dog control
policy and practices each financial year. The report for the year ending 30 June 2015 is
attached. Once adopted, Council is required to give public notice (in a newspaper circulating
within the District) of the report and send a copy to the Secretary for Local Government (in
the Department of Internal Affairs).

File ref: 2-RE-1-7

Recommendation
That the Annual report for the year ending 30 June 2015 of administration of dog control
policy and dog control practices in the Rangitikei District [as amended] be adopted.

Receipt of committee minutes and resolutions to be confirmed

Recommendation
1 That the minutes of the following meetings be received:
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° Turakina Reserve Management Committee, 1 October 2015

° Turakina Community Committee, 1 October 2015

° Taihape Community Board, 7 October 2015

° Hunterville Rural Water Supply Management Subcommittee, 12 October 2015
° Te Roopu Ahi Kaa, 13 October 2015

° Bulls Community Committee, 13 October 2015

° Marton Community Committee, 14 October 2015 — Tabled if available

° Assets/Infrastructure Committee, 15 October 2015

. Policy/Planning Committee, 15 October 2015

° Hunterville Community Committee, 19 October 2015 — Tabled if available
° Ratana-Community-Board 20 October 2015 (inquorate)

2. That the following recommendation from Taihape Community Board dated 7 October
2015 be confirmed:

15/TCB/072

That the Taihape Community Board recommend to Council that the Board be
involved in deciding the use and occupancy of the old Taihape College site buildings.

3. That the following recommendations from Te Roopu Ahi Kaa Komiti dated 13 October
2015 be confirmed:

15/1W1/032

That Te Roopu Ahi Kaa recommends to Council to provide $14,000 to Te Maru o
Ruahine Trust and requests that Council staff work with the Trust to develop a
programme of work with measurable outputs relating to:

° Web based database

° Website development

° Registration commitment
° Cultural programmes
15/1W1/034

That Te Roopu Ahi Kaa requests that Council considers how it may support
iwi/hapu/Maori engagement in the implementation of the regional growth study.

4. That the following recommendation from Assets/Infrastructure Committee dated 15
October 2015 be confirmed:

15/AIN/088

That, subject to confirmation that there were no legal impediments, the
Assets/Infrastructure Committee recommends that Council agrees to the sale of
Section 1, SO21721 jointly with the neighbouring blocks of railway land, with the
proceeds (and costs) being split on a proportionate land area basis.
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Late items

Public Excluded

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

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

ltem 1:  Council-owned 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 if Section 48(1)(a)(i)

released 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 to carry on, without
prejudice or disadvantage negotiations
(including commercial and industrial
negotiations) — sections 7(2)(c) and (i).

Council-owned property

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 holding or the whole or the relevant
part of the proceedings of the meeting in public as specified above.
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Future items for the agenda

Next meeting

26 November 2015, 1.00 pm

Meeting closed
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Present:

In attendance:

Tabled items:

His Worship the Mayor, Andy Watson
Cr Dean McManaway

Cr Cath Ash

Cr Richard Aslett

Cr Nigel Belsham

Cr Angus Gordon

Cr Soraya Peke-Mason

Cr Ruth Rainey

Cr Lynne Sheridan

Mr Ross McNeil, Chief Executive ;
Mr Michael Hodder, Community & Regulatory Services Gr
Mr George Mclrvine, Finance & Business Support Group/l
Ms Denise Servante, Strategy & Community Planning M
Ms Katrina Gray, Policy Analyst

Mrs Priscilla Jeffrey, Governance Administrator
Mr Chris Webby, Audit Manager, Audit NZ

0

Item 7:
ltem 7:
ltem 8:
Item 9:

Item 15:
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1

Welcome

His Worship the Mayor welcomed everyone to the meeting.

Public forum

Mr Steve Fouhy, Chair of the Turakina Community Committee spoke to the Council on the
concerns residents had in respect to the Animal Control Bylaw since Turakina had been
rezoned from rural settlement to residential in the recent review of the District Plan. He
believed that the Turakina village was a totally different environment to:the status given in
the District Plan.

Mr Fouhy requested that the Council give due consideration to the req
Village be exempted from the restrictions for urban areas unde&%@g - Anim
Residents had bought in the area with the understanding that the lan?‘

He advised that the situation had ¢
one rooster. The Turakina commun
however, common sense should
the provision of appropriate gui

ro%ons to apply for exemption under the Animal
wned the pigs was denied an exemption and told
to remove the ani

Councillor Sheridan left t 18pm/1.19pm

15/RDC/264 File Ref

Cr Aslett / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried.

Member’s conflict of interest

Members were reminded of their obligation to declare any conflicts of interest they might
have in respect of items on this agenda
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5

Confirmation of agenda

His Worship the Mayor informed Council that there would be no change to the order of
business from that set out in the agenda. However, due to time constraints, item 11 was
postponed until the next meeting and item 14 was taken before item 13.

Confirmation of Minutes

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/265 File Ref

That the Minutes and Public Excluded Minutes of the Council meetings
2015 be taken as read and verified as an accurate and correct record of the

eld on 27 August

Cr Belsham / Cr N Carried

Mavyor’s report

His Worship the Mayor spoke to his tabled report, hi ecent trip to Melbourne
(with the Mayor of Palmerston North) to speak wi i delegation and their
subsequent visit to the region. Thi nity to highlight several
investment opportunities.

File Ref 3-EP-3-5

il’s meeting on 27 August 2015 be received.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr McManaway. Carried

d this was a significant milestone for the Council. The year’s financial results
e od (although in part this was the result of slower than anticipated progress with
major projects such as the Bulls wastewater plants). The non-financial results were not quite
so good, but in part this was due to some anomalies with the measures set in the 2012/22
Long Term Plan.

He noted that the tabled memo on changes since the ‘audit draft’ of the report had been
circulated mentioned the transgression at the Mangaweka water treatment plant and would
look to see improved processes to ensure such non-compliance did not recur.

Mr Webby conveyed an apology from Ms Debbie Perera, Audit Director, who had expected
to be present as well. He presented the unmodified opinions for both the Annual Report
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and Summary Annual Report and acknowledged the good working relationship with Council
during the audit process. He explained the way in which damage to the roading network
from the 20-21 June rainfall event was handled in the financial statements. It wasn’t
practical to undertake a revaluation.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/267 File Ref 5-FR-1

That the Mayor and Chief Executive be authorised to sign the letters of representation
addressed to the Council’s auditor for the year ended 30 June 2015.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/268 File Ref
That the Annual Report 2014/15 (and the Summary Annual Repor

9 Administrative matters

Mr McNeil spoke to his report and re
Resolved minute number 5-EX-4

That the report ‘Administrative m

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Aslett. Carried

15/RDC/270 File Ref 5-EX-4

( hélp‘“‘give effect to the Regional Growth Study by emphasising collaboration
on between all councils within the Horizons region as detailed in the letter
ust 2015 from the Group Manager Corporate and Governance.

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried
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Resolved minute number 15/RDC/271 File Ref 5-EX-4

That consideration of the applications for rates remission (associated with the June 2015
weather event) be undertaken by a sub-group of Elected Members - being His Worship the
Mayor and Councillors McManaway and Peke-Mason, with that consideration to occur after
the Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Disaster Relief Trust had™ completed its process for the
allocation of funding targeted at assisting rural property recovery, and that the sub-group
present its recommendations to the Council meeting on 29 October 2015.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/272 File Ref

That Council adopts without amendment the interim gu ones in Council

parks.

slett / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Motion

That a scholarship of $1,000 e
attending Nga Tawa and Tura

Cr Ash / Cr Belsham. Lost

15/RDC/273 File Ref 5-EX-4

L f $1,000 each be made available to Rangitikei College and two to
ol, with His Worship the Mayor being invited to participate in the

Cr McManaway / Cr Gordon. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/274 File Ref 5-EX-4

That a report on options for rewarding excellence by the District's young people be provided
to Council's meeting on 25 February 2016.

Cr Aslett / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried
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Resolved minute number 15/RDC/275 File Ref 5-EX-4

That any objections to the proposed road closures for the Hunterville Huntaway Festival,
Marton Market Day, the Bulls Christmas Parade and the Taihape Christmas Parade be
considered and determined by the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Chief Executive.

Cr Sheridan / Cr McManaway. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/276 File Ref

That the proposed policies on remitting fees for exclusive use cf co
building consents be adopted without amendment.

nded so that the separate hire of
er in Taihape, the foyer in Marton
'm at Marton is at half the full hall hire
rate.

Cr Sheridan / Cr Belsham. Carried

15/RDC/278 File Ref 5-EX-4

00% of the internal processing costs for the resource consent needed
of the preparation of the logging operations of the Te Rangi Pai

His Worship the Mayor / Cr McManaway. Carried

The recently completed crossing by Marton’s Centennial Park was discussed. Elected
Members expressed concern about pedestrians not understanding that they did not have
right-of-way. The signage needs to be clear.
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10

11

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/279 File Ref 5-EX-4

That delegation be given to the Assets/Infrastructure Committee to address the crossing by
Centennial Park so that pedestrians have the right of way.

Cr Belsham / His Worship the Mayor. Carried.

Extreme rainfall event, 20-21 June 2015

Mr McNeil made a presentation to the meeting covering a review of Co
recovery activities and operations relating to the extreme rainfall du
The purpose of the review was to consider what went well and what",
were for improvement. The review process included meetings with Emr
Centre staff, field/operations staff, public and residents in aff?%i:&

presentation is appended to these minutes.

response and
21 June 2015.
ities there
erations
y of the

The issues and actions identified in the review will
progressed as part of the Emergency Management v

June 2015 Flood Event “Review of Res;
at the end of the minutes.

The meeting adjourned at 3.07pm/3.23pm

Pre-feasibility study l. rural water supply scheme
between Marton and | ‘

he pre-feasibility study of the potential rural water
d Hunterville had been circulated to Elected Members.
end of the month whether the project would proceed or not.
document.

to her report noting that the change in zoning for Turakina was not unique
areas in the district previously zoned rural settlement had been rezoned
reside 5 part of the review of the District Plan. Given the size of Turakina it was
possible to consult directly with the residents including adjoining rural properties.

She also outlined the approach which would be taken to ensure other similar communities
were aware of the proposed Amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw. If any of these
communities expressed an interest, a consultation process similar to that proposed for
Turakina would be used.

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/280 File Ref 1-DB-1-9
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That the report ‘Animal Control Bylaw amendment — Turakina’ be received.

Cr McManaway / Cr Peke-Mason. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/281 File Ref 1-DB-1-9

That Council adopts for consultation the amendments to the Animal Control Bylaw 2013 for
Turakina and endorses the engagement plan for that specific consultation and for seeking
expressions of interest for similar consultations in other small communities within the
District.

Cr McManaway / Cr

ected Members. Mr

Resolved minute number 5-CM-1: C1000

That the report ‘Award of contract istric e cleaning of Council buildings’ be
received. :

Cr Aslett / Cr Rainey. Carried

5/RDC/283 File Ref 5-CM-1: C1000

Cr Aslett / Cr Rainey. Carried
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Receipt of Committee minutes and resolutions to be confirmed

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/284 File Ref

That the minutes of the following meetings be received:

e Turakina Reserve Management Committee, 6 August 2015
e Turakina Community Committee, 6 August 2015
e Marton Community Committee, 12 August 2015

e Omatane Rural Water Supply Management Subcommittee, 12 Au

e Ratana Community Board, 18 August 2015 tabled

e Finance/Performance Committee, 27 August 2015
e Audit/Risk Committee, 1 September 2015

e Bulls Community Committee, 8 September 2015

e Assets/Infrastructure Committee, 10 September 20
e Planning/Policy Committee, 10 September 2015,
on / Cr Sheridan. Carried

Resolved minute number

That the following recomme
8 September 2015 be confi

15/BCC/039

Bulls Community Committee meeting of

That the Council i
bins.

ility of placing dog poo bags beside street side rubbish

His Worship the Mayor / Cr Ash. Carried

15/RDC/286 File Ref

wing recommendation from the Audit/Risk Committee meeting of 1 September
2015 be confirmed:

15/ARK/001

That the Audit/Risk Committee recommends to Council that the Committee’s approved
terms of reference be adopted subject to the addition of an annual review of its terms of
reference and delegations.

Cr Belsham / His Worship the Mayor. Carried
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15 Public excluded

Resolved minute number 15/RDC 287 File Ref

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

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

Item 1:  Process in finalising tender for District-wide roading contract
Iltem 2:  Annual performance review of the Chief Executive

The general subject of the matter to be considered while the p
for passing this resolution in relatlon to this matter and the spe i

this resolution are as follows:

General subject of the Ground(s) under

matter to be considered Section 48(1) for
passing of this
resolution

ltem 1 Section 48(1)(a)(i)

Process in finalising
tender for District-wide
roading contract

ation to carry on, without
prejudice or disadvantage negotiations
including commercial and industrial
negotiations) — sections 7(2)(c) and (i).

Briefing contains information where the | Section 48(1)(a)(i)
withholding of the information is
necessary to protect the privacy of
natural persons, including that of
deceased natural persons, and also to
maintain the effective conduct of public
affairs through the protection of
members, officers or employees of any
local authority for improper pressure or
harassment — section 7(2)(a) and (f).

performance

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
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Section 7 of the Act which would be prejudiced by the holding or the whole or the relevant

part of the proceedings of the meeting in public as specified above.

Cr Peke-Mason / Cr Ash. Carried

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/288 File Ref

Resolved minute number 15/RDC/289 File Ref

That Council move back into open meeting.

His Worship the Mayo

16 Lateitems

Nil
17 Future items for the agenda
Nil

18 Next meeting

19

Confirmed/Ch

Date:
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—~
A manawaTy-waNGANUI
N

Unawermices |

June 2015 Flood Event

Review of Response and Recovery
Activities/Operations

AHET I h

Overview

» Background

v

Response —focus, activities and issues
» Impacts
» Recovery —focus, activities and issues
» Key Findings

A | waxamATY- WG
—
_____ ¥
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Weather Warnings - MetService

» Heavy Rain Warnings received during Thurs
19 - Fri 20 June

+ Tararua Range — Northern Hills of Wellington —
Horowhenua Kapiti Coast

* Mount Taranaki— & Stratford

+ Central Hill Country — Tongariro National Park —
Kaimanawa Range

Rangitikei/Wanganui?

A i

Rainfall Return Intervals & Amounts

[Raintal Event June 2015 (19 - 21 June) || [Raintait Event June 2015 (19 - 21 June)
Returh Peciods of 48 Hosr Rainfall Maximoms N5 48 Mgur Raintalt Maximess W w
Norsoss Regen h/aN Horisens Reglon \'l-..'s
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Lower Whangaehu Valley

TERILR TR o AR AT

MANAWATY MANCAND
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Stopbank Damage

A MANARATY MANCANYY

—’

Land Slip

Assessment
(%/km?)

Slight < 1%
Moderate 1 -10%
Severe > 10%

Landslide severity
oare
o Sac it
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Regional Impact Assessment

* Asat21 August 2015
* Social - $1.6M
+ Economic— incl Primary Sector - $86 M
* Built - $82M
* Natural-$1.5M

» Total - $171M

A - e aate
A wumary- wascans

Response - 20 June

* Early Morning (lots of rain)
+ Wide-spread localised surface flooding/minor slips

+ RDC/Community response — property/access focus
(sand-bagging, clearing stormwater blockages,
road/slip clearing)

* Mid-Morning (still raining)
+ RDC EOC fully activated

* Rapid rise in river levels predicted
(Whangaehu/Turakina)
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Response - 20 June (2)

* Late-Morning (still raining)
+ Community Flood Response Plan activated —
Whangaehu/Turakina — direct contact with residents

Loss of communications (phones/internet) central
Marton — relocate EOC to Council Chambers

Self evacuations — Marton, Hunterville (Welfare centre)
* Early-Afternoon (still raining)
+ State Highway closures - flooding
RDC roads - widespread damage/slips
Tutaenui Stream over-topping

- & @?
Response - 20 June (3)

* Mid-Afternoon (still raining)

* Hunterville stabilised but isolated. Marton self-
evacuations continuing

* Late-Afternoon (still raining)
* SH1/SH3 closed (Marton) — no detours available

* Evening (still raining)

* Major flood prediction Whangaehu valley; Marton
flooding escalating — people safety paramount
__State of Emergency Declared
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Response — 20/21 June

* Evening/Night (Rain easing)
+ Army engaged to facilitate evacuation of Koitiata
* Facilitated evacuations in Marton
Hunterville alert reduced - welfare centre closed

SH 3 closed at Whangaehu (Village flooded — people
‘stuck’ in vehicles)

. Sunday 21 June &
Welfare assessment/support commenced \‘?@ﬁ
Road opening focus h

+ Assessment of water/wastewater systems
 People safety issues dealt with - State of Emergency lifted

&%,
Q.
n e

Response/Recovery — 22 June

* Welfare assessment/support coordination —
local/Rural Support/MSD. Isolated communities.

* Disaster Relief Trust activation

* Road opening continues

* Assessment of water/wastewater systems

» Skip bins/free dumping — Whangaehu/Marton
* Property assessment process started

‘ Overallassessment of im

e act — Government
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Recovery Phase

* Welfare support

* Rehoming evacuees

* Road opening

* Clean up

* Property assessments

* Overall assessment of impact — Government
coordinated

- & aﬁ?

Review — Response/Recovery
* EOC staff

* Community Meetings — Koitiata,
Makuhou, Marton, Hunterville,
Whangaehuresidents

* Council
What went well?
Issues/opportunities for improvement?
" e e A e ‘.\,-_ e = ;( T
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Review — What went well

Volunteers— Fire and community (sand-
bagging, welfare, evacuations, etc)

Alternate EOC availability
Social media connectedness

Police presence in EOC

Roadingcontractor responsiveness
Staff

ngagement/responsiveness

) S

Review — Issues

* Communications e Solutions

* VHF System —some * Weekly checks/Routine
community radios not monitoring
functional; no/location of + 2" Repeater option

radios; repeater damaged « VHF atRDCHQ

* Loss of Internet/Mobile e Redundancy of comms part

s?rwce s of UFB proposal
RIVfl’rl;‘e_Vd bt * Separate access/system for
A EOC use - add Tutaenui?

* . Field capture/Immediate
notification/update

crash/incomplete
* Timeliness of information
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Review — Issues

* Operations * Solutions
* Regional EMC members not * Review membership
available * Increase staff involvement/
* EOCresourcing limited secondment arrangements
* Inconsistent use of/access * EOCupgrade (systems/
to resources (maps, plans, equipment)
forms, etc) * Greater use of EMIS
* Insufficient sand-bags * Increase stores of sandbags
* Staff Identification * Marked Hi-Viz vests
* No updated local directory * Create/maintain contact

of contacts (business)

gy S

directory (EMIS)

LR - 23

-~ @& &?

Review — Issues

* Welfare * Solutions

* ‘GetReady, GetThru’ message * Local/regional promotion of
not as widely known ‘self-help’ message

* Bettercoordination of cross- * More formal briefings with
boundary matters(e.g. notice WanganuiDC
of self-evacuations) * Review resourcing

¢ Abilityto manage Marton arrangements
welfare centre + Develop local ‘took-kit’ (e.g.

* Extentof ‘self-help’ resources Koitiata)
in small communities » Formalise local welfare

¢ No local welfarecommittee committee/support agencies
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Review — Issues

* Other Issues * Solutions

* Consistency/timingofBuilding ¢ Standard forms, maps, calling
assessments/notifications cards, start earlier

* Community liaisonreps * Formalise as partof EMC/EOC

* Fewsilt/debris dump sites activities

*» Risk mitigation Whangaehu/ * Identify newsites
Kauangaroa * Convene working group—all

* Governmentagency of Government approach @
communications * Liaison officers appointed to

* Tutaenuiflood protection each affected area?

performance +Marton * Review of Tutaenuischeme
stormwater system (HRC) & Marton S/water LOS

Other Matters

* Increased Government Funding- $2.6M
+ $1.28M (farmers) - Regional Disaster Relief Trust
+ $400K - resilience
+ $457K - Rural Recovery Co-ord/Rural Support Trusts
+ $500k — Enhanced Taskforce Green
* NZTA Enhanced Emergency FAR
* Revised damage estimate = $12 Million
* Estimated local share = $2.6M (over 2 years)

* Rates Remission—2015/16 >$530k rates revenue
from affected areas
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REPORT

SUBJECT: Administrative matters - October 2015

TO: Council

FROM: Ross McNeil, Chief Executive

DATE: 21 October 2015

FILE: 5-EX-4

1 Proposed membership of the advisory group for the Marton wastewater

treatment plant upgrade

1.1 Following discussion with the Mayor and Deputy Mayor, several people have
been identified as potential members of the proposed advisory group for the
Marton wastewater treatment plant upgrade. Further work is underway to
identify additional potential members, and a list of recommended members
may be tabled at the meeting for consideration and confirmation.

1.2  The proposed terms of reference for the advisory group are attached as
Appendix 1. They are modelled on those used for the reference group
convened to advise on the upgrade of the Marton water supply project in 2009.

2 Rates remission

2.1 At the Council meeting on 1 October 2015 it was resolved that a sub-group of
Councillors would meet to consider rates remission applications associated with
the June 2015 weather event and submit their recommendations to the Council
meeting on 29 October 2015.> Because the Manawatu Wanganui Regional
Disaster Relief Trust is holding one more funding round it is prudent to wait
until the result of that funding round is known. Following a decision from the
Trust’s meeting the Council sub-group will meet to consider allocating the
Rangitikei District Council’s Mayoral funds and applications for rates remission.

2.2 As this sub-group will consider both the Mayoral relief funds and rates
remission it is proposed that Cr Lynne Sheridan be added to the sub-group. Cr
Sheridan was on the original group that considered the Mayoral Relief
applications.

! 15/RDC/271.

http://rdcmoss/RDCDoc/cman/EX/mant/Adminispg;&éV@Matters - October 2015.docx 1-8



2.3

3.1

3.2

4.1

4.2

It is the intention that this sub-group meet in mid-November and present its
recommendations to the Council meeting on 26 November 2015.

Implications of increased Bonny Glen landfill charges

Earlier this month, Council was advised of increased landfill charges to apply to
refuse sent from the Council’s waste transfer stations to the Bonny Glen
landfill. In part this increase reflects the increased charge (from 1 July 2015) to
MidWest Disposals for accepting leachate from the landfill at the Marton
wastewater plant. It also reflects the new monitoring and compliance regime
which applies under the new consent for the expanded landfill. The combined
effect of these, together with the applicable CPI adjustment, means the rate
has changed (effective from 1 October 2015) from $41.89 per tonne to $48.08
per tonne (plus GST). This increased cost (approximately $23,625) will be
charged back to Council by the contractor running the waste transfer stations.

One option for Council is to increase the charges for accepting refuse by around
15% (as shown in Appendix 2) so that there is no net impact on the waste
transfer stations budget for 2016/17. Alternatively, Council may prefer to
absorb some or all of the increase this year and review the fees next year
during preparation of the draft 2016/17 Annual Plan so that there is an
opportunity to engage with the community on the matter.

Waiver of entry charges for school children and pre-schoolers at the Marton
and Taihape swimming pools

During deliberation on submissions to ‘What’s the Plan Rangitikei...?” (the
consultation document for the 2015/25 Long Term Plan) Council agreed to
waive all entry fees to schools in the District using the Council swimming pools
and waive all entry fees for a pre-school child and an accompanying adult
provided they are attending a swim school lesson.?

The limitation of ‘a swim school lesson’ potentially rules out adults getting
involved in water play with pre-school children, an important component in
building their confidence. It also poses an issue for pools in setting times in
advance for such lessons. So far, Nicholls Swim Academy has allowed free
entry to the Marton Swim Centre for all pre-school children with an
accompanying adult and found that there is about a 30% increase in use, with
revenue holding up because of the attendance of other adults. On that basis, it
is suggested that Council amend its decision to allow free entry for all pre-
school children and an accompanying adult. The Taihape Swim Centre does not
open until November so, if Council agrees with this suggestion, there is

22015/25 Long Term Plan, p.119; Council, 14 May 2015:15/RDC/134: .... Council agrees to waive all entry fees to Schools in the
District; 15/RDC/135: .... Council agree to waive all entry fees for a pre-school child and an accompanying adult provided they are
attending a swim school lesson.

Council
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4.3

4.4

5.1

5.2

5.3

Council

sufficient time to clarify the Council’s expectations with the Trust and agree
what additional grant (if any) is needed to cover the potential loss of entry fees
from pre-school children.

Nicholls Swim Academy has also suggested that Council’s decision regarding
entry charges for school children be modified so that it covers attendance at a
swim school lesson. This means that children attending a school which does
not have a learning programme in either Taihape or Marton Pool during school
time have some incentive to gain greater swimming competence. In Marton
there is a revenue-sharing arrangement in place with the Council; this is not the
case in Taihape, but there only two schools which do not have regular
programmes during school hours so the impact on the Trust’s revenue would
be minimal.

A recommendation to modify Council’s resolutions on 14 May 2015 is included.

Town centre plan update

Taihape

The Mayor and the Chief Executive have had a second meeting with the Chair
of the Taihape Community Board to discuss the best basis of Council support
for the projects identified in the Town Centre Plan and the feasibility of
involving local young people in the process. This meeting has confirmed that
Taihape will not participate in the 7-Day Makeover process facilitated by
Creative Communities. The project involving young people will be incorporated
into the Marton 7-Day Makeover process.

An initial meeting has been held with the Principal, Taihape Area School,
seeking his support for a 3" party partnership lease between the Ministry of
Education and Council, meaning that the school facilities (those that are
identified) will be available for community use. A further meeting will be held
with the Board of Trustees on Wednesday, 28 October 2015.

Following a recommendation of the Taihape Community Board (TCB), Council
staff have been in discussions with the New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA)
regarding obtaining a licence to occupy unused NZTA property on State
Highway 1 (SH1) opposite the Gretna Hotel. The TCB are proposing a
‘community makeover’ for this property, and the licence to occupy would
secure access to the property for that purpose. NZTA have advised that
longstanding plans for the upgrading of that section of SH1 are currently being
reconsidered for implementation. A decision on that is expected before
Christmas, within any approved upgrade works scheduled for 2016/17. Should
an upgrade proceed it is expected that there will be associated
beautification/landscaping incorporated in the works, with community input
into that process.
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5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

6.1

6.2

Council

Progress is continuing on identifying a suitable means of irrigation, and
investigating the concept of mobile grandstand(s) for Memorial Park.

Marton

The Marton Placemaking Group met on 1 October 2015. The group discussed a
range of ideas and projects they would like to complete within Marton. The
dates for the 7-Day Makeover process are being confirmed for early February
2016.

Bulls

Dates for the 7-Day Makeover process have been confirmed for 1-7 February
2016. An information night will be held in December on a date yet to be
confirmed. The cube project is ongoing and expected to be completed soon.

Hunterville

The Hunterville Town Centre Plan group remains committed to their place-
making projects throughout the town, particularly heading into the warmer
weather.

Turakina

The Turakina Community Committee agreed at its 1 October 2015 meeting to
support David Engwicht running a placemaking process in Turakina and is
prepared to lead the process of community engagement. A date is yet to be
confirmed for the workshop.

Mangaweka

Mangaweka are still supportive of a 1-Day Exploring Possibilities workshop. A
date is yet to be confirmed.

Ratana

The Ratana Community Board confirmed their desire to have the 1-Day
Exploring Possibilities workshop on 30 January 2015. This date has been
confirmed.

Proposed notices under the Food Act 2014

Local Government New Zealand recently provide advice of the proposed
notices under the Food Act 2014 developed by officials within the Ministry for
Primary Industries. Comment is due with the Ministry by 30 October 2015.

Rangitikei is a member of a cluster of regional environmental health officers
who have examined the notices. They support the Ministry’s approach but will
be making suggestions for improvements. An instance of this is greater clarity
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7.1

7.2

8.1

8.2

9.1

Council

around testing requirements and treatment options for food-handling
businesses which rely on water outside urban reticulated systems.

MW LASS update

At the meeting of MW LASS Directors earlier this month, progress with three
feasibility projects was reviewed. These are a regional building control
authority, a common policy framework (particularly relating to resource
management planning issues, but potentially with a wider reach into policies
made under the Local Government Act 2002) and a joint approach to the
service reviews required under section 17A Local Government Act 2002. All
have potential to reduce duplicated effort and improve processes within
member councils, and thus provide better value to the community. These are
acknowledged as worthwhile projects, but have been referred to the regional
Chief Executives’ Group to allow for the participation of Palmerston North City
Council, which is not currently a MW LASS member.

One anticipated outcome from the successful implementation of Debt
Management Central is the adoption by all member councils of a common
Terms of Trade. These are likely to be finalised for adoption within the next
few months.

Proposed road closures

One new road closure is proposed, for the Marton Christmas Parade on 5
December 2015, being run by the Jaycees, from 3.00 pm. The requested
closures (from 1.00 pm to 4.00 pm) are Follet Street (from William Street), and
Broadway from Follet Street to High Street. The remainder of the route, from
Broadway into Morris Street, to Stewart Street, to High Street, and back into
Broadway will be under traffic management control just for the times needed
for the parade.

As with other applications, should there be any objections, it is suggested that a
decision is made by the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Chief Executive.

Recommendations from the Ratana Community Board

A combination of circumstances meant that the last scheduled meeting of the
Ratana Community Board (on 20 October 2015) was unable to secure and
maintain a quorum. However, there were a number of matters which needed
some action, and the members present (together with Ratana’s representative
on Te Roopu Ahi Kaa) endeavoured to do that. While these proceedings will be
confirmed at the Board’s next scheduled meeting (15 December 2015), there
are two matters where earlier Council decision is needed. The
recommendations from those Board members present have been confirmed by
email with other members so that Council may feel confident that the
recommendations will be upheld at the Board’s next meeting.
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9.2

10

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

10.5

11

111

11.2

11.3

Council

The first matter concerns the implementation of recycling facilities at the waste
transfer station and consideration of the opening hours and incidence of fly
tipping. A report from Council’s Solid Waste Officer was prepared for the
meeting and the recommendations are those in that report. The second
concerns a mural painting proposal for the two bus shelters on Ratana Road,
involving rangatahi in the Paa led by artists at Massey. Board members
considered that a financial contribution of $S500 could fall within the scope of
the Maori Community Development Fund, which has $1,000 unallocated
assuming Council agrees to the recommendation from Te Roopu Ahi Kaa to
allocate $14,000 to Ngati Hauiti’s proposed programme. The Board does not
have a small projects fund to support this type of initiative.

Staffing

Janis West has been appointed as interim Team Leader Financial Services over
the next five months, pending a review of the position and recruitment. During
this time Ngaire Davison is overseeing the Marton office Customer Services
team.

From 19 October 2015, Samantha Whitcombe resumed her role as Governance
Administrator on a part-time basis, with Laura Richards employed until
February 2016 to assist, primarily with the recording of Council and Committee
meetings. Priscilla Jeffery, who was covering Samantha’s parental leave,
finished on 16 October 2015.

Tayla Stewart has been engaged to assist with office tasks for a few weeks.

Applications for the new role Team leader Information Services close on 30
October 2015. Also closing on that date are applications for a twelve-month
fixed term appointment as Animal Control/Compliance Officer.

Within the Infrastructure Services Shared Services staff, Jesse Adams has
commenced as Asset Engineer Utilities and Kevin Whelan has resigned from his
role as Project Engineer Roading. Kevin’s last day will be 13 November 2015.

Recommendations
That the report ‘Administrative matters — September 2015’ be received.

That the advisory group for the Marton wastewater treatment plant upgrade
comprise the following people:

That Council adopts [as amended/without amendment] the terms of reference
for the advisory group for the Marton wastewater treatment plant upgrade,
and include these an appendix to the minutes of Council’s meeting of 29
October 2015.
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11.5

116

117

11.8

Council

That Cr Sheridan be included as a member of the Council’'s sub-group to
consider rates remission applications associated with the June 2015 weather
event.

That in response to the increase in charges to dispose of refuse from Council’s
waste transfer stations at the Bonny Glen landfill and the potential impact on
the charges for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations, Council

EITHER

a) increases the charges for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations
by an equivalent amount, effective from 2 November 2015

OR

b) increases the charges for accepting refuse at the waste transfer stations
by 50% of the equivalent amount, effective from 2 November 2015

OR

c) leaves the charges for accepting effuse at the waste transfer stations as
they are for 2015/16.

That in order to maximise opportunities for children and pre-schoolers to
increase their swimming competence without impacting on revenue to the pool
operators, Council

a) modifies resolution 15/RDC/134 (14 May 2015) by adding ‘and any
school child attending a swim school lesson outside school hours’, and

b) modifies resolution 15/RDC/135 (14 May 2015) by deleting ‘provided
they are attending a swim school lesson’.

That any objections to the proposed road closures for the Marton Christmas
Parade be considered and determined by the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Chief
Executive.

That the following proposals from the Ratana Community Board (from the
inquorate meeting on 21 October 2015, subsequently confirmed by emails from
Board members) be approved:

a. that Council -

i. authorise the installation of a converted shipping container located
inside the Ratana Waste Transfer Station site to allow additional
items to be recycled during opening hours, with capital funding
from the 2015/16 waste minimisation budget;
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ii. agree that the opening hours at the Ratana Waste Transfer Station
remain as they are (Wednesday 2.30pm-4.30pm and Saturday
9.00am — 12noon); and

iii. agree that the fly tipping issue at the Ratana Waste Transfer Station
continue to be managed as it is presently.

b) that $500 be granted towards the Mahi Toi (Bus shelters art project)
from the unallocated sum remaining in the Maori Community
Development Fund.

Ross McNeil
Chief Executive
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TERMS OF REFERENCE: MARTON WASTEWATER ADVISORY GROUP

Purpose

e To act as a “sounding board” for Council as it seeks to develop a strategy to
address quality issues for Marton’s wastewater treatment and disposal;

e To gain an understanding of the issues around Marton’s current wastewater
treatment and disposal;

e To gain an understanding of possible solutions (options) for Marton’s current
wastewater treatment and disposal;

e Torepresent a range of community views on desii

e Torepresent a range of community views on affor

e To make suggestions and/or recommendat

ble outcomes;
able outcomes; and
he Council.

Operation

n Council staff, which it
current and future

al information
knowledge of Mar
mmendations to Cou
: nformation;

e The Advisory Group will receive te
will evaluate and balance again
wastewater requirements, and make

puty Mayor representing the Council;

e Counci advisors to the Advisory Group but will not be members.

Resourcing

e No budget will
members;

e The Council will provide secretarial support to the Advisory Group, including
taking minutes of meetings.

e allocated to this Advisory Group; no payments will be made to

Page 46



Appendix 2

PPPPPP



Solid Waste

2015/2016 | 2015/2016

Charges — Marton

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 m long)

Large (deck up to 3.0 m long)

Overloads (loads greater than 1.5 m in
height)

Oversize (deck over 3.0 m long)

Overloads (loads greater than 1.5 min
height)

All subject to standard
weighbridge charge: |
$140.00322.08/ tonne
Minimum trailer charge less |
than 100 kg: $14.0012.00 |

2015/16
Charges — Taihape, Bulls, Ratana, Hunterville

Waste Transfer Station Accepted Refuse Refuse E__@*' n)
Rubbish bag $2.752-40 [T
Wheelie bin $13.0041-00 Z
Car boot $18.0045-80 |
Van/station-wagon $30.0026-00 G ,
Trucks Large trucks (3 tonne plus) are required to use the

weighbridge at Marton. Smaller trucks determined as

per Refuse or Green Waste trailer charges
Trailers
Small trailer (deck) $38.0033-00 |
Medium (deck up to 2.4 m long) $47.0041-00

Large (deck up to 3.0 m long)

Overloads (loads greater than 1.5 m in
height)

Plus $14.0022.00 on above |

Oversize (deck over 3.0 m long)

$140.00420.00 |

Overloads (loads greater than 1.5 m in
height)

*amended refuse charges applicable from 2 November 2015
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22 October 2015
File No: 3-OR-2

Lawrence Yule

President

Local Government New Zealand
P OBox 1214

Wellington 6140

Dear Lawrence

Improving New Zealand’s water, wastewater and stormwater.se

The Rangitikei District Council appreciates the opportunity to comment on the position paper.
national mfrastructure not only in dollar terms, .| ) se of their critical relationship to
mduvndual health, economic development, and resi

case for electricity or gas.

The Council supports the stance un
the nature of the water, waste
authorities. This approach is t

councils to work together on these matters However, we accept that there is a risk that there
will not be increasing engagement (indeed the reverse could happen) so that this approach
could fail. In addition, the Council is mindful of the Government’s clear preference for formality
in collaboration by local authorities, implying a clearly defined structural solution which
commits the whole sector. Option 2, the co-regulation approach, would certainly meet that
objective. The challenge in such an arrangement is to define where local authorities will accept
direction (and the consequent cost implications) and where local authorities will retain
discretion.
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As an example, Rangitikei District Council is currently considering whether to simply renew a
trickle-feed water supply to an area just south of Taihape which is a mix of residential and rural
properties or to upgrade the system to the standard of reticulated supply for the rest of
Taihape. That consideration involves consulting with the affected residents (in terms of their
view on the balance between delivering an increased level of service and requiring a financial
contribution to implement that) but also having regard for broader issues such as fire-fighting
capacity. A sector body may be viewed by both local authorities and the communities they
serve as at least an interested party providing information on comparable situations elsewhere
but possibly even as the arbiter in these types of decisions. Gaining a sector-wide
understanding of this tension will be a critical success factor for this approach, and the-Council
would hope to have the opportunity to participate in such discussions.

While the Council is supportive of the proposal to establish a Local Government Ri gency,
we are uncertain about option 3, i.e. assigning this Agency the key role ofﬁ’co ating and
leading a sector approach to the three waters. We think its role is more- W“‘”as% n whether

the risks in managing this infrastructure are properly understood - | e. mlt has;a monitoring role
but not a participatory role. Our preference (at least at this very anary stage) is that the
Local Government Risk Agency would have a relatlonshlp with' sulatory agency but not
be that agency.

| hope these comments are useful. The Council looks f

Yours sincerely

Andy Watson
ej District
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29 October 2015
File No: 3-OR-3-5

Scott Simpson

Chair

Local Government and Environment Committee
Parliament Buildings

Private Bag

Wellington 6140

By email: select.committees@parliament.govt.nz

Dear Scott
Building (Pools) Amendment Bill

e opportunity to comment on this
: ¢ sistency over fencing of swimming
pools, and we endorse the reduced compliance %ts n both territorial authorities and those
who own pools.

We have afew suggestions or con ich:could improve the Bill further:

Definition of abode

1 The Council wonders whether the definition of ‘abode’ or ‘place of abode’ is too broad,
taking into e.intent is to prevent drowning of pre-school children in
residentia .“To include hospices and boarding houses seems unnecessary.

vant territorial authority within six months of enactment. This has a further
advantage of reducing implementation costs for councils.

Standard inspection fee

3 Council wonders whether this national standard-setting approach would be best
associated with a standard fee, just as is done with liquor licensing. We are aware that
there is a case for local fee-setting but as the nature of inspection will be similar
whichever local authority is undertaking the task, the fee is likely to be more
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controversial if it varies between councils. The revenue earned should remain with
councils.

We also consider that if there were not to be a requirement for pool owners to notify
councils, it could be productive for the Bill to provide that the initial inspection fee
(however set) to be waived. We think that this will further ensure that all pools within
scope are identified and inspected.

Disclosure by those selling second-hand pools

5

I hope these comments are useful to the Committee.

Yours sincerely

Andy Watson
Mayor of the Rangitikei District

The Bill focusses on the first point of sale for a pool. However, there is a market for
second-hand pools and there is a risk that those newly acquiring suc

simple disclosure to the relevant territorial authority when a pOQ&%M%tﬁhl he scope of
o . i F / - '“‘m’% )

the Bill is sold. e £

< 1
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Ministry for Primary Industries ’f .
Manatt Ahu Matua

Irrigation Acceleration Fund (IAFTAppIication Form

Section 1: Programme Summary

Type of proposal

Community Water Infrastructure Development

Title of the programme k Water Scheme

Name of the main applicant

Other involved parties

| Estimated total programme cost (excl GST)

Amount of IAF funding sought (excl GST)

Programme time frame be confirmed)

ons and direction from the Rangitikei District Strategic Water
rural water supply scheme (irrigation/stock water) in the
community water supply assets; decentralising the water source(s) Hunterville rural
| the southern Hunterville water scheme area from a new Tutaenui water scheme.

The outcome o roject i i t inform on to support council and community decision-making in relation to proceeding
with a full feasibility s ation/rural water scheme, and the decentralisation and intensification of the Hunterville rural
water scheme. The fo with the purpose of the IAF to support sustainable economic growth in the agricultural

The main elements of the propose

1. Further investigating and supply/capacity options for both Tutaenui and Hunterville Schemes

2. Tutaenui scheme: Undertakmg preliminary demand calculations and identifying regulatory requirements covering a range of realistic
irrigation/stock water scenarios,

3. Hunterville rural water scheme: Assessing flow characteristics of alternate/additional water sources, identifying regulatory
requirements for securing those sources and modelling the decentralisation of the scheme, including the reallocation of the
Hunterville town supply for agricultural purposes and the scope/demand for introducing an irrigation component to the scheme.

4. Developing preliminary design options based on the assessments undertaken in 1. and 2. above

Undertaking preliminary economic impact assessment of the design scenarios identified via 3. Above

6. Engaging with farmers and local/regional stakeholders to quantify real interest in and support for a new Tutaenui scheme and the
utilisation of any significant additional water resource arising from a rationalisation of the Hunterville scheme

7. Preparing a proposal for a full feasibility study for a new community irrigation scheme (subject to the outcomes of this pre-feasibility
study supporting such an approach).

o

This programme of work is a high priority for delivery of Council, community and regional goals. It presents an opportunity to gain direct benefi t
from the RDSWA project and makes a significant contribution to an achievable goal of doubling the District's agricultural exports.
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Section 2: How to complete this docume

2.1 Two phase application process

A two phase process is involved in applying to the IAF. In the Phase 1 Application, applicants must describe how the
proposed programme meets the IAF criteria and provide an approximate work programme and indicative costs. The
Ministry for Primary Industries (MPI) and the Expert Advisory Panel will use the information provided in the Phase 1
Application to determine which proposals should be developed into a business plan or detailed work programme. The
development of the business plan or detailed work programme is referred to as the Phase 2 Application.

It is essential that you provide all the information requested as fully and completely.as you can. Incomplete proposals
cannot be assessed.

2.2 Sections to be completed
Phase 1 Application

e Irrigation Scheme Development - for funding of regional water infrastructure and community irrigation scheme
development, and irrigation scheme upgrade and/or expansion complete sections 4, 6.2, 7 and 8.

e Strategic Water Management Studies - for funding of strategic water management studies complete sections
5,6.2, 7 and 8.

Phase 2 Application

e Irrigation Scheme Development — provide a detailed work programme in section 4.5 and complete 6.2 and
6.3 with more accurate costings.

e Strategic Water Management Studies - provide a detailed work programme in section 5.5 and complete 6.2
and 6.3 with more accurate costings.

2.3 How to complete this form

e Type your answer into each answer space in each section. The answer spaces will expand to fit the amount of text
you need to answer each question. They are not a guide to the expected size of your answer..

e You are.encouraged to provide a stand alone document that clearly sets out the nature of the proposal and the work
involved, and to reference specific parts of it in the application form. However, the completed application form should
provide sufficient information and context to be understood by third party readers without detailed previous knowledge
of your scheme or locality.

e For sections that must be completed multiple times (e.g. one for each funder), copy and paste the table or click on the
link to add & new table.

o Complete the checklist to ensure you have attached all required supplementary information.

Once you have completed this fbrm:

o Email a copy of the completed proposal to iaf@mpi.govt.nz; and
o Post 4 copies of the completed proposal, with the declaration signed by each co-investor, and all attachments to:
IAF
MPI Policy
PO Box 2526
Wellington 6140

Questions
If you have any questions please call Kevin Steel, IAF Manager, on 04 894 0609 or email iaf@mpi.govt.nz.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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2.4 Steps in the process leading to the investment of IAF funds

Phase 1 Application Pre-Proposal/Concept — Development

o Applicants develop initial concept.
e Applicants may discuss concept with IAF team and prepare draft proposal.
e Application submitted to MPI.

1. Proposal — Phase 1 Assessment

e MPI seeks specialist input and advice from the Expert Advisory Panel.

o MPI assesses proposal against IAF rules and criteria.

° MPI decides to decline, approve, or request a resubmission of the

- =

Feedback to
applicants (re-submit
following specific
amendments).

Request
resubmission

Feedback to Appreis ’
Q
applicants - ; e
D h
(end of process) i b _

Phase 2 Application 2. Comprehensive proposal — Development

o MPI earmarks indicative funding for |

ork plan

e Applicants complete a comprehensive |
e Applicants submit this proﬁpqsﬁalldertailerd \

3. Comprehensive proposal / Detailed Work Plan — Phase 2 Assessment
riteria. MP| seeks specialist advice from the Expert

der to make its funding recommendations.

4, Decision Makihg

endation irector-General MPI.
pprove or decline funding for each proposal.

5. Contracting

o Contracts are en required to implement the comprehensive proposals/business plans.

6. Implementation

e In all cases MPI will take an active role in monitoring progress against agreed milestones and critical stop/go
decision points.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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Section 3: Glossary

Audited Self Management

Assessment Criteria

Applicant/ Applicant group

Business Plan

Co-investor

Collaboration

Community Irrigation
Scheme

Expert Advisory Panel

Good Industry
Management Practice

IAF Good Practice Guide
Investment Ready

Programme of work

Project

Deﬁmtlon

Audited self management (ASM) is a credible and transparent audlt system
designed to verify adherence to good management practice requirements.

The criteria that will be used by MPI to determine whether proposals will likely
meet the overall goal of IAF.

An organisation(s) that is putting forward the proposal and contributing cash to
the funding of the programme.

This incorporates:

o Business case components outline the context, strategic direction and
provide the compelling reasons for investment.

o Detailed work plan components describe how the business case will be
implemented. This wﬂl include a full description of a programme to be jointly
funded (by IAF and lmgaﬂon applicants) with milestones KPIs and showing
clear stop/go points.

A firm community group or other orgamsaﬁon that is contributing to the funding
ofa programme Co investors will generally make up the applicant group.

Genuine two-way engagements with the wider community when looking to
develop proposals. Where possible applicants should look to interest groups for

_active participation and innovation in formulating solutions and incorporate that
' active participation where practicable. Collaboration is more than simply
[ lnformmg or consultlng

A community irrigation scheme is a water supply system that is initiated,
developed and used by multiple members of a rural community, primarily for

irrigation.
A gféﬁp'of experts that MPI will use to provide specialist advice during the

assessment of proposals and ongoing management of IAF programmes.

; Methods or techniques found to be the most effective and practical means in
‘ achieving proiect deliverables while making the optimum use of resources.

A guiding document, developed in collaboration with industry and practitioners
that outlines standards and benchmarks to illustrate what good practice should
look iike Available on the IAF website.

A programme of work that develops fit for purpose technical, economic and
ﬁnanmal information that is sufficient to provide for due diligence and
commercial decisions on the part of potential water users and capital investors.

The suite of projects that are to be jointly funded and carried out by the Crown
and the co-investors.

A programme may include a range of work from pre-feasibility up to the release
of a prospectus for the construction of an irrigation scheme or it may cover a
narrower range of work such as that for upgrading and/or expanding irrigation
schemes or strategic water management studies.

A discrete piece of work to be carried out as part of a wider programme.

In the case of smaller infrastructure projects or strategic water studies these
may be considered as milestones.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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Qualifying applicant ~ Contributions made by applicants that qualify to be matched by IAF funding.

- contributions

‘ Regional Rural Water Large scale regionally signiﬁc;é;f \Nétér Earvestiﬁg? étorage and distribution
~ Infrastructure - proposals.

 Strategic Water - A study that will assist with the development of regional approaches to

- Management Study ~ integrated water management, particularly the potential of rural irrigation-

 related infrastructure and improved water management in the rural sector. 1

O

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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Section 4: Programme description - Irrigation Scheme Development

Use this section to apply for funding of irrigation scheme proposals i.e.:
e Regional Water Infrastructure Development
e  Community Irrigation Scheme Development
e Upgrade and/or Expansion to Community Schemes.

See Section 5 for applying for funding of Strategic Water Management S

41 Programme title
41.1  Short working title of the programme

Pre-Feasibility Study for a proposed Tutaenui Community Irrigation/S h d Hunterville Rural Water
Scheme Decentralisation and Intensification

4.2 Programme objectives

421 Intended outcomes of proposed programme

unity decision-making in relation to

The outcome of this project.is g
) ecentralisation and intensification of

proceeding with a full feasi
the Hunterville rural wate

e |IAF to support sustainable economic growth in the
e Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Growth Study/Strategy

ounts for approximately 0.2% of NZ's GDP, but the
ral sector (which accounts for around one-third of the
water resource for agriculture is essential for Rangitikei

(due fi

icularly
ble and sustain

atchment could also include a flood mitigation component. i.e. managing water
ould provide additional reservoir capacity in winter months when water use for
lower, or in circumstances when heavy rain warnings are issued by the
anaged water level reduction.

agriculture/farming pu
MetService and timefra

4.3 Programme details

43.1 Programme overview

The purpose of this project is to further investigate and test the recommendations and direction from the Rangitikei
District Strategic Water Assessment (RDSWA) project: specifically, the potential for establishing a rural water supply
scheme (irrigation/stock water) in the Tutaenui/northern Marton area utilising/linking unused/underused community water
supply assets; decentralising the water source(s) for Hunterville rural water scheme and its potential intensification; and
servicing the southern Hunterville water scheme area from a new Tutaenui water scheme.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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The main elements of the proposed programme of work include:

1. Further investigating and testing supply/capacity options for both Tutaenui and Hunterville Schemes

2. Tutaenui scheme: Undertaking preliminary demand calculations and identifying regulatory requirements
covering a range of realistic irrigation/stock water scenarios,

3. Hunterville rural water scheme: Assessing flow characteristics of alternate/additional water sources, identifying
regulatory requirements for securing those sources and modelling the decentralisation of the scheme, including
the reallocation of the Hunterville town supply for agricultural purposes and the scope/demand for introducing an
irrigation component to the scheme.

4. Developing preliminary design options based on the assessments undertaken in 1. and 2. above

Undertaking preliminary economic impact assessment of the design scenarios identified via 3. Above

6. Engaging with farmers and local/regional stakeholders to quantify real interest in and support for a new Tutaenui
scheme and the utilisation of any significant additional water resource arising from a rationalisation of the
Hunterville scheme

7. Preparing a proposal for a full feasibility study for a new community irrigation scheme (subject to the outcomes
of this pre-feasibility study supporting such an approach).

o

This programme of work is a high priority for delivery of Coungil, community and regional-goals. It presents an
opportunity to gain direct benefit from the RDSWA projectand makes a significant contribution to an achievable goal of
doubling the District's agricultural exports.

4.3.2 Provide information where known on: water source; scheme type/design; method of water distribution; proposed
irrigable area (ha); number of properties to he irrigated; current and proposed mix of land uses in are to be irrigated. Attach
maps where available.

The proposed Tutaenui community irrigation/rural water scheme would utilise the existing Marton town water supply raw water
reservoirs (dams), existing bores (2), and a historical {now unused) fown supply reservoir {dam). Preliminary assessment has shown
that the existing raw water main to the municipal treatment'plant appears to-be capable of carrying significantly higher volumes than
required for town supply needs:A treated water main replacement programme is:progressively moving to a new main, leaving the old
water main free for consideration as part of this project. Consideration will need to be given to the cost/practicality/efficacy of
completely separating thé two schemes (rural supply/town supply.or' whether it is prudent to retain some common elements).

A preliminary assessment of the capacity of the Marton (Tutaenui) raw water dams has identified storage of more than 915,000 m?,
which represents almost 100 days supply based on peak daily demand levels for Marton (peak daily demand is around 38% higher
than average daily demand). The two existing bores:were developed as:‘back-up’ supplies for Marton in the event the main supply
failed. The estimated combined capacity of the bores is 4000 m*/day (i.e. 2 x 2000m*day). The existing consent for one of these
bores limits its use to emergency purposes only.

Thispreliminary assessment has indicated that the expected water demand for irrigation over 1000 hectares is likely to stress the
current spare water resource available. On that basis irrigating an area of this scale and larger will require additional water availability,
but that could.be provided by way of an additional bore and/or raising the height of the existing dams. Aside from the engineering
considerations, any proposal to increase the height of the dams will necessitate the appropriate consents being obtained.

The decentralisation/rationalisation of the'vﬁun'_terville Rural Water Scheme is based around:

1. Removing the Hunterville town supply component through the provision of a separate independent quality water source for
that community; :

2. Investigating the flow/capacity of streams at the northern end of the Scheme, and the associated regulatory (consent)
implications/requirements, as potential sources to supplement/replace the Rangitikei River as the main source for the
scheme;

3. Quantifying the additional water resource that might arise from the decentralisation/rationalisation of the Hunterville Scheme
and be available for reallocation, and investigate the agricultural options for using this ‘surplus’ water, including irrigation
opportunities.

The Hunterville Scheme currently provides stock water across an area of approximately 61,000 hectares (160 farms). Within the
Scheme there is already 1000 hectares under irrigation, where water is sourced predominantly directly from the Rangitikei River. A
preliminary assessment of the topography across the Scheme area indicates an additional 5000-10000 hectares has having irrigation
potential. Further assessment, such as soil type, land class/use, nutrient loss and economic implications, will need to be undertaken
as part of this project in order to confirm irrigable land suitability within the Scheme area.

A preliminary assessment of options for establishing a stand-alone Hunterville Town water supply has been undertaken. That

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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assessment has shown that a viable, cost-effective option (a new local bore) is available and application has been made to the
Ministry of Health for funding the new water supply. Ministry of Health funding has been approved, but the work will not proceed on a
Hunterville town supply before the proposed assessment/review of the Hunterville rural scheme has been completed

Maps showing both the proposed indicative Tutaenui Scheme area and existing Hunterville Scheme area are attached.

4.3.3 Provide information on: any previous studies/work completed in relation to this proposal; their outcomes; and how
they were funded.

The RDSWA project (jointly funded by MPI and RDC) identified scope for this project, and this proposal draws on that work and the
recommendations arising from it.

There has been a previous study (2004) on a possible rural water supply scheme in the
south), but this was not progressed because of cost implications. The study area did.in
unrestrlcted use bore now in place It w1II be important that thls prolect draws on

er southern Rangitikei area (Marton area
the Tutaenui area, but pre-dates the
ions of that previous study. While the
ope that was too broad, and thus an inability
to deliver an effective and affordable option for RDC and landowners/farm of the IAF process provides critical
milestone checks to be cleared before proposals can proceed to a final procure ge, so the effective management of
this project will help ensure only realistic options are identified, robus iate, supported for further investigation
(i.e. full feasibility assessment) . g

4.4 Criteria

b
tis required to meet the criteria.

441 The use of collaborative processes

luded both stakeholder governance oversight and
e&@gt a similar approach be adopted in support of this project,
§Wﬁ§groject be involved/engaged throughout this project where
yfi?s;?}rseen/guided by a committee of user/farmer representatives and a RDC elected
For this project it is proposed that a stakeholder group be established that is
y N
v j W{gg includi downer representatives from across the entire geographic area). The
me Commlttee were mvo‘ied with the RQSWA project and are aware of the recommendations to

‘ » e lines indicated in this application.

A public meeting of % rs in the wider T taenm area was called in late March 2015 to outline the proposal to mvesngate a
community irrigation/rural aie_[ scheme;

approximately 30 attending iﬁ'éémeetl_ “The
investigation.

Should this project proceed, it is mten ed at the outset to development a ‘factsheet’ about the project (the what, why, when, how,
who, etc) and distribute it directly to the landowners in the geographic area covered. Where appropriate and for continuity
benefit/leverage, the key advisors (e.g. AgResearch, Horizons Regional Council - HRC) used during the RDSWA project would be
engaged. HRC technical assistance, which has been offered, will be vital in assessing/understanding the application/implications of
the One Plan regional policy statement/plan.

Given this project will need to explore consenting/regulatory requirements, it will be important that Horizons Regional Council retains
its independent regulatory role. However, it will be appropriate for HRC elected member involvement on a governance/advisory
group.

Equally important will be the engagement with Iwi throughout this project and beyond. The geographic area covered by this project
spans the rohe of at least 3 or 4 local Iwi, and each will engaged through this process. Council’s Iwi standing committee (Te Roopu
Ahi Kaa) has representation from all Iwi within the District, so involving the Committee in this project is a given. As with the RDSWA,
there Iwi representation on the governance/advisory group

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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442 Demonstrated commitment to Good Industry Management Practice

A key element of the RDSWA project has been the ! N and communice f aspects of good practice when it comes to
irrigation development, operation and water manageme through this project, and future
phases, so that farmers/landown well informed and ready before

While the future owners ’ f ar is'a matter for a future t phase, it is expected that the
requirement for good prac i i \ 1anages these schemes. Good industry practice is an evolving
f future consideration.

The HRC One Plan is a  framework against which this proposal will need to be assessed and tested. The
nutrient loss parameters of the ean this project would be crucial in translating and evaluating the application of the
regulatory limits across a wider g al area (i.e. at catchment/sub-catchment level as opposed to single farm property basis).
This approach will help define sustainable limits at a practical level, thus ensuring positive environmental and cultural outcomes

through minimising nutrient run-off into natural waters.

The sustainable use and management of the natural water resource is covered by the Horizons Regional Council One Plan, and the
involvement of HRC as regulatory/technical advisors to the project will help ensure that the identification, assessment and evaluation
- of options occurs within the framework set.

The July 2015 Manawatu-Whanganui Regional Growth Study (RGS) identifies land use intensification as a key opportunity for
Rangitikei District. This opportunity is based on enabling high quality land being utilised to its full potential (within environmental
limits) primarily through irrigation, with diary, arable and other farming types explicitly noted. In addition, the RGS identifies “getting
more out of the rich and extensive hill country resource” through on-farm productivity improvement as a major and achievable

- opportunity. Water security/availability and smart use is central to further productivity gains in sheep and beef farming.

- The RDSWA case studies have shown that in some areas the application of irrigation to enable increasing productivity can readily

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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occur within the scope of the One Plan, while in other cases expected nutrient loses mean agricultural intensification under irrigation
falls outside the permitted activity status framework of the One Plan. Through this pre-feasibility project, any potential conflicts with
the current and likely future planning regime can be identified within the scope area, tested and managed/mitigated as appropriate.
Above all, this project will need to demonstrate that there are no fatal conflicts between irrigation-supported agricultural intensification
and planning requirements (current/future). On that basis this project also provides a practical opportunity to further test the notion
that land-use intensification through the availability and strategic use of water can occur and meet the intended outcomes of the One
Plan, and particularly identify the circumstances/parameters under which that compliance can be achieved.

444 Direct and indirect net economic benefits to New Zealand

Company scheme (stage 1), which suggests th
irrigable land, the North Otago scheme is of a si

Based on the research summarised in the NIU repor gg onab ar benefits would accrue from any irrigation
scheme(s) establish in the Rangitikei District. This is sup, ‘the F ' S dy, which identifies the Rangitikei District
as a prime candidate for land use mtensrf cation through roved water availabil im ough irrigation). However as stated
previously, the potential eco fits arising from the gévelopmen cal irrigati

tested through this prOJecb 'V“‘-t?! any local schenﬁ%%

ble to assume thatthre will still be significant economic benefits
n ef ts derived through irrigation.

almost exclusively as a stgqi;‘%ate, -
arising from improved stock water Ccess/avag ;

The RDSWA re;port and supporting proper
achrevabe icManay a, and Penc

and i productivity increases expected. In the case of the
g&&nt indicates an- dditional 2 tonnes per hectare yield (maize) is possible based on
away property assessment demonstrates an increased level of productivity (dairying) of more

an irrigal &scenano while the Mo}

than 20% (net up to $100,000 per anr
assocrated’ ﬁrgﬁreased access to s

ater were. -’subject to detailed assessment as part of the RDSWA project, so would
need to be evalu as part of this proj he RDSWf project highlighted the potential for Rangitikei District to support a range of
land uses/crops )eyond sheep/beef, dairying, cereal cropping, dairy support and forestry. However, further assessment is required to
determine what crops are best suited undﬁejag enhanced water access regime (particularly irrigation), and it is proposed that this
project undertake such a assessment within the context of the areas under consideration.

This project proposal is ber fvanced e probability that there will be a viable water supply scheme, with a significant irrigation
component. On that basis, the e"f'éﬁ ajor economic benefits will be derived once the new scheme is operational, but significant
local, regional and national econohﬁi nefit will be expected as part of any construction phase. However, RDSWA project and any
feasibility/pre-construction assessment work undertaken as a result of this proposal will have still economic benefit in terms of
promoting smart, sustainable water use and improved farming practice even if this proposal does not proceed to a construction
phase.

At a District level, this project and Regional Study provide realistic opportunities for growth against a back-drop of projected major
population change/decline. The recent intensification of farming on the Rangitikei Sand Country (south of Bulls) has highlighted the
economic benefits to that area of the District, manifested through the establishment of new businesses and increased numbers of
residents — both on and off farm. This is a positive trend we expect this project to help continue for other part of the District.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
Pag?065



445 Co-benefits

The Tutaenui catchment has been significantly modified through the establishment of the Marton B/C detention dams, which has
resulted in major alteration of the natural flow regime of the Tutaenui Stream. The catchment modification has occurred as part of a
low level flood management regime, and there are periods of the year (high summer) where there is often little or no flow in the
stream (although this is likely to have occurred naturally prior to the construction of the dams). The recent (June 2015) flood event
resulted in significant inundation of the Marton area as the Tutaenui Stream level rose well about the design limit of the flood
protection scheme. As previously mentioned these dams now also provide the basis for the municipal water supply to Marton.
Consideration of raising the height of the dams to provide additional water for agriculture is central to the assessment required as
part of this proposal. However, increasing water storage capacity at the head of the T i Stream provides an additional
opportunity to consider the benefits of flood protection through increased water ret and flow management, particularly during
winter months as well as ahead of any forecast heavy rainfall events. &

In addition increased water storage also provides a potential stream enhan

The potential to decentralise the Hunterville Ru
areas, provides the opportunity to consider re
operational costs of this method of abstraction a ‘
of gravity) have the potential to reduce these costs. Th
the rural scheme provides a wider social (public heal
agncultural purposes.

traction point from the Rangltlkel River. The
stablishing alternative sources (more reliant
Vlmg the Hunterwlle town water supply from

446  Programme nsks

conomic, environment and social/cultural risks - In
values, mitigate flood risks and support wider community

1ess/engagement — a mailing list of more than 100 property owners/ratepayers in the
tablished, which served the basis for the first community meeting held earlier this year. In
updates mentioned above, a direct mail project newsletter will be prepared at key milestone

project area has alre
addition, to the general p b
points.

4. Increased Project Costs — External resourcing costs will be managed through a formal competitive tender/contract process
where scope is clearly defined. Internal in-kind costs will be met within existing budgets, including budget provision
confirmed through the LTP process.

5. Lack of appropriately qualified/experienced advisors — a wide range of skills are available in-house (RDC and Horizons).
Additional expertise will be sourced through the tender process.

6.  Poor quality/timeliness (i.e. no delivery) — The skills required to successfully complete this project will be secured through
externalfinternal resourcing arrangements. An overall project plan with key milestones will be prepared, and form the basis
of reporting to RDC and MP!I. The project oversight will rest with the RDC Chief Executive. Any potential unplanned
changes in scope/delivery timeframes with subject to specific reporting and discussion with MPI.

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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447  Ability to deliver
Demonstrate where the capability to manage and conduct components (e.g. project management, financial, technical, community
engagement and collaboration) of the programme will be sourced from (e.g. project team members or contracted out -provide names

organisations where possible). Include how quality assurance systems, including supervision of contractors will be incorporated into
the project plan.

For irrigation scheme upgrade or expansion projects also provide information on the relevant experience and track record of the
key consultants and identify key personnel and the tasks they will undertake.

Strategic Project Management — Ross McNeil, Chief Executive, RDC
Project Operations Management/Contract Supervision — Joanna Saywell
Communications/Engagement — Carol Downs, Executive Officer, RDC

Consultants — It is expected that the majority of the work will be undertaken by suitably quahﬁed/expenenced consultants, who will be
appointed (in conjunction with MPI) through a competitive tender process

Note: Horizons Regional Council is undertaken to appoint a staff member as a technical/regulatory adwsor to the project, as well as
making specialist staff available to assist as required.

plemented to ensureth t monitoring and management of performance
Ar clude information on. members of the governance group and their

Describe the governance structure/s that wi_li'fi 8 i
and efficient and effective decision making occu
skills. )

The Rangitikei District elected Council will have the overall govemance responsibility formomtormg progress with this project. A
project governance/advisory group will be established, campnsmg Councd elected members and stakeholder representatives. The
members are (subject to conﬁ{mahcn . S

Bob Crawford — Chair, Hunterwlle Rural Water Supply Committee” + atfeast one other from that Committee
Brendan Williams — Tutaenui area farmer, crop 'ng and beef under arngahon

Chris Turner — Tutaenui area farmer, currenﬂy on Hunterwlle Rural Water Scheme but interested in expanding operations based on
the potential:of imganon

Grant Huwyfer Generai Manager Ngati Apa (or Chns Shenten Env:rcnmental Manager, Ngati Apa)
Bruce Gordon Chair Horizons Reglonal Council

Andy Watson Rangitikei Mayor

Dean McManaway, Rangitikei Deputy Mayor Farmer and Rural Contractor

Additional RDC elected member

Representative from Eeq Farmers

Outline the funding sources for the _rogramme costs and the ongoing costs once the programme is completed. Provide
supporting information that yourfundmg is confirmed (i.e. you have the funding now or a means to collect it during the life
of the programme) when you submit your application.

RDC has signalled funding for this work in the Long Term Plan, with funding available from 1 July 2015. The level of funding
available is based on a 50:50 funding partnership with MPI.

The cost of the proposed project has been provisionally estimated, but can only be confirmed on completion of the competitive
tender/request for proposal process (RFP).

Irrigation Acceleration Fund Application Form
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448

Adherence to good industry management practice

The proposed work programme is primarily of an investigative nature, and the proposed project governance/management approach
reflects that. The programme will be characterised and delivered as followed:

1.

Governance — the proposed Governance group has the appropriate skills/breadth of experience to oversee this proposed
pre-feasibility project. The Governance group will receive progress reports on the approved work programme, provide
direction in terms of achieving the outputs/outcomes inherent in the programme and ensure that all relevant stakeholders
have been identified and will be/are being engaged in accordance with t lunication plan.

Project Management — Strategic management of the project will be p the Chief Executive, Rangitikei District
Council. This will cover resource allocation, oversight of the develo ommunications plan and progress

to changing circumstances, particularly as the assessmen tion of i n occurs and any project risks.
Operational management of the project will sit within the A

Project communications will be defined as part of a
communications plan will be based around utilising

engagement with landowners/stakeholde 1 throughli n i ings. iII continue and
[ s a project partner, and cted to be part
. Federated Farmers) are key stakeholders and

of Governance and Project Manageme
will be represented on the Governance

Project mvestlgatlons this pre-feasibility

Irrigation Acceleratlon Fund Application Form
Page 6
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4.5 Project Details

4.5.1 Project details

In this section, provide details of the projects that make up, or may make up, the programme. A
For a Phase 1 Application provide the key project activities that make up the programme and in
For a Phase 2 Application provide a detailed work programme, with milestones and stop

oints, and as accurate as p

Project title Brief outline of the method(s) used to carry out  Indicate who will carry outthe  Timeframe of project, either how  Total cost Funding
project work many months after start of $ excl GST requested from
programme the project starts or IAF
an approximate start date, and $ excl GST
the duration

(sub projects)

Appomted Consultants in conjunctlon "

Pre- feasibility Demand calculation and modelling — based on A. $20,000

study — Tutaenui  pecentralising Hunterville rural scheme, remo

Irrigation/Stock Huntervuille town supply and reallocating S '

Water Scheme; agricultural purposes, including irrigat These sub-projects (demand
Hunterville Rural - proposed Tutaenui scheme, including assessment and supply investigation)
Water Scheme stock water scenarios will be run concurrently, with an

Decentralisation expected duration of 5-6 months from

& Intensification T T — Appointed Consultants in conjunction agreed project start date $30,000
investigation — to sup Vi g ~with RDC Engineering staff and
and proposed Tu \ ion . Horizons Hydrology/Consenting staff
and assessmen ' )
nature, location, qu
regulatory requireme
Scheme design options ide ' RDC EngleringlProperty staff in This sub-project is expected to take 4-6  $30,000
development (develop high level - conjunction with appointed months, and with some work reliant on
on demand calculations/modelling an Consultants and Horizons the outputs of the demand assessment
investigations). Covers route options, - hydrologists/soil scientists and supply investigation work.
considerations and high level hydrological Interdependent work expected to take 3
months to complete.

(soil property and water application considera

Irrigation Acceleratigpefgnd Application Form
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Economic analysis — assessment of cost of providing Appointed Consultants This subject is expected to take 3-4
water — Hunterville and Tutaenui Scheme scenarios - nonths to complete, with some of the
against identified agricultural intensification scenarios. ependent on the outcome of the
Includes assessment of likely wider economic benefits 3 subjects

(i.e. community, district, regional, national). Also includes
an assessment as to what crops might be best suited to
an enhanced water availability/management regime.

completed at the end of the
dent on outputs from
— expected duration

Full feasibility costing — based on preferred scenario(s) ~ Appointed Consultants

identified through this pre-feasibility study i
earlier sub-

of 1-2 months

implementation of a reporting and communications plan ~‘coordinator, Comms Advisor) of the project ~ 12 montf

his work will run throughout the course
e project — 12 months

Stakeholder collaboration — structured and delivered RDC Project team (Project sponsor,
through the development and implementation of a coordinator, Comms Advisor)
communications/engagement plan

Irrigation Accelerat,LgHel-;Und Application Form
15

$20,000

$10,000

$5,000

$5,000



Months to co from agreed project start da

Sub-project 1 2 3 4 5 ] 7 8

Demand modelling

Supply Investigations

Scheme design concepts

Economic Analysis

Full Feasibility Study Costing

Information Flow

Stakeholder Collaboration

Irrigation Acceleratigp.Fynd Application Form
16




Section 5: Programme description — Strategic Water Management
Study

This section covers the application for funding of Strategic Water Management Studies.

5.1 Programme title
5.1.1  Short working title of the programme

5.2 Programme objectives

5.21 Intended outcomes of proposed programme

5.3 Programme ¢

5.3.1 Programme overview

5.4 Criteria
Refer to IAF Guidelines for Applicants Section 3.2.2 for guidance on what is required to meet the criteria.

Page 72
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The use of collaborative process

Benefits the rural sector

Fit with regional approach to the sustainable use and management of land and water

Ability to deliver
- Demonstrate where the capability to manage and conduct components (e.g. project management, financial, technical, community

engagement and collaboration) of the programme will be sourced from. Include how quality assurance systems, including
supervision of contractors will be incorporated into the project plan.

~ Describe the governance structure/s that will be implemented to ensure that monitoring and management of performance and

Page 73
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efficient and effective decision making occurs.

Demonstrate how you will meet the physical resource requirements (plant, equipment, materials etc) needed for the project.

Outline the funding sources for the programme costs (i.. this project).
when you submit your application.

Page 74
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5.5 Project Details

5.5.1 Project details

| In this section, provide details of the projects that make up, or may make up, the programme. Add
For a Phase 1 Application provide key projects that make up the work programme and indicat
For a Phase 2 Application provide a detailed work programme and as accurate as possible.ct

Project title Brief outline of the method(s) Indicate who will carry out the Timeframe of project, either how Total cost Funding
used to carry out project work many months after start of $ 000 excl GST requested from
(sub projects) programme the project starts or IAF
an approximate start date, and $000 excl GST
the duration

Page 75
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5.5.2 Project timeline

Page 76
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Section 6: Programme costs and funding sources

6.1 Programme costs

For a Phase 1 Application complete the table under 6.2 to provide an indicative cost of the total programme for as many
years as your programme lasts (to a maximum of five years) and provide information on where the funding will come
from.

For a Phase 2 Application complete the tables under 6.2 and 6.3. The table in 6.3 will provide estimates of the costs of
each project that is part of the proposed programme, for as many years as your programme lasts (to @ maximum of five
years). These projects should match the ones you included in section 4.5 or 5.5.

Guidance on Co-funding — Qualifying applicant contributions must be equal ¢ ' reater than Crown IAF funding.
tual and real costs an applicant may incur

Contributions from applicants must be cash contributions, but can i
I's ?’a’ﬂ“ sts on strateg ic water study

from the use of their plant and equipment, and skills/labour e.g. direct

4T6ta| across all i
projects

Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total

(Replace with actual
year e.g.2012/13)

' contribution:

17 contribution:

Applicant’s
contributions: Total

Amount sought from
IAF

TOTAL

Page 77
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Section 7: Applicant information

7.1 Primary contact details

Primary contact details for the IAF applicant

'~ Contact person " Ross McNeil |
‘Tike  ChiefExecute
Organisation ~ Rangitikei District Council 7

‘Phone 083270086 7

Fax 063276970

‘[ Contact email ‘ ross.mcneil@rangitikei.gbvf.

' Postal address Organisation or
f - Building (if required)
. ~ Street, Bag, or Box h Street, Private Bag 1102

‘ﬁSuburb or Box

Page 78
23



Section 8:Declaration

| confirm and declare that:

e | have read the Irrigation Acceleration Fund (IAF) Guidelines for Applicants that outline the procedures, terms,
conditions and criteria and | understand and agree to these. These guidelines are available at (web link).

e None of the organisations that are part of the proposal are in receivership or liquidation.
e The proposal is not being made by an undischarged bankrupt or someone prohibited from managing a business.

e | acknowledge that MPI may promote any successes that result from our )

Eﬁéal (while respecting commercial
confidentiality).

e The information contained in the attached application is true and re have been no misleading

statements, omission of any relevant facts nor any misrepresent:

e | am authorised to make this application on behalf of the pa

identified in sectio

Applicant to sign and complete details below

Name of Authorised . Signature:
Signatory:
Title: Q0 Date:
Organisation: :

This confirmation/acknowledge
transaction.

Checklist:

proposal? % : 2
here adequate deta in the‘\\“}vq programme 45/55to clearly demonstrate what you propose to

ing information that is referred to in the application?

elp illustrate your proposal? (Optional)

Page 79
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REPORT

SUBJECT: Actions to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional Growth Study
TO: Council

FROM: Ross McNeil, Chief Executive

DATE: 21 October 2015

FILE: 4-ED-1

1 Background

1.1 Council is aware of the government’s recent initiative to develop a Manawatu-
Whanganui Growth Study. The Opportunities Report was published and launched in
July 2015. This identified key opportunities for the Horizons region, recommended
actions to capitalise on these opportunities and also a structure to implement the
actions.

1.2  The implementation phase is being led from Horizons regional council with the
support of all the TAs in the region. Horizons have allocated a budget to implement
the action plan, as have several other TLAs in the region, including Rangitikei®.

1.3 The structure proposed to implement the Strategy is:

GROWING OUR REGION

-~ OPPORTURITIES

! The 2015-25 LTP provides for $75,000 in 2015/16 and $50,000 thereafter for co-funded projects to ensure
water availability for production purposes. Council is currently seeking co-funding from central government for
a pre-feasibility study of the potential rural water supply scheme between Marton and Hunterville. The 2015-
25 LTP provides for a further $50,000 per annum to support realistic opportunities for the development of
primary production and diversification/intensification projects. The funding is as yet unallocated.

Finance/performance Committee
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1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

2.1

2.2

2.3

Council

The Lead Team has been appointed as follows:

® Two local government leaders: Horizons Regional Council Chairman, Bruce
Gordon, and Palmerston North City Council Mayor, Grant Smith

° Two iwi appointees: Sir Mason Durie (southern area) and Kemp Dryden
(northern area)

° One senior government official: Di Grennell of Te Puni Kokiri

e Four private sector representatives: Tim Myers, Malcom Inglis, Michael Eden
and Mavis Mullens
° Non-voting facilitator: Michael McCartney, Horizons Chief Executive

The tender process to provide the Programme Director contractor is complete with
the confirmed appointment of a consortia involving Henley/Hutchings and
Spearhead.

Behind the scenes work has been going on to identify key areas of interest and key
individuals to make up the Project Teams. All Councils have been invited to submit
their views in both these aspects of implementation.

A newsletter is being regularly produced from the Horizons team. The public can
subscribe to the newsletter by visiting the following page on Horizon’s website:
http://www.horizons.govt.nz/about-us/regional-growth/.

Input from Rangitikei District Council

The Council staff have confirmed a priority order for Council’s activity in the
identified eight opportunities, reflecting the funding that Council has set aside in the
2015-25 LTP, is:

=1. Sheep & Beef Farming/Processing

=1. Land Use Intensification

=3. Manuka Honey

=3. Fresh vegetables

=5. Poultry Meat Production & Grain Growing/Processing

=5. Tourism & Visitor Services

=7. Affordable care and lifestyle for older people

=7 Business process outsourcing and food innovation outsourcing

Council is anticipating a leading role in the top two identified priorities for itself and
local businesses/stakeholders.

To date, the following individuals have confirmed their availability for regional
Project Teams associated with their respective fields of interest/expertise:

° Sheep & Beef Farming/Processing — (nominee yet to confirm)

° Tourism & Visitor Services — Bryan McGaw, River Valley Adventures and Lodge
e Land Use Intensification — Hew Dalrymple, Waiata Tapia farms

° Manuka Honey — Don Tweedale, Tweedale’s apiaries

o Fresh vegetables — Chris Newton, Speirs Foods
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° Poultry Meat Production & Grain Growing/Processing, Pahia Turia, Te Runanga
o Ngati Apa and Te Hou Farms
° Productivity of Maori land — Richard Steedman, Mokai Patea rohe iwi

2.4 In addition, it is anticipated that local (Rangitikei) groups will be working to all the
other opportunities through the Rangitikei Growth Strategy. This will ensure
supporting links into regional project teams in all the identified
opportunities/enablers. Particularly, Council expects to be actively involved in the
Growing Businesses enabler through a greater regional collaboration of Economic
Development Agencies and Economic Development functions within Councils.

3 Recommendations

3.1  That the report “Actions to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional Growth
Study” be received.

3.2  That further updates on actions to progress the Whanganui-Manawatu Regional
Growth Study are provided regularly to Council through the Administrative matters
report or, where appropriate, through workshops, discussion documents or formal
reporting.

Ross McNeil

Chief Executive

Council
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Adopted for public consultation by Council, 30 july 2015

Amendment to Council’s rates remission policy

Incentives for business expansion

Introduction

1. Council recognises the value that the District’s businesses provide in terms of local
employment and services. Some businesses play an important part in attracting
non-residents to visit and spend money in the District ers have a significant
regional or national presence and (parti nesses) may be
significant exporters. Some businesses within the District for

many years, and that plays a part in build
resilience.

(roading, water, wastewater an
through reducing rates f
resource consent fees.

3.

4 ish between types of business enterprise — expansion of
afarming ente entially as eligible for consideration as expansion of
clothing retailer.

5. Local ownership and management is not a pre-requisite for eligibility (but it is an

attribute taken into account when Council considers an application for remission).

Scope of remission

6. A full or part remission of rates over the property where the expansion is occurring
may be granted for up to five years.
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Adopted for public consultation by Council, 30 July 2015

10.

Consideration of applications

11.

12.

13.

14.

Remission may be calculated on the difference between the new and previous
valuation of the property following completion of the building expansion.

Remission may be for the full extent of rates or over a specified portion (e.g. over
the general rate but still requiring payment of the uniform annual general charge
and any targeted rates).

Any remission granted is to the ratepayer of the property. Itis transferable to a
successive owner of the property provided the extent of the business is not reduced.

Any remission granted will take effect from the next rates instalment but will always
end at the end of Council’s financial year{i.e30 June

Applications for a remission of rates may b il's Chief

Executive.

session.

Administration

15.

During March of each year, Council will review whether the basis of granting the
remission remains valid. The ratepayer of the property will be required to provide
evidence of this to Council’s Chief Executive. If the evidence is not sufficiently
conclusive, Council will be informed and, having considered the matter, may vary or
terminate the remission.
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Adopted for public consultation by Council, 30 July 2015

Considerations in remission of rates as an incentive for business expansion

ATTRIBUTE EXPLANATION SIGNIFICANCE

Employment opportunities Regard will be given to the High (25%)
number of new jobs created
by the expansion, their
characteristics (seasonal/skill
etc.) and the likelihood that
they will be filled by people
who live locally

Previous impact of the Regard will be glven for the
business on the local significance of t
economy in the local (or ¢
economy, and ho
business has com
supported or devel
other enterprises

Previous impact of the Regard will Medium (15%)
business on the local oA06]
community

Stability.of = Medium (15%)

d will be had for the Low/Medium (10%)
tent to which the business
applies/develops technology
to improve the quality of its
product, extend market
reach etc.

Technological lea

Ownership structure Regard will be had for the Low/Medium (10%)
extent to which the business
is owned and managed
locally
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3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

Council

only four properties within the residential zone in Turakina did not make a
submission.

Two submitters requested to speak, however, only one of these submitters is able to
do so. This oral submission will need to be taken into consideration in association
with the written submissions.

Of the 63 written submissions, 40 were from people directly affected by the
proposed change either as a property owner or occupier. The other submissions
were from members of the Turakina Community Committee, whanau supporting
affected family members and other rural properties surrounding Turakina (but not
directly affected by the Bylaw). In some situations there was more than one
submission from each property. This could be due to differing viewpoints from the
residents or due to occupiers providing a different view to the property owners.

Tables 1 and 2 below show analysis of the number of submissions in
support/opposed to the proposed changes.

Table 1. Would you like to see the following animals permitted?

Roosters

Directly No 4 No 3 No 6 No 5

affected Yes 36 Yes 37 Yes 34 Yes 35

Remaining | No 1 No O No 4 No1l
Yes 22 Yes 23 Yes 19 Yes 22

Table 2. Would you like to see the removal of restrictions for the following activities?

Bee hives Grazing stock Slaughter | Poultry setback
1 per 1000m2 ‘
Directly No 8 No 6 No 8 No 9
affected Yes 32 Yes 31 Yes 32 Yes 31
Unanswered 1
Remaining | No 4 No 1 No 4 No 4
Yes 19 Yes 21 Yes 19 Yes 19
Unanswered 1

The subm'issions also contained a number of comments. The key themes are:

e Turakina is a rural environment where animals should be permitted.

e Concern over lack of consultation.

° Concern about bee allergies.

o Bees are important for the environment.
e Current rules are fair for the environment.

e There needs to be discussion between neighbours.
e Concern about dogs.
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REPORT

SUBJECT: Animal Control Bylaw - Turakina Amendment and Expressions of
Interest

TO: Council

FROM: Katrina Gray, Policy Analyst

DATE: 20 October 2015

FILE: 1-DB-1-9

1 Introduction

1.1 At Council’s 1 October 2015 meeting consultation was approved for the removal of
Turakina from compliance with the urban area provisions of the Animal Control
Bylaw 2013.

1.2 In addition, expressions of interest were sought from other Residential zoned
communities (Crofton, Koitiata, Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana
and Utiku) regarding whether they would like to be consulted about being removed
from the urban area provisions of the Bylaw.

2 Background

2.1 The Animal Control Bylaw was adopted on 7 October 2013. The purpose of the Bylaw
is to control the keeping of animals within the District to ensure they do not create
nuisance or endanger health, enable enforcement officers to manage animal
nuisance and to regulate the slaughtering of animals in urban areas.

2.2 The Bylaw specifically restricts the keeping of specific animals in urban areas. Urban
areas are defined to include properties zoned as residential, commercial and
industrial under the operative District Plan. The small lots in Turakina, Crofton,
Koitiata, Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku are zoned as
Residential. Areas zoned as Rural Living or Rural under the District Plan do not
experience the same restrictions.

2.3 While there are extra restrictions for urban areas, there is provision for an
enforcement officer to give a written dispensation. The dispensation will consider
each situation on a case by case basis, and consider whether the neighbours have
given their written approval.

3 Submissions - Turakina
3.1  Atotal of 62 written submissions were received before the submission period closed,

with one submission received late (Appendix 1). This is a very high response rate:

http://rdcmoss/RDCDoc/stratp/DB/Bylaws/Report to Council 26 October 15- Animal Control Bylaw

Amendments.docx 1-4
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

5.1

5ed

53

Comment

Tables 1 and 2 above show that the majority of directly affected residents in Turakina
support the proposed change to remove Turakina from the urban area provisions. In
addition, the majority of the remaining submissions also support the removal of the
urban area provisions. There was little interest in restricting (or not restricting)
numbers of any particular animal although the submission form provided an
opportunity to offer such a comment.

Interestingly, many of the directly affected properties have provided a mixed
response. There are three properties that wholly oppose the proposal, eleven
properties that wholly support the proposed changes and twelve properties that
have given a mixed response™.

There is the opportunity, if the area is excluded from the urban area provisions that
future nuisance and health issues could be addressed through clause 6 of the Bylaw —
Keeping of Animals. Clause 6.1 states:

“No person shall keep any animal in such a manner or in such conditions, which in the
opinion of an enforcement officer, creates a nuisance or causes a threat to public
health and safety”.

This clause would allow an enforcement officer to require the removal of animals
which are creating a nuisance or health risk.

Expressions of Interest

Expressions of interest were publicly notified to the following communities: Crofton,
Koitiata, Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku.

Responses were received in accordance with Table 3 below (Appendix 2).

Koitiata

Mangaweka |
Ohingaiti [0 |

Ratana 0

Utiku 0

The expressions of interest from Crofton and Mataroa highlighted their desire to be
considered as living in a rural environment where a range of animals are permitted.

b Dwellings are used to describe properties. Empty sections are counted in conjunction with the corresponding
dwelling.

Council
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5.4

6.1

6.2

7.1

7.2

7.3

The expressions of interest from Scotts Ferry were mixed between a desire to remain
urban versus a change to rural.

It is proposed that consultation occur with these communities similar to the process
which was completed with Turakina. An Engagement Plan is attached as Appendix 3,
the amended Bylaw as Appendix 4 and the submission forms and letters to residents

as Appendix 5.

Conclusion

A large number of submissions were received from Turakina residents and their
supporters. The majority of submissions supported the removal of Turakina from
compliance with the urban area provisions of the Animal Control Bylaw.

Expressions of interest for consultation were received from Mataroa, Crofton and
Scotts Ferry. It is proposed that consultation, similar to that completed with Turakina
occurs with these communities.

Recommendation

That the report ‘Animal Control Bylaw - Turakina Amendment and Expressions of
Interest’ be received.

That the changes to the Animal Control Bylaw relevant to Turakina [as amended] be
confirmed, to be formally adopted once deliberations are completed on the
consultation with Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts Ferry over similar changes.

That Council adopts for consultation the amendments to the Animal Control Bylaw
2013 for Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts Ferry and endorses the engagement plan.

Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst

Council
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

OName: bW Y AS &\kv\:\‘
Organisation: (if applicable) -
Phone: (day) ‘r%l L O QVU(L
{(evening) 37/ Q:f“ f’?> QE <j
Address: (/C& St ?\ BN (bj’bw'\ é‘:‘\

Email: \\‘/{&%&:j@ Kj\v(/\ LG «ND,.

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written éisvpensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats é/@s O No

Poultry Yes 0 No

Roosters Q/Yes O No
Pigs oAes 0 No

Comments:

N QIIIRANSAN x%\t?\/\ =as ‘e‘?zw »

Cou A -
Yoo B UL ey

Page 94



Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to thenumber and location of bee hives in Turakina.
@/“én O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
ig}n‘gkina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,

horses;-deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Q/i;/ 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
propertyboundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existirig dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

(G)Y‘es O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

QA O e S an vl o)
TR UGN EIN NS e

~

Attach additional info, mat/on or pages if necessary E H

Signed: \ Date: n%’&
7
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Submissions close at
12 noon on
Friday 16 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

Animal Control Bylaw
Amendment -Turakina
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikei.govt.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422 522

Oral submissions

Oral submissions will be held at
the Marton Council Chambers
on 29 October 2015. }wish to
speak to my submission )
-
Ten minutes are allowed for
you to speak, including
questions  from Elected
Members.  If you have any
special requirements, such as
those - related - to. visual - or
hearing - impairments, please
note them here:

~ Privacy

All submissions will be public,
please tick this box if you

-~ would like your name

BT \J‘!u LN

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

z&m af\a,@mau\
|

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)__Ob 348 9150 ,/6"2 74 817 66§
(evening) O 3R32793 705

Address:

Email: Uu)‘(;//\a[pw\am ~0 'f)cif/iamem{'.(qam‘.nz

Would you like to see the following animals_permitied in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes 0 No
Poultry O VYes f@”(No
Roosters O VYes ;O’/,No
Pigs O VYes ﬁ No

Comments:

9P,
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To the Rangitikei District Councillors

Re Proposed removal of

The Urban Bylaw of the Animal Bylaw for Turakina Residential / Urban area.

| am concerned about the proposed change to the Animal Control Bylaw 2013 by removing
the word urban from the residential area of Turakina. This proposal is to allow more animals
and the return of pigs, roosters, and Bees (Rangitikei Mail 8 October 2015)

I was disappointed at the arrogance displayed at a recent meeting in Turakina, when it was
just assumed that all present had ‘won a battle’. We were told that — ‘as of this meeting we
are now back with rural bylaws’ - clarification was asked of the spokesperson - did he mean
‘now’ ‘today’, and did that mean they could get their roosters back, his reply was yes. He
also stated that the RDC have almost all agreed that they got it wrong.

We were told at this same meeting, by a committee member, that if people don't like the new
bylaws then they can leave, that he came to Turakina to live a rural lifestyle not an urban
one. Well guess what, others came for the peaceful existence, the closeness to towns, to
retire or like our family because we love Turakina and have lived here for five generations. |
didn't ask a question at the meeting because we were informed by the spokesperson he was
just giving a report on where things were, basically to tell everybody present it was a done
deal, and how they were going to progress to the next step, to remove residential and be
zoned rural.

How appropriate is it for councillors express their personal opinion supporting the change
(Rangitikei Mail 8 October 2015) when we have not had an opportunity to make a
submission to council, we only received the info from council a few days before, that was the
first we knew of it. We then had a very short time to get a submission together.

Contrary to the newspaper report the next day, not all residents agreed, they just assumed
everyone did.

I noted that of the members of the Turakina Community Committee only two are in the
residential area. The rest of the board apart from the two RDC councillors are made up of
two couples and one business owner (5) all rural. When did they consult with the residential
locals, only after they had sought legal advice and approached RDC.

I know there is a petition going around the village and | also know that some have signed but
didn’t really understand what it was about. As we all know, people love signing petitions
regardless of whether they understand exactly what they are signing up for.
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The purpose of the 2013 bylaw currently ...

A. Control the keeping of animals within the district to ensure they do not create a nuisance
or endanger health.

B. Enable Enforcement Officers to manage animal nuisance in the urban area, and
C. Regulate the slaughtering of animals in urban areas.

Give me one good reason as to why the majority of residents in the village would benefit by
removing the words urban / residential from the bylaw. How could it possible make it a better
for the residents in the urban area?

(Using google map numbering)...

If you look at the residents in the residential area the ones listed below have the largest
sections. Most other have sections little over, and sometime less than a ¥ acre.

The School 70 — 74 St Hyw 3 - NA
Section 68 -70 St Hyw 3 - horses — but has other rural grazing available if needed.

Section 9 Cameron Road and section 62 St Hyw 3 — greyhounds — 4 other residential
homes bounder the property.

Section 48 St Hyw 3 — variety of animals.- 4 other residential homes bounder the property
Section 1 Franklin Road — gets sheep to graze out when necessary

Section 36 St Hyw 3 — used to be lots of pigs

Section 28 St Hyw 3 — family home

We also need to bear in mind that on most sections there is also a dwelling taking up a good
portion of the land. Having animals, roosters, chooks, pig's roaming the ‘sections’ would not
help to improve the look of our historical little village. Notice | don’'t mention dogs, they are
under a different bylaw, but they do add considerably to the animals people already have.

The bylaw as it stands is very well balanced for the size of sections we are talking about. We
cannot revert to a rural animal bylaw with no protection for the residents. Removing the
urban bylaw to accommodate a few who obviously want animals that don’t fit within a close
community is totally wrong, we are not like Crofton as mentioned in the paper, we have a
much closer density of homes than Crofton.

Who would want / need more than 12 poultry unless they were intending on setting up a
business, maybe selling eggs.

Who would want / need more than 3 cats.

Who would want lots of pigs unless you were running a little business. The smell and the
flies are unacceptable; no one should be expected to live next door to a pig farm.

Who would want more stock than already allowed. If so then maybe they should have
bought property in the rural area rather than try to turn a residential area into a rural zone .
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Who would want more bees than currently already available to a home owner.

Who would want the 15 plus roosters back in the village, certainly not me. | work fulltime and
| like to wake up when I'm ready, not a few hours earlier.

Why would the council consider placing us back into a situation where roosters come back
in force.

That pigs would return with few restrictions, last year the closest neighbours to a pig
operation were able to use the bylaw and now finally able to work and live without the smell
and the thousands of flies, particularly in the summer when you want to have open doors
and windows.

Is this action to accommodate people or animals, the newspaper headline said animals.
When did animals become more important than the health and wellbeing of people.

At the meeting we were all told this is the first step, next step is to be rural zoned not
residential. Will that mean that all the work that went into giving the local residents a proper
house number will be gone, that we will all be given rural numbers. All our insurances, bank
statements, power accounts etc would have to be altered for what. So that a few people can
have ‘more animals’ without the possibility of a neighbour challenging a bylaw.

I believe this has been manipulated by a very small number of people, because | can’t
believe that those on small sections would buy, or rent, a home that had a small piece of
ground and then try and change a district bylaw, particularly a bylaw that protects them. The
rural residents shouldn’t need to push to change the bylaw it doesn't affect them, but they do
and are, adding there weight to this one. What's going on ?

Signed ﬁ/\/
e
o

Vivienne Chapman
lan Chapman

6 Cameron Road
Turakina

0274 817 668
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Katrina Gray

From: Viv Chapman <Vivienne.Chapman@parliament.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2015 3:54 p.m.

To: Katrina Gray

Subject: RE: Animal Control Bylaw - Turakina

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Hi Katrina

'm so disappointed ~ canference call this morning — staff meeting Wellington 2¢ OCTOBER ~ flights all booked
EEEELE ’v"su rphy’s Law [ guess.

b guess we've put ev 1ing in our submission but would have liked the opportunity to enswer any questions the
eh

rer
Council may ha d.
The concern for us is how this happened and how wide spread was the petition taken around after the meeting,
and taken to selected people only. That people cther than property owners may sigh and 3 weeks later leave the
commumiy it's a transient community we live in now, all the more reascn to have an urban bylaw in place, not to

remove it. My brother Tom Clouston owns three praoperties, we have two, do we get one vote for each, or do the
tenants get the other votes — interesting.

The only time a bylaw would be investigated is if someone had a problem animal and the neighbour complained, eg;
next door to us 3 cony (?) pigs, not allowed under urban bylaw but not a problem to us, don’t smell, plenty of space,
well looked after, houses not too close, domain next door.

The overload of pigs down the road, the smell, the flies, killing of, not acceptable to neighbours. ( we hire the
workshop right opposite and it's

dry- reach stuff)

That's the way the bylaw works in a residential community — there if we need it

N

Katring, | really appreciate your availability through this process, | don’t think there are czm, winners in this and
unfertu nately it tends to split the communities. | think the commiitee should have been way more open, and
informed zlt residents from the beginning.

Chieers & thanks

Viv
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

[ia M N eeseovserrasazess
Eile: \"ff)%’j .

0283 )

, R P X
Name: /»é’ijf/\ & é/é? (/ZZM)ZC}"’C}/
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)___ SX 7377/

i

(evening)
Address: & 4/6650‘/’ /6’3’4 Vs -
TURA KN R ENTE%ZE

Email: 1Slaf) weei-co i 2

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in

Turakina without the need for written dispensation by

an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes @/No
Poultry O Yes O/Klmo
Roosters O Yes Q/No
Pigs 0 Yes 0 No

COmmentS-f %Amk //7€ c"a;//em/‘

yegy fatyes are fayy 7o o/
'/ﬁf/ﬁ'é’fi/" dwellers  fn Tavefiien .

f/ Jou gl HFo Keew  Lrgs oy
WP ESSES 0/ (‘K',»Z*/Cén; ’ o/;'é/ sAW//
move 0 a /c/f.%/ ﬁ%&% w/?é»;fé
Yo i y L O LiSrirey <i
 pussarce Ao 12¢ Jibloeedss
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes ® No

C ts: ¢ / - / :
omments /Z?C;/y/f »/VL/"C/Z?/ 7‘4 %za />7%7[ o S Aaveé 2 O
/9?5 [;Tx@} a gaiyrss 7‘4/26' /- 7%.«:/7(;6 .

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.

O Yes @/No

Comments:

77) 5’6@/45 =i %“é/b/ é/ﬂw/a,
/ *’&ﬂ/? az’@/S d//cf 2207 7‘%0/ ”/(/4?_» 74;/ ///77‘€;f7£/i/€ 5“‘/-0@/(‘

G veriibg

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments: —— . . .
//7 /5 A ’ z@/i;fgf[?é// (AL cf’/ﬁ}é?/*/é? 74? %g \{7/;3,42, ﬁz/
S 74 :@ corsh ;/;xQ }

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a-property boundary.

O Yes No

Comments: o %
Lver /2 me“///’é) ;/f/d/% a éc?m?(/(f/%/ //éwéé S22 8

foo_cbise /{w 2 [eeples Locks shecdlel a0t Fow
(z//@we‘/ )/o éi‘m/ij ;’/{&/ /ﬂc/a/a/e S 5@5/%8/45/ a /aze/ /7 fﬂé

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

/ /K;%/Z #/ié;’? 5/\ @a.f/c?f /9”5 %éﬁ%//ié‘%“@ﬁj O 7";!76?
fiker of £02S e fod aa  pisbar gueds gs el
gt (’577{5 . i u/ .

;Z’fﬁfﬁ/’é; ﬁ/kaf,z/ﬁ/ Le é’é’/ﬁ P / e ST a‘%’u/ éé’x/%am ctpp o
;«//?I‘/ out Al Ut lomivces ﬁ/ A /(/é@//y 3. Lior2ls o
4‘0&7% 674; ﬁ/zﬂ d//f/%?fﬁ% /////‘:9) SE 7 cff/?/ \/ax’/n?’/ Oﬂ///‘S//y/A?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

T Date: /oL /O~ 5
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name: ?\@\V{(\ \/’\C\/(Q»{X

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)

(evening)
Address: é‘)@ /V"fOf\l(\?"\ {Cocod

—_— N
\u(akw\o\

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes 0
Poultry @/ Yes o)
Roosters JYes O No
Pigs J Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
tgthe number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
C Yes O No

Comments: . .
Tie Dot needs o low wpeol o [ 1o 2 Socte suil

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see fghe removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes @/No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

-
Signed: 4‘%\/ Date: G- C - 20(<
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakl na

Name:_

Organisation: (if apblicab/e)

Phone: (day)_

(evening)

Address:

Email:_

Would you like to see the following animals_ permitted in

angitikel.goviing:  Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
~ an enforcement officer in Turakina?
Cats Q/f(es O No
Poultry G/Yes O No
Roosters O Yes JNO
Pigs O Yes O/NO

Comments: .
L love G\ anwale DuT Npt e+ gleghenc

N o Tin Shed. wond ba ik ol mm'\(— im&
GGenesal ln Aot heoy dhem Oimf\a e
oy .

Thete s alspg smelly dicks right on
e bour\dm ok dhe bAck of _our Sé&pw‘r
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location m;b/ee hives in Turakina.
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m” of pasture.
O Yes MO

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes Q/\Jo

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultiy houses from dweliings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes Q/ﬁo

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

NO MCRE  Trass 2 C%Dﬁg per DfDDr’rJu
MOV e PDLAHL:E // UK +r> e ;l meAre bDLmdovm

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:_ _ Date:_b. b . i&
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name: /??‘«f/ ﬁfﬂé’j‘ 5&'@4’7/5;7
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) D2/ /SO+5 #0

(evening) J63R 73553

Address: 3G Merun R - Jenarime
FoBoy 19- 15F7

Email:

Would you like to see the follgw
Turakina without the need for
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q Yes O No
Poultry © Yes O No
Roosters © Yes O No

Pigs @ Yes O No

Comments:

It should wever fave becn chewged

I el Figs cntel 7%&2:7%7 peve o Thinrist
‘4}9%6’ %151?7
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hoyses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 7~ 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additionals atjen or pages if necessary

&0 RO lE
Date:
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SUBMISSION FORM
~Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

URSIPOILT e

G Fnres Eramley
Name: Zse/ ~emles {oramlesy
¢

Organisation: (if applicable)

ro e

Phone: (day) 6 SAF3ES 3

A
&

(evening)
Address: 3¢&  Alzun [FAf - Tewei Ko rie

190, Sey 157

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @ VYes 0 No
Poultry e/Yes O No
Roosters @/ Yes O No
Pigs @ VYes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
g:)/the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property

t@r;/Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach a%ﬁwﬁ/’f necessary
Signed: 277 =" Date: i - 10 - Q015
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SUBMISSION FORM

] B e ~ Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
e File: . 3’39%;2 ’5‘ ~ Turakina

Name: -

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) - —

(evening)

Address:_ ‘ A -

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats d Yes 8]
Poultry o Yes 0
Roosters 8/ Yes O No
Pigs @/ Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
i&Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 12000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additiory’mformation or pages if necessary

Signed:. . Date: ’3 /! © //S

e
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Sad

£

-/

SUBMISSION FORM

gl i’;ré? Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Doc: i2q. Turakina

Name: ((‘c;,\:r\ gqvw(te__/&
> 7

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) OATANEEOTT

(evening)
Address J}o W\O’l'ﬂ anﬁ
‘+LWO\L,4_/\OV

Email: @1(5\1&‘@“ Cadt @?‘d\@\ Co (Y2

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Mes 0O No
Poultry Q- Yes O No
Roosters Q/Yes 0O No
Pigs @ Ves 0 No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
8 Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
gcyses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

es O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Date: S i i .S\
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

.
2
Name: 3 C‘\W\&g \ \\D “Y
A
Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) @ ?\1 (0% & (;glq

(evening) O @ %Q\v‘//’i 3 gff G

Address: S q\- Weoia \ZCQ

. BN S

Email: \ \) { \\00\ = XXV\‘O\ (oW
N, BN

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by

an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats G/Yes 8]

Poultry & Yes O No

Roosters Yes O No

Pigs Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
go)h/e number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
yﬁrakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
® Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
pro érty boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
e7gjing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

ages if necessary

Date: Oﬁ / 5% /‘S
yaa
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SUBMISSION FORM
o8 z‘*’Ammal Control Bylaw Amendment

Turakina

Name: ﬁfr? CU@(CA
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_ O & < OC/’?Q [
(evening) & 227 23T7 ?\
- ww
Address: 4ty STabe Mielvoc <
. J v
Toreds rive

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes O No
Poultry O/Yes O No

Roosters @/Yes O No

Pigs o VYes 0 No

Comments:
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. Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
* to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
;xi/sting dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional informati Z pages if necessary
— ; S
Signed: / &/ Date: //’ (O /5
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SUBMISSION FORM
G Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Sensveesasestneezssotiiy

L R

S o
i

CuspotLT...

Name: 5 aw % ‘\\7%&

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) O —— w @Q\‘Tiggé}%"ﬁlq
(evening) (‘7@7 ZIFE LESE

Address: 32X ) qmc«mv\mi %eQ
Email: ‘\ - b \\u,, N x*‘n’z;\ . Co w7z
D) J

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes O No
Poultry Yes O No
Roosters Yes O No
Pigs Yes O No ‘

Comments: ‘
/X{AQA\Q/ hes ‘Oe"é"'\

AN e zf\{ﬁ%\ \f ¥ ch\\-\ P ﬁ;‘.
AN & | N s

_
‘:\szﬁv vden Coal 7

.
.

-
25

=
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
* to #e number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Pirakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Wogld you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hofses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
exifting dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

if necessary

Date: %’-‘@w ‘5
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SUBMISSION FORM
wi»x*fAmmal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)

(evening)__ ((» 2070 242
Address:_LL{~ Stind 5 TUARACIAA

email_NOESUEA cléty 0¢e 0D

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

7/
Cats Q@ Yes O No
Poultry \G/Yes O No
Roosters Q/ Yes O No
Pigs g/ Yes O No

Comments: - P ) :
Mg A G {a Lo A NG e ?’“m‘;f S
T LGS Crunsd (Lo probleiug

NI #?th L €LY { Lool A

Ot G*fi/ Elae vmu
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
G Yes O No

Coma;ents
A0S O e becou il | LV e L,m Al oLl } Al

Slaoud O _pLoiacts. bec - Leenuady

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Furakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
‘%\,G Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for pouliry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

\@ Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Tov i e 18 o i O SedA il vl . At (%
Lmﬂut/b{’ vk CAGL InJE W2en AL ifu?m,;’(’.,ﬁ»g’?g?, (AL )

Co Lo oeGle, B8 M,LMC{VLQM,@ . L Belanse peopte
L2o mw& CusiinnGUS Al O CAoi(e . bk tacs Clhoae
c*:w&, {,o}jmf; A s Oy QU w\fm,t,w,m& beowl s o
EUAnte (D /’fmm 4 s CuaiAGAS

Attach additiona/ information or pages if necessary

Slgned i\ ﬂ\J@/{/CN Date: [ E’i{-’ o {f S
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SUBMISSION FORM
‘_‘ﬁéz‘;w@ Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
BasrorLT.. A, AR ST Tu rakina

Name: Zllew Tohn

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) (o4
(evening) fi&{ f E27p3

Address; &8 S H3 ~Taba ki ~NA

3272 703

Email:___ = UI R L

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats %O"/ Yes O No

Poultry ‘G/Yes O No

Roosters b/Yes O No }
y .

Pigs di Yes 0 No

Comments:

WH Y Spounl  PASTLE 21850 S TH

Mé NoT KESP REJVE Adzm#ll -
WHES T @GN Blefse 28 Auni s‘?v;
A Q.«fi}ij‘# B Dl /4’} WE HaJe ;\;é}
CornleAzid BT ';:g‘/;/;fg?f Fns £ rvs FLL
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Wauld you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to/the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
o/ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Wguld you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
ilfrurakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
0O Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, gaats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes ® No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

e
Attach ggditfongfi formation or pages if necessary
P
o A et Ay
Signed:.~ 70 &L/ Date: é:”z/igﬁ'@”fijf‘«g .
7 7
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SUBMISSION FORM
%%::j_‘fj Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

vame:_CAROLYN  TGETLE

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)___ % L 7 % 7073
(evening) '57"{/’(\& A5 ﬁé@i/!:,

address:. &5 MAIN RD  —URARINA
KD Il WANGAN L

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/ Yes 0O No
Poultry dYes O No
Roosters E)/ Yes O No
Pigs @ Yes 0 No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
G/Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
irgurakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for pouliry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

0 Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: élgjﬁf/% Date: A,//(}/{? /5

[
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SUBMISSION FORM

Eéé?éwg,é% Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

ecnvssnsepeessEETIRIEY

et €

[ - Turakina

Name: Mo ars o, /‘Vﬁ\(/'}'}’ﬂ\ v

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)_0 & 3¢ S023 0 €xt &Room&
(evening) 06 3273(, 2%

Address:__ L8 M\One Rd)

Email__ el (@ 168 o sclodl pz

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @ VYes 0 No
Poultry Q Yes 0 No
Roosters Q//Yes O No
Pigs Q///?es O No
Comments:

\O Cownrs H (_{;\h@,\_/

3

L’i {/\‘%{ﬁ\ L

~ /

| wodt M [e

i AL (P\Hu
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0O, Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

Mes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
@ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Q Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
. y N ( f/({\ % anny ')U T
Signed: v\MO\}/\\J}\ PN b P / fU? - (

N
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SUBMISSION FORM

;‘Qéi’% Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
18]

Turakina

b L £z
. 3 4 FAR W erepotann

Name: & N LSS CATEN
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)__ (b 22733

(evening)

Address: &2 M \/\\C\SA e \../f\

Email: S‘gQQ\(\_Qf\ @\l/”q\n(\(“\ _Cor-iu

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Mes 0]

No

Poultry O-Ves o
Roosters 0O-Yes o
Pigs O-Yes 0O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
& Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.
O-—Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hg;ses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.
BYes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:_L~—""_ Date:\L%Qﬁ( X( ’Zc;;}j;w
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TN S SUBMISSION FORM
‘g%‘g‘ ‘w5 Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

bedriervese

Turakina

Name:mf\%‘f\ %Vom Loy
Organisation: (if applicable) J
Phone: (day). 0] 2812

(evening)

Address:

Email:@@\w‘w \\{‘j \E’TD@VbWJ Loan

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensatii
an enforcement officer in Turakina? |

Cats O/Yes 0
Poultry 0 Ves o
Roosters EV(es O No

Pigs B/Yes 0O No .

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
Zo}ta/e number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
es O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
yt/mg dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:%,mﬂ Qog 4 Date: ™S /K"‘){) <
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

)
|

)

| e
P
{

=5}

e: FE;W\G& C‘B"cxl’\cm
' %rganisation: (if applicable) ___~——————
Phone: (day)___ O\ &R CGSH7
(evening)_ (DA B0 ) 3HTTS
Address: | Tk ‘@é
““‘uvw\k/v\qm\

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/Yes 0O No

Poultry eQ/Yes O No

Roosters Q/Yes 0 No

Pigs ; es O No

Lirantes) ponaser—pras

Comments:

L—»‘%\"‘/\\M (\\A‘Mi»;@,f Qv::a D O et

PR e e M%@:& cis is,,eu»
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes & No

Comments:

N P L T (5’%’\\;\)\3 o bw\w/ {Wt%@ei/\xj‘@g

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
ig};mkina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
07 Yes O No

C : ; ‘
Omm&%‘ts‘w b\x}r st Ckﬁﬁz”@‘\@r\@‘v‘%&w -

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es O No

Com
" 2::3&,,\@,\ HQ W\Q}\x_\ éf‘_\ S B\u@:@f” %Cﬁ%«

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existipg-dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O/ég O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Mf‘\ (= %*mjﬁ\,mm o &CDGLQ;.& (S n&m ‘\vi

~

Shaete r— oumds %ﬁh\)ﬁ;@ G‘»ho\v Qﬁc&%\\@ .

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: “%Jz)ﬂ/?’x}’\% Date: 1\“” \,@’\\Q)

J
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:

iy
Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)

(evening)

Address:

Email:__

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats b/ Yes O No

Poultry E/Yes O No

Roosters O Yes B/No
Pigs O Yes b/No

Comments:
AkTpectlf DS A DHTIRENT ST L, WE 4 ERE-

VERY [fon(GENED  pitiov Oull  IamEDnT e A Esdfdond

ot i AT 16 RACNE EREmenD Dol . WE HED
Y 63‘ CortsiteaizoN Ao THent o THE (owendc/d.
WE oW (HVE RSt b iTH SARRING SivEce,
[LIES_STT . THESE ES  E  Sudiounidd B -
[UdR_JNSYATE L LoSE WG ACRIS T2 RGeS
IKE DD BY S - 0Lk rzesiniS  [HVE THE
e [ESuEs 1t THE DoES
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Wou}/d you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
yakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
y/r{g dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

[ WOuLD HKE TV S THE WEAGE spiy A5 A .
K ESIDENT 1AL Dpnis”

Attach additional informatinn ar pages if necessary

Signed:___ Date: /S—{(0—=20/5
/
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)

(evening)_

Address:_

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_ permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes @ No
Poultry O Yes 9 No
Roosters O Yes @ No

Pigs O Yes © No

Comments:

@s\ﬁmua\r\ A wal glaxat (/\GQS s wssee
reds nddre%fma R \urﬂb\n& We \*\aua
{A{Pu\/mow’k o \J\ dese treu Z%wx@\\ \DL\‘)’?
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oo ) oc\ vmagede oot evea @l Moson
o0 \neadly Q\ec*rle;»l cnerabec,  Thls <\ouss
O <Fasrmarne ﬂmun sz O‘\\é\ﬂﬂle(esj
= \ack o€ rpeoeec Qie pos fémmun\“j$
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes o/ No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the sethack requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes O/ No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

T eelieve, et e Ulltas. ol Ta\ewne =hes\d

. 0
Ceontiie Recydectia )
Attach additional infarmatins ~- ~~=gs if necessary
Signed? pate_IS Ocd 2015 .
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Name: '

Turakina
. ,——> VA Ca
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)

PLS20371 1N
L

(evening)
Address;__ (Lo J(_Q o gf)cﬂ{}

ﬁmJé\\CL\/\ @

Email: v/c)\ﬁ\ ot NG {\/\,@4\&’5\ C (5 - N N

Would you like to see the following animals permitied in

Turakina without the need for written dispensation b\j
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 0O No
Poultry O No
Roosters 0O No

Pigs 0O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
tof,t*he number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Q- Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses; deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
CQf’Y'es 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.
O -Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:ﬁL V\/\ﬁ’/\/’/‘l\/. Date: U/ (02 0/T
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CREPOILT...

Name:({)r' L%?S‘q Ff«'ff"i €on
Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) 5_!#; igx.:;’i 3 gf?

(evening)
Address; O ‘d (\O aC{n ["'J 0 (l@ﬁ
52 State Highway 3 Turaking
Email t{’fewgum% L) o, .gmﬁv n2

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes Q No
Poultry o Yes 0 No
Roosters Q/ Yes 0O No
Pigs (V/ Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.

O Yes ‘ﬁ! No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
ivn/‘furakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes i No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes g No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Thic /¢ a vural AMgG not a Suburbann adeq,
T vasuld . {ilke a halancw pot a cuburban
ANScubed. envir on ments
"The Fal _agnedt s part of The charwm &
the 951@6 Dot }F%eﬁé Mé{éfﬁ? 10 e _a palan @

t - . ‘
Sl B, 1107 SRS g
’ i"}g'\/mM Date: /[ f/é] i‘g/

P

Signed:__\

/,/g
WAV
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CRBreitTa.

;ame i{\\;\ae\Q NS

Orgamsatlon. (lf applicable)

Phone: (day) O =2 ( X3 <] HLEQ
(evening)

Address:% Coomned om R‘Qq@l

SO ThueAran A

Email_Dpoe \e o s woeo - Cene

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O/Yes O No

Poultry O/Yes O No

/
Roosters Q/ Yes O No
Pigs G/ Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in T}Jrakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Q- Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

es O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: M Date: > . L U 2015
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SUBMISSION FORM
_ Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

%rﬂanﬁm M&m‘i.(‘
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) @7 1 ?j/)f % X ?%
(evening)
Address_ i (A Sta ;Z h(QlﬂW@n\i <

e , J J/

Len VC\\%\x\(\ o

emait:_ 0%ecA2\0 A0 yolnoae: Com

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats o Yes
Poultry Q/ Yes

Roosters O/ Yes

Pigs 0 Ves 0 No'

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes & No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is @ maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes @ No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes Q/No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

NO

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: \%?ZMG’»’I/’ 5'3 Date: g A@ /ig
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SUBMISSION FORM
S oe-i=“.  Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

YR KD Y I S0 A

Fhrs ers TReedRer

Name:_ -
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)

(evenine)

Address:_

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats (O/Yes 0O No
Poultry {Aes 0O No

Roosters ﬂ/Yes O No
Pigs 0 Ves 0 No

Comments: %S s 74/%@ //if‘(th
(oo Frey Crelo ) RWa  _Lo-e
O s2tlo LS .
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number and location of bee hives in Turakina.

Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
2?“‘/
Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
E/T,ufakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would/yau like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hors€s, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

0 Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additinnnl infarmatinn Ar nanoce l'fna(jessary

Signed:_ ’ Date: g ///0//5%[—
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

4 f .
Name: U\bf/\ D ﬁ(}&k

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) 027 48 62/65,?/

(evening)

Address:ﬁ CZWW W i‘«?)\i( ﬁ/\lfmp@

Email:___ LA 0{%@\5 }Efj\iw l v

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by

an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 'E/Yes O No

Poultry &/Yes O No

Roosters O VYes gNo vi@(&ﬁ }’ i ot
{ﬁ@j{p%@(ﬁ.@ ol .
”@/ Yes

Pigs

Comments:

i agped vion by ndhipid 1{% vy,

¥ — U I RARY
Turaking &8 (sl - Dt It fe Thas ko
e heke, — g f@; okl L

{abirer ooty hes vt Yoo focfoHing anl
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes No

Comments:

;, fandol$ are (ogu edl @‘\ v T [ocadimn o Tk Qisel 2

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comment

ot lood o m}&tf\j Vf Qocl o e groged gn o leen vt i o t’@&z”m&sb\g
gk _Yaadh e WM Qudld (L aloned 4o losonoll (w&ws;lovm

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
d Yes O No

Comments:

hLS Ywéﬂ 4/5' B wa m s ot adtechag hed peofidy
QWANGAL§ ~ VY -

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

& Yes O No

T vwde o et hav@\ Mm@{ o dofe — D peperTus on
Caneron  Repnd C@W&M\j howce uo;qfc o %MW ”imc.@; Lot

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

d{ Twabivor & Zore0l rosidadrid - e e e e Aot %eg SO [l d /
Way o we bawve  ean  diins — %‘z’o:;i) LW’VM’QI 'i)mf diral mf@i 0y
J | I g,

(i m@ Ttz iy oSt ﬁwm i g Coviv wiARH Cvains— et dnadd
ol ot mm%ée %fjs%ﬁ/!fmémwsx {le._foliem
>, MG

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: MQ’LQM/{ Date: leﬁ(&ﬂ&g

Peas_ oAl ) wore mpvmanin & 1oqured - g2 298 6292
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Katrina Graz

From: Lisa Ross <lisadross@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2015 3:32 p.m.
To: Katrina Gray

Subject: Re: FW: Turakina Animal Consultations
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Katrina,

I would like to see that rosters are allowed in Turakina.
I would like to see that residents can have bees in Turakina - however if these need conditions based on the
council, so be it as per the below.

I would like to add that in both situations, consultation between neighbours of a fair and reasonable nature
be held.
Given the location to the school, I would not like children to be affected by bee hives close to their play

areas etc.

I hope this makes sense. Thanks, Lisa

On Mon, Oct 19, 2015 at 1:16 PM, Katrina Gray <Katrina.Gray@rangitikei.govt.nz> wrote:

| Katrina Gray | Policy Analyst/Planner |

From: Katrina Gray

Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2015 9:15 a.m.
To: 'Ross, Lisa'

Subject: RE: Turakina Animal Consultations

Hi Lisa,

Thank you for your email below and submission. I just need to confirm the following points from your
submission which contradict the email below.

Would you like to see roosters as permitted in Turakina without the need for written dispensation by an
enforcement officer?

1
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related to
the number and location of bee hives in Turakina?

See attached for your submission.

Please feel free to ask if you have any questions.

Kind regards,

Katrina

| Katrina Gray | Policy Analyst/Planner |

| Rangitikei District Council | 46 High Street, Private Bag 1102, Marton 4741 |

| P 06327 0099 or 0800 422 522 | F 06 327 6970 | www.rangitikei.govt.nz |

From: Ross, Lisa [mailto:lisa.ross@spotless.co.nz]
Sent: Wednesday, 7 October 2015 8:29 a.m.

To: Katrina Gray

Subject: Turakina Animal Consultations

Hi Katrina,

Thanks for your time yesterday on the phone, I read the information again last night with some neighbours,
and I just wanted to be clear on my thoughts.

Firstly, I have issue with the council for changing our area to ‘Urban Areal” in October 2013 without
consultation with those property owners and rate payers whom it effects — which I will take up with the
council in another forum.

2
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However, with regards to your consultation process, I congratulate you for driving this forward, as it seems
the Rangitikei District Council failed to do this in October 2013.

I am in full support to remove Turakina from the urban area classification.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information, I have sent off my reply in the
mail to RDC yesterday.

Thanks and regards,

Lisa D Ross

Health & Safety

Spotless

New Zezaland Defence Contract
T 06 329 3638

Vi 021 961 040

E lisa.ross@spotless.co.nz
www.spotless.com

H SPOTLESS

We'll take care of it.

If you have received this email and any attachments to it in error, please take na action based an it, copy it ar show it ta anyone. Please advise the sender and delete your
capy. Thank you.

3
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

ame:__ Lo/ 5 < KosS g/_‘ Lonce (Cashel

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_ O 2/ 02S 875 72

(evening) cjé’f/fn(i e, {,DAQU\Q
Address: T anli0m Lol

LR / KO P N

1221 1 % Y

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats G/ Yes O No
Poultry G/ Yes 0 No
Roosters 9/ Yes O No
Pigs O/Yes 0O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
e Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m” of pasture.
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
exjsting dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

;
/
s

&
£

Attach addiﬁar’ ’%"ﬂé&% or pages‘ifécessdry
i ! (e B / ‘
ened "%ﬁte: O/ ¢t /’ .
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

,/'_" t f? ¢ - i
Name: ‘ (}Ef\ééﬁ%’i&{;@ﬂéﬁ\ & @éf"g.@-ﬁ 1o
Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) A i I35
(evening) 04 3273 6 97

Address:  abe lain Eﬂ( 'mfé‘t ZQM

Email: ?)ﬁ%t@%&fsﬁfkj el Sdve.co- 15

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @/ Yes O No
Poultry %{es O No
Roosters 6/ Yes O No
Pigs Q/Yes 0 No
Comments:

Page 156



* Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
igr;}xrakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,

horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
@-Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Q- Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional informatign or pages if necessary

Signed: %gg «?M,/%’/ Date; &0 —20¢S
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SUBMISSION FORM
‘s Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

¢

Name:gjf;’if'?%’?({/é < 7{24/8;/ ,Zﬁ?{’j?fﬂ@

Organisation: (if applicable) g

Phone: (day) 00 -~ ;&j {69 771

(evening)

Address: 24 A A S et
Ttwa b &

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 2{ Yes O No
Poultry 0’ Yes 0 No

Roosters @/ Yes 0O No

Pigs O/Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Q" Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

0" Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signediggfé% Date: .S - /O 0K
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

§

V=) | =G

L FYTPS IR

in

E58e sonvessxrrroees

Name: ;\’A\WQ.\(_
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_y(e ~STL.7 - Bg%i} )
(evening)
Address;__ (. 2~ St M‘LCLLW I 3
LD (1. TorAKwAs

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Yes o] Noi\?%”
Poultry Yes O No
Roosters Yes.- O No
Pigs o@ 0 No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would-you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permttted per property
(;/Tnfrakma? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hofses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
Q/t[i;]g dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
B Turakina
Name:__,
Organisation: (if a;plicab/e)__z o
Phone: (day)_____ . '
(evening) X "
Address:_ -
7 ' )

Email:__

~

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by

an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes 0O No
Poultry O Yes O No
Roosters O Yes O No

Pigs 0O Yes O No

Comments: ! . o
Lo adeidions S X\@ wlat G Lj/
‘&SG/ g ﬁiﬂ{(} e 0N ERR A 1t Ye Q/‘i eS|
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
o Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m” of pasture.
O Yes & No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
B Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes ‘p/No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

o ) b oA}
t!._[}{\\‘r 1 & en g“»/f gﬁ\ 1) ‘\r: \*\"i\%‘ O \\\ G& . foe s Lre CJV‘@X’ ')\ \1)\ RQQ
& 3 \\' R A nuj} \0@\ .\Lb L "({,3&-&5& AN J\«.‘; S \\H\\LLQA«_ I R A = S \ e e*.Jl ". \{S’\\' ﬂU\Q §f‘7
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‘x’\ & 3&&:"5" Ao bl XL \\? é.C\ &;‘Lvu\“) "'\\\D  x el [00) ﬂo\\)e\us & o <"\.&\ Ao‘b& G Q\’Wiaﬂ’/? !\Q‘;p.wﬁ
Ny 1 3 . A
ol 0‘4*‘ e N e? Lem- Dabv\ Nu&ﬂo) ‘\\.\m O a0 Gtec C\ {\eeA Qr\w \u \10 %««fﬁ"

Wedd \c\ wq eo. cevweden ni : e«:\%x»ce, \'T\—G/\\“L a«l\ ~\i\ee3 v{m\L elece e

\ AN \\\\\L \éﬁ- &M\@l

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

‘v

Signed:_ _ Date: 13- i(-iS
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. SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

T

P-4

ORIPotiT...

Name: A h @) Y\” @/R\ S Tl

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) 0220 Q/Z% <K/

(evening)

Address: < St 3 '///(//C«'ZW’( “

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitited in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats -0 Yes O No

Poultry & Yes 0 No

Roosters 0 Yes O No
//X;'

Pigs O Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
ﬁ/ Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hoyses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O/Qes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Lhenl e -ty
Signed: (L /VEA | L Lo Date: 4 /o e

Page 165



4

= %s;
AN
ok}
Lof RS

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:fi«:; /’Wfé/ {ﬁf’v’%ﬁé{; '///?/(/424 Z/?’Z"'ﬁi’i jé@’é@"éy
Organisation: (if applicable) —
Phone: (day) O;O%éﬁfj’fﬁj
(evening)
Address: SO SM%éM LL 3 4?0 /[
Tt B4 K ’

BEPOILT..

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 045
Poultry D/Y/es
Roosters e/Yes O No

Pigs 0/(es O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
’gkh&number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
) Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property

Wkina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m” of pasture.
es 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,

W deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the sethack requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
Z)f@?gdwemng and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: /:/Q\,Ljé\(ﬂ( Date:f@?;;y/
g/
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CRIPSILT.es

o
J o

Name: -~ > iZ lAamR

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) 02 g T oS>
(evening) (02> KL 7 o 97
Address: ‘S/,é,g MAN TS 1 LR AL AT

Email: /‘/,./‘/Z)

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes

Poultry O Yes

Roosters O Yes

Pigs O/Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.
O Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently pouliry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

0’ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

s

P

e

Attach additional infg,;mé%ion or pages if necessary
ST -

o

P -

G L - - i "~ /
Signed: &=~ Date: < /Q‘J / >
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

M

sereesrederezeNsy

Name:.t ~ g:»j\g [

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) 22 | 229 SO
(evening)

Address:. = cn mad S5 K«cbcaci

ROW i@ ind

Email: ®o«§\c\oe\\{/\01@&¢mcx L Covn,

Would vou like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats G/Yes O No

Poultry b/Yes O No
Roosters OAes 0O No
Pigs o Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
G/Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
0-Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
GAes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

@ _Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

np 0
Signedzmﬁ}\———»' Date: O 1. 2015
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| SUBMISSION FORM
“‘“%i Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name: X: . Q\Q\Q :‘ f\5@m

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)
(evening) @&Q Z’FU% \ 70[ 75

Address:____ /) \S\”CK\Q\K\\O’\ NS
oot Y

Email: (—:\\‘53 6@{@ C%W\Ou\ - Coorv

{

\

Would you like to see the following animals_ permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

o

e
Cats o Yes - 0 No L ,,/"’i .
/ M el
Poultry 9/ Yes 0 No %“%i;%% ’
o i:: %%%%W -
Roosters Yes 0 No E%@%;WW
o~

Pigs Q/Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
‘S))Ke number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Y 5%

es 0 }g

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property

Wakina? Currently there Wum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
QYes Q7 ojdf

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,

gclr?s;es, deer, donkeys, mules, goats,pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
OANes ANo é’j’

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for pouliry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently pouliry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
exisyg dwelling and 2 metres from aproperty boundary.

0-~es QP@O/%

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina? ]

ThS S a rJre \ alea and an L NS { S
o(e _an _essential Polt of lite
1;\‘9 i '

Attach additional /z'nformation or pages if necessary
Y/ 3

Slgned/”/rmwwm = Date:_.> - VO - iS-

s
St
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: SUBMISSION FORM
2~ (-4 Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name: W/\ 6@6 KP(TENg
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)__(06) 327385 A
(evening)»
Address; 35 Nlain Qd
Tuang

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Gf/Yes O No
Poultry 6 Yes O No
Roosters G/Yes O No
Pigs 0~/Yes C No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
ye number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in}urakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
G/ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
?;)2‘85, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: MWA’Q Date: 4 0. (5
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CErOiLT...

B

Name:d Dooe. ‘;J\a,\ ér-—u%:,_,
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)__ 2R T 2L
(evening) 227385
Address: LAV RV Q»c‘fﬁcg
N s Y e

Email:(;a\b;\ac.ag@ @L 'ﬁl\‘io\ s iy 3P

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @ Yes 0 No
Poultry G/ Yes 0 No
Roosters G/ Yes O No
Pigs @/ Yes 0 No
Comments:

V7

‘/:Agf@ 'ijé:S :’t\f Jeoge- Cf‘y‘?gé:é/ff‘ﬁ%’éff>-f\ )
& ;’z}’@a’IL 0/5»505;, [
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes g No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
iGr;/Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

0 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:& }y/fm Date: 2/;5)//; o
g 7 - 4
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Name:

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Ruzenn e Woua -

Address:

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)

(evening)

KA

— ; .
} OOANANJA

Email:

Cats

Poultry

Pigs

Roosters

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

@/Yes

0 No
D/Yes O No
G/Yes 0 No
’Y.’)/Yes O No

Comments:

N (’Kﬁ\‘&‘k«%ﬁ% L Com
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Ves 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is @ maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
‘Q)Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required {o be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

\Q/Ytes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: K Date: C@g 0 ! S
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SUBMISSION FORM
. | Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
b Turakina

LI TPy

Name: . e ‘*"’i Q@/‘r&?«g\ &C}

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) (Jb@;l”{j %QS /A;&_‘EW‘\P‘}SQZ(Q
(evening) Ctz&“’i 3%6?

Address:;_ Y 0 ’}*’d\/‘\/\b’\l 3

Koo ) /Na c«\bw@/

Email: ?{A&C@ l"(éf( C%\?JEDV{’W’\\C/

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/qles O No

Poultry Q/{:es 0 No
Roosters @/(es O No
Pigs @//es 0 No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
es O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
i;/‘[urakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
go/ﬁes, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
g)?iing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

s e
Signed: C/\ Qa/\"*’%\e\ Date: > T \g
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SUBMISSION FORM

Iz Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Q Turakina

Name:

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_
{evening) - o !

Address:_ _

Email:__. -

J
Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes 0 No
- );)/; 72
Poultry O Yes
3 ;‘(e/‘(»’
Roosters O Yes 107No.
Pigs 0 Yes O No
Comments:
Ty i
é/::; i P A~ ‘/ FaVi ks E»{/‘ e y ig %3
T UVNLA > WO OV s (O {{f;*'
2 PN %2 o e 7 »j‘«fl"‘xﬁ

[ J oSy 7y <
o AL NS LRSS L
o 3
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
1O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, lfamas)?
O Yes O No

7
I 3 i,
i {

Comments; | i e .
! ,{,, s /};N\\*‘ {»ﬁ?zé ‘z‘g J{:

{
H il i .
N Loy Ry b by P00
1) e &N I ST T
&« t

U

:
H i

< AP p s N e .

DUVMARATEO 0] S0 VA AS N TR Tl

i R

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additicnl infarmatine ~r nages ifnecessary% 5 OCT 2[}15

Signed:, ‘ _ Date:
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name: STL@G ’E}\/%f :

Organisation: (if applicable) {
Phone: (day) &6 .5« K6 7%/

(evening) v’
Address: /éO /! W/\/@

Email: 57@)&1@‘,(,/!«\7 @X‘Kfa GO a2

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats ‘Q/Yes O No

Poultry G/Yes O No

Roosters O Yes ‘O/No
Pigs O Yes "O/No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location o(fab/ee‘hives in Turakina.
O Yes No

Comments:

Would yovu,li‘keﬂto see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is g/maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes Y No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal,of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional, a fén or pages if necessary

‘ 4 Date:%/é%/kg/.

Fi
L/;/
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4 A

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

o TR { )
g;jame: 4(?37/&{/' @ﬁ;ﬁéé//
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)___ OX 7K IOT704S
(evening) O & 3L78729
Address:_ (7% (i bmaanc, _Z:acza/
AP)  Marden

Email: Cff(dﬁ[icj @R en - SO A

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats G/Yes 0O No
Poultry G/Yes O No
Roosters O Yes @/No

Pigs @ Ves 0 No

Comments:

C*Cﬁ\l%j .{')(".(/1\&‘7"’ (’“v’\{bi @\;%A SR kr@
o i‘g(' »Xv r@gﬁrz@) b@ c.‘o{\\%\ Ve D

« \ -
QC@(’ =< QS e . PARRS) “& c:m&} %i'ueﬁ7
lr\“é} C—\OS? ‘?\"@"%‘\‘W\ ‘:&v"‘d/{ C;‘} SEHNE o~ ;;K) d\L
Ole 0 <ROeTeA 3:-::: I k.}wz}\ N celze

LN -
£ ”K’“ﬁ.k(}; \Ql \ﬁf\go“( )'D DTN & ; :
ﬁi?{;f Sevicuys  ssde  Cap & u"vmz colle)

A{?b‘ @#\ﬁf /é@?'x//é??(/’f\(fﬂ e.q. /4 /)ZA

~
S,
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
O Yes @ No

C m t . IS V « \ i
%{jg SXO x\,e %1@5"5‘1\9\\:% c&\\' = u\ﬁ\/\‘\} Xrﬁ’/‘ GCQD (‘O\\ lf(c/i\e&"
(A\@\C&féi\ S Q‘\G’v’e GJ’\L\\ \\e*?'é\ e ~\\\\e é\r\@a\ A \Q& u}xrm\\écg’

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m?* of pasture.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

N o\«t\s@v\fé o CCed Ar\\\’y CGY\\QL ccv\ \ec;1 lr\ar"mw\\:\

Cx\n\/\a\ L/u(f\gcme \Qq*s%\t:(x'\c{\ Q\\\\ACA\ Qe oNEeNS gee:&vi\a OMBT cmcﬁ
5q§?\ameﬂ\’cwzj (¥@;§\) . caodse No fgvtb\cem%m )

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

C t , \

Ommerc\“'icnﬁo\ Omgvc?\"x\@i\ aGoe cEc,c,uf\ 5):&94 CQGCEJ% ‘§€\V \Pa(_\(t- gw:ca/\
SK\ML TACI \(\ \mocsm < exxe\ve\rezél Q\“cw\ Viee D j\@@cﬁm\ \f a\'nmce\

\’) Q«:,C&\AC,\T; Q@m\ 5*) \\Xvez ‘6\\ cu\O\’\ \Q.Q- O&chqu\\‘e\f/j c:’cz\:fce’d{ gv:, fo ] C/Cu»ﬂ?(i

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes O/ No
Comments: | . | . |

eV e l& \\ea\\\\ rc?(;x@lre w\@(\% j:\\\:f} &L\:ma\z éﬂ@u\cﬁ
CEMACC™

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

/ g
V\Q\w’\ }UH“C?L;{\Q {efﬁoeﬂl CSCe ST (‘n@(/ @Oe?f"alﬁ 6"?\}?(&} Gcﬁ TR

[ClS .2 !?i(?/\ ”H‘Ld /5@3 /?J<“l[(3{')((//bf /7:”86/ an(j r’c‘:nék’&ﬂ (}mmé’/‘%
50{‘ el ua} 208 aM@A(«m j)a 7Z[f< Vs cémlé«- Jafa»fw’“ /a,é é:mf CZ#/WVﬁ)
zﬁéa /”//@GJ €3 c@cm[‘s —/c [&w &més a/;‘e% #ueaf -\,azz/ff (}lj\é‘( L »éé

&na% &ym i~ _an Uv’}é{”}?ﬂ ﬁmu’h*-m;?iéﬂ m/é‘ el L EN ég/icm)
;" ’s%(m“g fC§) 7£r’cm’\ € 0{2{»@;’) c;ﬂa 71/‘6 /* T@ﬁ?é//é ﬂé&f ﬁ’?ad@cﬂ '%[c ‘//uﬁ:? e

foc

Attach additional mf/%’ pages if necessary
Signed: Date: /a? /O /&
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ENTERED 4=

SUBMISSION FORM

--Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

EET YIS 0 »j shese

Name: Lﬁuﬁéﬁ_
Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)___ <+ ﬁék/?d s

(evening)_ &~ B3Fd FH4I<K
Address:__|| T/ Weanss AN UL Roam
LD 2  WMAaRTER)  LIFSE

Email: O&‘(’C’/cw}}/ @ X‘"‘n’a LD YV E

NducHunleE CAmfRel |

Would you like to see the following animals permitied in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/;(es O No
Poultry G/Yes 0O No
Roosters @/ Yes O No
Pigs O/Yes O No
Comments:

Discussicas  raith f»éi%%‘éj&fj:é hes

{*l; RS e NS W a s‘@*««%@g&% e %

;ﬁ cave e o a\jjru Js; covibwe &
een all  choelz . ; Fo Sevvie s
!\:’}‘saiw iﬂas‘s Gd&f o 361& &,Q,gtﬁ
\b\f\&l.éf\ Jﬂ\ﬁ\é‘&i %J@{Aixﬁ. Tl "Léu,

\‘\ W z’\cufw«e ‘}{’?‘Ckaxc/mfi j EQ(",LCA- G

Coun Créi c?-f(f S\‘O cla C\f/%a} e a»:wé,
hease” oo boen amy real sy

woidh tlus
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer 10 prescribe conditions related
to the number and location o?e hives in Turakina.

0 Yes No
Comments . e Y g
3\4 oL BN & ‘x e e § i\\ oac:’i,é, g W g vv*”‘e”k;fj o
¢ : . N Vet
\3% k‘éé‘“@f«; “STL \u = ) D o (v fi’b*—fr:e"gs CE i_%'%@”‘“:vz\,%

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
urakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments: ‘ ) . ) \
MK“G)SY/ WJ\CE\‘/&&;J' ‘&Y/ﬁQJg e&j‘m :(} .f) @‘%‘Q »%T:} i;{—pdr AN

Fhoic  ounaw vxo} ) C,LM, W o LN ey

kS
e

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes No
Comments: . ) . ) N
@:‘?Lﬁl'{—é‘{; Nneuses Oy %é%‘“x”‘k&féj}\i NG C»«!V“uj,é@c} Ooan }2@/
)
SISO L

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional mformat/on or;ﬁages if necessary

S!gnec;/v(/// Lottt égﬁi Date: §§w}§~j§'ﬁ
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SUBMISSION FORM
g Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
“ Turakina

susveE

Lengararsntiy

ganger O

—

" AN caserest
UREPOILT... [ B (PR
.

Name: @4((_, Aﬁsﬁawﬁw,

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)_©007 & Zews xS
(evening) ©fe B2 2 Al
Address: & 21 L%

T A WA

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O Yes
TR

Poultry @y

Roosters O Yes

Pigs @

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
t mber and location of bee hives in Turakina.

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments: v/

r)A

{

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
ergéfsﬁdeer donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?

((; Yes 0O No
\Cbm/ments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metr ; f%‘”‘m\a property boundary.

O Yes 0 No;

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

,i,fﬁu& s Sz e p‘i&”’w> D A WD Mm?@

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: //(V\V Date: %/‘Z/SN
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SUBMISSION FORM

B i
“ %

o P Turakina

N =\
Name:, T e R
e ‘

[:3-212-T1 % Jo

.

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) OD"’L‘Q"“‘; <>

(evening)

Address,__ == - AN >
—=

Email: %MC"/ - (:.\'23‘-’ "‘*\\c’b("\.(éﬂ;) Q_’&"\I‘d: -G =4 EM“\)

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats ‘((Yes - 6/ No
Poultry O Yes O No
Roosters O Yes 0O No
Pigs O Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
. to thﬁ fiumber and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Nes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
m/urakma? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
6 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
+ 0 Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings 2nd
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
exis‘gng”d,welling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

w',,C)»*“’Yes 0 No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach add/t jonal- ujormat:on or pages if necessary

p———

ngned f ,:.._;\ Date: "j\v\’&\ \Q

\
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e SUBMISSION FORM

Feur Vi comereercsasec

$i sosvsserionssrsnsiTEersesvs

Fies 42,0 2 2 ;Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
e Turakina

Fi
i

Name: !l@ﬁ(j,{mm G&iﬁ (’Lffk
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_ ©L7S9 7272027
(evening) 06 ~327-23886
Address: R-R 1325 UbL43 Waf\é‘f@é’kul L) e f
Q IPY Tuvedan a /\(}Obfkﬂamu sy

Email: }‘“Y*!é;ix(’) ,f}’ﬁb;ifyrgz,p} ) ov/'mcm [ Coo . r’7%

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats d Yes O No
Poultry g Yes O No
Roosters @)/ Yes O No
Pigs {5 Yes 0O No

Comments: \\O %\(’}‘}LQ 0 4 %L‘{: Q bdw (élff{}

W0 consul *M& léfv‘t D SC‘LL{‘!CA ,gf
TO u“fvﬁ NZS&C“UL/@&” (@ | ufsfgiti Nl .
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* Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
. © Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
o Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessar,
/’/ } /{,9 g 14

Signed: //f//////éﬁf//é/z Date: 2 //OQ(/)/{;:

Page 195



SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:%@i& FA\KEA((EK&\} “TEREW |
Organisation: (if applicable) (\{f A
Phone: (day)_E© 3&?75’&&@
(evening) € 327 Je o
Address: UJ?\; Wiaint Q/) CS H&‘%w
RO 1 ToRAKIAA LSS
Email: ,}cw{(a,iéalmciﬁu/@ e co A2

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats G/Y/es
Poultry O/Yes
Roosters B/Yes

Pigs. 8435 O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
ye' number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
ig}ﬁakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
es O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
(e;'&fr:g dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additionql inf

Signed: / / ’
&

ation or pages if necessary

s Date;g:’@— & Oor rs™
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» SUBMISSION FORM
2 E‘_é‘é‘% Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
15, ” Turakina

aclla ~Terewo!
Organisation: (if applicable) & - LA i~/
Phone: (day) Gl R ﬂp&gg parel
(evening) O 538 7 36320 .
Address: Ab&‘fﬁ' H’)u/?,n Qc‘j : C_QQH? )
A D 1. T ORAIINA
Email.__Scenci e (& cleacs. ce Az

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 0/Yes O No

Poultry 645 0 No
Roosters Mes O No

Pigs Yes O No

Comments:
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" Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
_to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
\Ly"ﬁ?akina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
g}p{és, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
in}ingvdwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina? 5

N@ wfw%éf@f\— ?Kf[i@f’l Zamct} QZW&C?
en o013 J

Kieliewboss M@ A “2@2,2%?

Attach additionglinformation or pages if necessary
Signed: m Date: g A /6
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s SUBMISSION FORM
edasiog™ Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

HES SN ﬂ,,.m.mm.ét,m

F R .
535}2?3._ks.ie?}.mmsﬂ.»éf»w; % Tu raklna

-

W, LL,;{»nJ

Organisation: (if applicable) "
Phone: (day)__0¢ 327 3L L4~

(evening)

Address: ngg S /’/ ?)
TOL A
Email:___ &/ 316'?')-@, o7 e - OgrA

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 0/ Yes O No
Poultry G( Yes o
Roosters 0]
Pigs O
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
‘to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would-you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property

g}uakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
G/Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0O No L,

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?
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SUBMISSION FORM
R Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
o i Turakina

) “i""“fﬂ-v

Name:__ Daowure  (\\orton .
Organisation: (if applicable) ’\50)’0’63}; Kescve
Phone: (day) Y\Z‘”‘GT) Si.55037
(evening) \‘0(9 2272660 .
Address: U273 a sd2
RN A=

5

Email:___ 10 rak o~ yeacoe

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @/ Yes O No
Poultry Q/Yes O No

Roosters G)/ Yes O No

Pigs @' Yes O No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Q" Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently pouliry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

@ Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: AJ M@J@” Date: S ~ (0~ {&
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SUBMISSION FORM
.. Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

[i2-E-1-2-11% PPy

Nemer____ohona _ eleh
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) (VO b) 327 3 71

(evening) (Gé> 3270 b )b

Address:__ 2oL /66?,1061, K S?l’
“lucraking

Email: 1anaan d'S/;)O/)CZ CQX‘ILHQ. Co.d? 2

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/ Yes O No

Poultry O/Yes O No

Roosters Q/ Yes 0O No

} o
Pigs Q/ Yes O No

Comments:

——

|

Page 204



Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to fhe number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
& Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
icr;}drakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

AS  Jong as Hhay  are M and _watercd
/ﬂm//)é//u/ J J

t

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

e  npneed om e @/fﬂfﬁ@f} as _ fo N/n
NE e becn _C hod e 7@7{% oSt
s gl fo  AE<iclential

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signee{?‘?/fm //\/ﬁ/\ Date: g/m?///g
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SUBMISSION FORM
& ... AnimalControl Bylaw Amendment

CRePOLYen.

- . »
Name: ( ‘e " Yy Jem U v S
)

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) Sl ~ 257 B AT

(evening)
Address: \ ‘//x/:;f“c:l\c;-.. — %_Q.QQ\\ (Zq
/:2 ' IR LAl e, S T

Email cx i~ clemows W D %N—-\c::al\

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats \\9 Yes O No
Poultry ™0 Yes 0 No ;
lp=n !
ENTERED)
Roosters ~@ Yes O No {
Pigs N0 Yes O No
Comments:
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O~ Yes

Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of b,gee hives in Turakina.

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
7O~ Yes B'No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
“horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
©. Yes >€7 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
eXlstmg dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

@, Yes §,’é\ No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

o

\1‘)

e

~\,
Attach agdltlonal /nformation or pages if necessary

%

Slgned* \?\EMM\ - Date: g:i“k “‘\ ]

R T—
e
it

RN wlf

Page 207



X

Ty,

c

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CRIPOILT.o.

Name: [ffj’r\! /77’? Ap"?ﬁﬁ
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)___ 24 727 3 ,f""f’;"ﬁ -

(evening)
Address:___/ ﬁ%%/ Kiw A SL7eH R
D jp WGl LS8

Email_crope 4 plisn o @) JLodinscd forr -

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats 0" Yes 0 No

Poultry *f)/Yes O No
Roosters @ Yes 0 No

Pigs aﬂ/ Yes 0 No

Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
“B Yes Q/ego

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
Fg}ﬁ?akina? Currently there is a'maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

a Y :

&

es “No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
hogses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
10 Yes 3=No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an

;xi}t‘ng dwelling and 2 metre;;r m a property boundary.
Y @é

es ~NO

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

o 0 Tio /15~
Signed: /’l/ﬁ’{’//ﬁ// S Date: /,f i / )
/
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

[2-1.12-11% PN

Name: gj\\wo&cx QNQQ,N*Q .

Organisation: (if applicable) —

Phone: (day)__ (D7} 1O 1 SO0 C.
(evening) : /’7 . r
e

Address: \ m’O\\?\\‘wc,«

Email: o~

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q/ Yes C No

Poultry G/Yes 0O No
Roosters S/ es O No
Pigs Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to/t}?(e number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
@’ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property

g/anakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
g%és, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
5 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Gl/Yges O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

NOD Consdirhon.

e et s ~
e e

B e ———

Attach additional /in/f)armation or pages if necessary

Signed: ‘\% Date:_j | O(“'} \S ]
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SUBMISSION FORM

- Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
e o )

e Turakina

Name gfmf" Rﬁ{ﬂéf[/g@

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) &R/ 11777

(evening)
Address: ~lat 3

ﬂ/iwuwra St - Fatana /S :

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @/ Yes O No
Poultry G/Yes 0O No
Roosters Q" Yes 0 No
Pigs G/ Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ahility for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0" Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
0 Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
0/Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
exigting dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

G Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
) 6

V. 4. A i/ . “‘\v ! —
Signed:_\ “RL/TWJ\&/‘“{J”/ Date: b~ {0 - QOL5
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:_ 7 (145 &3“5}3 %{”“éé@a&

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)__ i S/ 2070

(evening)

Address: {//5 2 Aathauca Cud e
2 akeror Xg

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Gr/ Yes O No
Poultry Q@ Yes O No
Roosters Gr/ Yes O No
Pigs @’1 Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0" Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m* of pasture.

/
0’ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an

e>95ting dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.
O/ Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: ] Al Date: (Qﬁ 82018
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L Zpg-1=4_ . Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

bt

e
IR £
LIS 58 9 SV

yoeieseseedntag

£~

SUBMISSION FORM

Turakina

f 2 jﬁ F )
Name: IO S L aAl
i

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)

(evening)

address: 18 Raceloudie  Ave

Viafon Bho -

.

Cats @/Yes
Poultry e/ Yes
Roosters Q*’/ngs/’
Pigs Yes
Comments:

an enforcement officer in Turakina?

0 No

O No

0O No

O No

Ermail: )zé 0 Rl @{&)}(J\AV\& @ 4 M@VL( &%
1 J

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attaeh additiong! nformatipy or pages if necessary

A ,
Signed; é/( e~ Dater__ D ? ?O{l%’
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

SN

CRspoiit...

Name: Vit irs Kuzwear /Torefane

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) CR/O 7 7 &625
(evening) D3R FA3IES S

Address:

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats Q Yes 0 No
Poultry @ Yes O No
Roosters @f Yes O No
Pigs @/ Yes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
@ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
@ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
@ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

@ Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed:/%“ /(/lﬂﬂ/;‘gf‘éifu Date;é O &0/5
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UBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Preasrae iy corresssieis

¢

WA ?‘\jkt -\ €y

s A
Name:_\ |

Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)_L © Ry 2o 747/
(evening)_(0.7 7 &0 #0 £5
Address: /(b ' y\,({,/ijf-\{ Y aYed T4 \pl?ﬁ‘
Ko fane Z%; |
Email: (O LGl (XL / Mgmm e

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @/ Yes O No
Poultry @/Yes O No
Roosters 0 Yes O No
. /.

Pigs o Yes 0 No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
6/ Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
@ Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Q/Yes 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
gﬁ;ing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional mformatlon or pages if necessary
Signed: A /(//4/")«” )) Date:rféj" 6 io- 20
o™}
/ /
4
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

TIPDELTe0n

Name. EALL DA AV
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day) K27%7 6

(evening)
Address: L2 9 / NIy Rfo
TRA 4 R0 1/

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats @/Yes 0 No
Poultry Q/Yes O No

Roosters O VYes % No

, Gy
AN
Pigs o Yes 0 No X“gf}’f

Comments:
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‘Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
::;)he number and location of bee hives in Turakina.
o Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m?” of pasture.
Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
Yes 0O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

M Date: %’ ) /Z;

vy
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-
SUBMISSION FORM

Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

CREPDILT..n

Name: {')4‘ DL’?C‘/A Nz /C -
Organisation: (if applicable) D EXLD
Phone: (day)__ 3273766

(evening)

Address: 257 S )43 R4 K (N

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

Cats O/\/(es 0O No

Poultry G/Yes

Roosters O/Yes 8 RS
M’

Pigs Q/Yes O No

G@a’-}')"’i \/E;g

Comments:

How Do You cHANGE ZoMg-
WITHOUT N Folmné  OR
Discuss Nt~ & AmE W ITH
NUER CHAREED  RATE fAYERS
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the/f/\umber and location of bee hives in Turakina.
0 Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turalg’na? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m” of pasture.
0 Y%;f O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses] deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
0 Ve$ 0 No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an
existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

oY 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

e From RANGIMKEL zoMBiE Colnvei L

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signeufl//}yz /7?% Date: i / / ?/ 1S~
[
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Turakina

Name:%ﬁr&e A \——&M~§ Ox\@m
Organisation: (if applicable)
Phone: (day)___ OG 397 3RS

(evening)_ (27 2L 673 TS

Address: "\~ %ok_ﬁ..\ ol RO
QQ\@m e LSRN

il o s d\emdie @ reco ne

Would you like to see the following animals permitted in
Turakina without the need for written dispensation by
an enforcement officer in Turakina?

>
Cats @ 0 No

Poultry O Yes ) 0O No

Roosters @ O No

#~

Pigs 8] Yes) O No

Comments:

[ P Q&v M =k
\“;Q;Q\‘ N DNk e CX@(’\F\S vC
e o el e e o cedle
e~ AN Q‘é)\\@vf‘i'gé\@« czx@(‘“@'ﬁ‘@\\ E .
e \JC}QQ w\\\\ Qiu ;\\\\: ae s \ka\e
D e ¥0 \\‘%‘X@m ey \\\cr»‘ \TQ@'@D\@ -:%’\O
2 \ 3&@"\ R ’:v@\,":s@.ﬂ Qe; c:ionés
(\@&r& S ve AAAd Ma > Lo \ue
We  clasme e \we s S

~
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives in Turakina.

Comments: ,
\ 23(,»_ e \fx T - L == O N z\<:> c;c:% l%\-\(/c«—\ . %c: f‘v’*\\/
Q\Bd‘é\‘z-h - M@. Serms — nNo ”*'x@cfzci‘

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per property
in Turakina? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock in Turakina (stock: cattle, sheep,
horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?

© e

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries in Turakina? Currently pouliry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an

existing dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

Comments:

Al e /*S/\\“X@ [ er\ ”\A (‘“‘*S’v\’\C—\ \(“3 Cxé(‘
(\’\\g Syt h\——\\(‘\CS) - XY(’\ : O . S \r\ = (’\r\(“‘&\f\(:}mqé%
Do 28 Seos= M

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw related
to Turakina?

. ~Nf .
N |t e G T =X e “3@::(‘* f‘:‘xe \r Ve . Ai&—\e

- Qm‘m\\;‘x;:\!%@‘x r\cﬁ \@ (\3 %\o&e ,\g/\? = ’k::;/i =3
5%»\0&:% \M%} \\/\c:\m (\7 ‘X Py C:LS‘

Signed: f [P\\\ C S Date:_\\ JO/QCB{§ )
< %ﬁg@i\ |
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21-10-15:08: 16 cRangitiket District Council L ;B4 8 3881218 # 1.7 g

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
PN . W— Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

N%rﬁe:»’g"/‘”’? = Joarma /w(///))’lfd/ﬁ

Organisation: (if applicable) v V

Phone: (day)_© 2/ <=)/897 or 0zZ0 /67SS”
(evening) @2/ 51657 L 0220 Z/6TSET

- Address: G 6 SKaars e /7@;4:}/001

2D ) Teilepe

Email: o0 Z /’é’/umé/a)’ & St . Ol

- Which community are you submitting with regard to:

© Crofton 0 Koitiata 0
Mangaweka 0 Mataroa @/
Ohingaiti 0 Scotts Ferry o)
Ratana (8] Utiku 0

Other o Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

A e o jxa‘g eyl /'7/&

Comments M/C/{mz /;sg o< (om'ﬂz/ /g/ey?ﬁ Qe 5"0%@‘
//c//fw Cotuny” Mere 7o ""fr/ ctey) frem Joinn [/,

- Os (c‘l/f/}/n .///A?S //r’ /@&,( C/qP/J éc’—c’p ﬂ/ e ,97((‘
Aoy 7 Jez‘/ﬁr’q‘fﬂ( 76 Lipy on dFeed Sy Sor A, /4/40
57’*”’0*4"/ se 4/&/% d// ff‘/t’ {ﬁ(/ e W//SLM({

/«//"7& 7 //(/ //\//(90 afclU*’ s /Z(’ //Gf/v/ﬂ/)a /7%\5/92’
»1/41/::74 F owe Chomles Aom/// /~/ 7‘45/ q)'/y Nyt
Loofos Fo foole ot cpmod @a,oy Lo of e ‘

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

"j/fT?‘? erecd ./)7*4 =T /W'ez/J O/({/f crre for
e 7/*6‘1’46(”
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Expressions of Interest
clﬁb‘Se at
‘4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

Expressions of lnterest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikei.govt.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray :

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422522

NOTE If expressnons of
| : "[our ofCounc:i;

further

~ consulta : wnth ~your

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Name: SR Cloe S\ {\/\Okl&u’\

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day) L&\,’io() YN Uvu:i/xo

(evening)

Address: R "Tfede;\\mf\ S
™M\ MA\'O&X

Email:

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton o Koitiata ()
Mangaweka o Mataroa

Ohingaiti (8] Scotts Ferry

Ratana o Utiku

Other 0 Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban aread’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

0o Yes 0O No

Comments:

\ N~ canye \%\ GOCOS (3 O x’\k\Q& R AN
Lo \nossl oo e | alse
\aae “‘DL“M W\\x \X\Q\OK Vo C*\LS@
Cusan 0lO% %\m@_m@ 5&& wWa e ete

\Oac_c:x,\x‘yl\ N & S O\ (’\mo\\ @ O3vnAl Y ,\&\J 3Y\"Oé

(IS QO vl R %‘QQCB\DM e \\"&\ A4 N

Attach additional information or pages if necessary \:QQ‘% i
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EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST. FORMM |
Animal Control Bylaw Am ’

Name: | %l @zszrQi {‘Iﬂﬁ, o

Organisation: (if ap’pllcable) T
Phone: (day) \Eb) 297 &/Q:S%W

Expressions of Interest

close at
4pm on Thursday (evening) 4 £y
22 October 2015 Address: Q} L(g,»;)\‘; So, %\k‘ C’;r@k\i» Lo

~Return this form, or send your

, wntten submission to Email:

Expressions of ln‘terest :
Animal Control Bylaw

Rangitikei District Counci Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Private Bag 1102 - .
e C

Marton 4741 rofton o Koitiata o)
Email: info@rangitikei.govt.nz Mangaweka 0 Mataroa o
Fax: (06) 327 6970 ' Ohingaiti 0 Scotts Ferry 8]

Ratana O Utiku O

Any questlons phone
Katrina Gray i Other 0 Please specify
Policy Analyst/Pianner
0800 422 522

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

further
- > S your; G/Yes 0 No
co,jf;mum‘t willoccur.

Comments:

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Expressiohs of Interest
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, dr",s,glnrd your

written submission to:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: infof@rangit“ikei.govt.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst/Planner
~-0800422 522

NOTE: Ifexpressuons of

interest in favour of Council

cb’n sulting bout the
removal e ‘urban area’
restrictic .

consulta

comm occur.

L. S coleel

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)__ Olo B2 D&
(evening)_— R2 ) &S3577

Address: Bres  NoedvieiWeg: 2

Q@o%\» Meg @~/

; fu "f,th‘erﬁy ,
with  your

Email: ,\//,4._

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 43/ Koitiata o
Mangaweka o] Mataroa 0
Ohingaiti 0 Scotts Ferry 0
Ratana o) Utiku 0
Other (o) Please specify ]
ENTE

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban ared’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

\@/Yes O No

Comments:
LY CPem A C R

Cod vainmaan »‘&M o, e P Lo g/\r‘,lf‘

4

b Moo N i N P A R P =N o l=%

LA S e, 42

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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Expréssions of Interest
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
wntten submlssmn to

Expressions of lnterest :
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: infq@rangitikei.govt.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any quest ons phone

; r of Council
remova urban area’
restrict  further

2.0 Name:

:Wlth _your
occur o

L nd Ny tn Ao

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone: (day)_ OB E27 2/ / em ORT729/ 3744
(evening) @%3‘2/7 S Frr

Address: Lot IMalisn /4‘.(;7 g

PB_f s S

Email;_Neel ~Aelem s STarele D xT e ) e Y

—
(o o

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton ~Q Koitiata 0]
Mangaweka o] Mataroa 0
Ohingaiti 0 Scotts Ferry 0o
Ratana (o) Utiku o)
Other (o] Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban aread’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

\b Yes O No

c L AL :
omments /'[’}Mi N 2AS Fam ﬁ’vi«? él.)i &%\//%Lpg Q#\Q;’

¢ «ebheo — c/é/“e/;:me *Cfigf /‘::4"”\?.(’ /Wm/e;»‘
C»{f\é\u/@m et
AAero rmwe~N e
@/&’ V\/\7L

%Zo(,. &0 ﬂé'&’. '\/K”J
' G umsé’vam G

/féé Aore SN

Fhés (s

i od

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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Expressions of Intéfest’
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
‘Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email; mro@rang:t;km goz;t nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any quesﬂons phone
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800 422 522

NOTE: If expressions of

interest in favour of Council

consulting  about  the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consu!tatton with . your
communxty will oceur.

E %?S%tlon (If/ applicable)

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

‘wcéczﬁbﬁh Steednn

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

2B8306RL
(evemng) J b 3 8?@ b2

Address:_ =6 ‘%’ic%ﬁaf\ Road RO
Modaea « TOih ape &14)
Email___Deih . + {}(»’ ?(\?@("‘AO( nei-n2

Phone: (day) { Q(/“E

2

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 9] Koitiata o
Mangaweka o Mataroa @/i
Ohingaiti o Scotts Ferry o

Ratana 8 Utiku o

Other o Please specify ___ "

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should he excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban aread’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

O Yes/ O No

Comments:

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

nelan Bradle

D0 b 0 ganisation: (if applicable)
Expressions of Interest . i .
close at Phone: (day)__ (O} BeSFS+5
4pm on Thursday (evening)__ " t
22 OCtOber 2015 Address: 2 Z3<- %F’{ c?j(\ O Q@ O A ; (\J\\O\}\"\o\ Toq .
Return this form, oyr'send\yo\ur D e L\cu\a 2 -

wr' - . % : .
itten submission to Email:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 8] Koitiata 9]

Mangaweka o Matari / s}

Email: info@rangitikei.govi.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970 Ohingaiti o Scotts Ferry 9]
Ratana 0 Utiku )

Any questions phone:

Katrina Gray Other 0 Please specify

Policy Analyst/Planner

0800422522

Would you like Council to consult your community

NOTE: If expressions of about whether your area should be excluded from

interest in favour of Council complving with all or some of the ‘urban area’
consulting about the
removal of the ‘urban area’

restrictions further P
consultation  with  your O@ O No

community will occur.

restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

Comments:

Signed:

Date:

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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Expressions of Interest
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikel.govi.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray .
Policy Analyst/Planner
0800 422 522

NOTE: If expressions of
interest in favour of Council
consulting  about  the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consultation  with  your
community will occur.

/ jo ey
Slgnedﬁ%ﬁﬁvﬁ" ;

Date: ////6 //25

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Orgamsatson (if applicable)

Phone: {day)
(evening) C’% 3/@5 77 [ 1
Address: | 5 f\)i, (Tl A {; /‘{} 6{
/ Wﬁ /[aa (%4 7;’(; /*w? o
email:_STCi/¢ ;/fé.((///i 2 <her. l(’&f’? <

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton O Koitiata o
Mangaweka 0 Mataroa ﬁ
Ohingaiti O Scotts Ferry 8]
Ratana 9 Utiku

Other o Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

ﬁ Yes O No

Comments , ,
,z‘ 4 ”5’ fi g G /v <25 g O T S Vgi
:{Ié ASINCSI LY ?’i’z £ »?‘; (i (5 (e £ fﬁiv“f”g .
Mosl _resicenss  have  dadral Gdf
Ls_pack ef ,55\;: AG SO, pecple
/ f’{ %55 5;‘/7, Je /kéi P / '

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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Expressmns of Interest
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

" Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikei.govt.ﬂz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422 522

NOTE: If expressions of
interest in favour of Council
consulting  about  the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consultation  with  your
community will occur.

‘Signed:// /l/:}z’/\ ZM Q.
Date: /] /i D/'Q;O’S“

'Orgamsatxon (ifapp//cable)

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

. Nereditn LS

Phone: (day) }A %%8 7?9 ?{
(evening) (21 OF23 Tn !f<‘
Address;__(LL /QHO/”?M a g(ﬁ(\!)
D1 Tnihape
Email:__ A /m o /S @JJC/"/)A{'“)(‘? CO N2

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 0 Koitiata o
Mangaweka 9 Mataroa Q/
OChingaiti 0 Scotts Ferry o
Ratana O Utiku 8]

Other Q/ Please specify V1A THA QC,);{.)

Would you like Council to consult your commumty
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

Yes O No

Comments:

z)&« ~hased my properta [ouse
\ Pt e
v alridievielas, /28
/ /a ﬁ;Q/f}é}(’)‘/ 'iéf‘} /ﬁ‘é) (\6/’)/{? fCJ Cééﬁ
Quimals — en A Madar 0Q (s
a rerodd ur’//cmi? poith almest
al_cf 4hg O e ntr nonirg
Qninh0 IS / (Lo J

Attach add/t/ona/ information or pages if necessary
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Expressions of Interest
close at
4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

“Return this form, or send your
written submission to

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikei.govi.nz

Fax: (06) 3276970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422 522

NOTE: If expressions of
interest in favour of Council
consulting about the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consultation ~ with  your
community will occur.

!/7 -
Signed @/\O i

Date: ”{///O‘/’ZO’/S“ o

eeeeeee

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Jiz‘ame I f%/a:f/eu c;asc! ?% Il 7] Cmf S

Organisation: (if applicab
Phone: (day) Gé
(evening)

Address:__ /- {

8% 788 R

F

Kuczezu; /4(}6{5[’/

R.D. ! /a(h%@, o719/

Email:

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton ) Koitiata o
Mangaweka o] Mataroa \,ﬁ’/
Ohingaiti O Scotts Ferry O
Ratana o Utiku o
Other 0 Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

\%’es O No

Comments (\
% fm’{%@%f O Thiadon 18 mado wm

Sotien§ h/e hrezpd &Qﬁ\};
x"’?ﬁ%zj /‘/.f/( iy _ced &@%@fa S0 Sﬁ( 374 7‘1/%/7
//34; 2080 - // \0 7] :;?/fff Dp(f wa Ve, g,ﬂ&’f %a/ (/UOC{//cf
&2”7‘?/} éf&f@% a_Sve ha c:ia/Cfi/f? Sumaar. e Ct,(/cg’é
fae Seweral " r}acf/«/?}ﬂa Seases”  wiH Kwival,
40 /jﬁm% ﬁo‘lp«/m VA fémg/ mwwc/ Z7¢f ‘/@/W D(Qé))

Attach aa’d/z‘/onal information or pages if necessary

%/Nfr”ac also nood o be m{/@é’upc/ by s ngaf/afc
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Expressions of Interest
close at

4pm on Thursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your

written submission to:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email: info@rangitikei.govi.nz

Fax: (06) 327 6970

Any questioﬁs phone:
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422522

NOTE: If expressions = of
interest in favour of Council
consulting ~ about the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions - further
consultation - with  your
community will occur.

EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
Animal Control Byﬁaw Amendment

A7 i
oA

P S el (L 22 2N, .
Name:_ | .Zr v gt AN eCo
-

Organisation: (if applicable)

APl TZUE = 1y g
Phone: (day)___ /1~ S =2 "yt le
. 8
(evening)
. 7 . o /,,;"' . . ;‘;X,/’A N
Address: 17} i o = ;"“\§> ! i \EE:\ TG oA

Email:

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 8] Koitiata O

Mangaweka o Mataroa o

Ohingaiti O Scotts Ferry
Ratana 8] Utiku
Other 8 Please specify

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban ared’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

O Yes O No

Comments:

(VRS | jo

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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EXPRESS!ONS OF INTEREST FORM

Organisation: (if applicable)

Express:ons of lnterest ) . 095 (9 227 3
: S i B A
close at Phone: (day) -
. e o T
4pm on Thursday (evening)_ U oW T 40 74
22 October 2015 Address: 7 uirernu  sreeer . Marzroo
' POV “Tal o C
Return this form, or send your ~ AL C{/*“’ L7 1
written submission to: Email: 2 Coteley L0 D om AL Com
. ~F [y
Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw - . . o .
Rangitikei District Council Which community are you submitting with regard to:
Pr&ztr:biai_};fz Crofton o Koitiata O
Email: info@rangitikei.govt.nz Mangaweka o Mataroa \8/
Fax: (06) 327 6970 Ohingaiti o Scotts Ferry 0O
Ratana O Utiku
Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray Other O Please specify
Policy Analyst/Planner
0800422522
Would you like Council to consult your community
NOTE: If expressions of about whether your area should be excluded from
interest in favour of Council complying with all or some of the ‘urban ared’

consulting  about  the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consultation  with  your o Yes
community will occur. e

restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

Comments:

1/'] 770
Signed: ;'/o/ f'ff/wa

{: R - 6?,#',
Date: '| = (U~ 201&

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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Expressions of Interest
close at
dpmonT hursday
22 October 2015

Return this form, or send your
written submission to:

Expressions of Interest
Animal Control Bylaw
Rangitikei District Council
Private Bag 1102
Marton 4741

Email; info@rangitikel.govt.nz

Fax: (06)327 6970

Any questions phone:
Katrina Gray

Policy Analyst/Planner
0800 422 522

NOTE: If expressions of
interest in favour of Council
consulting ~ about  the
removal of the ‘urban area’
restrictions further
consultation ~ with ~ your
community will oceur.

Signed:

pater__11[10p01<

~ EXPRESSIONS OF INTEREST FORM
-Animal Control Bylaw Amendment

Name: @H g ‘{ i {f‘f\} %{ﬁh’”pﬂ fg/’}\/

Organisation: (if applicable)
D222 23S
(evening) Oéjggg :}S%
Matewoa KD

%fi s/
Email___ 1 e c«i{'\(lx‘{ﬁ/c,: JIDE %’;;V(}l (2.

Phone: (day)

Address:

Which community are you submitting with regard to:

Crofton 0 Koitiata 0
Mangaweka O Mataroa Q/
Ohingaiti 8] Scotts Ferry O
Ratana o Utiku o)
Other 0 Please specify = £

Would you like Council to consult your community
about whether your area should be excluded from
complying with all or some of the ‘urban area’
restrictions from the Animal Control Bylaw?

Yes O No

Comments:

If\é)é’ would e nnove
INB/rmehon !

Attach additional information or pages if necessary
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VLLGE BICIHEE
Femintiarpens
the Purakitia copmmunity want o
{ exenipt from 4. bylaw  that
Irevents residents from keeping
wertain animals on their proper-
les, : _
¢ The animal control bylaw states
Hat properties in wrban aveas,
which includes Turakina, are
Wowed a maxbmuom of three cats
inid 12 poultry animals.
e bylaw probibits the keep-
Ibp, of bees and pigs.
L "The  Turakina  Conmunomity
Sommittee has vaised concerns
shout the bylaw and the fact the
intilement is being recognised as a
fpsidential zone as opposed to
qiral.
" Phe commmittee has reguested
the Rangitikei District Council
amend the bylaw o exempt Tura-
tlna. -
Y policy analyst Kalvina Gray
sadd, in the covmell meeting on
Phureday, that the issue had
frteen.since areas like Turakina
were . recognised as residential
rather than yaral, despite being'in
ddargely ruralarea,
b She said if the Turakina com-
franity was made exempt, other
small rural villages in Bangitiked,
duch as Crofton, Koitiata and
Wiangawelka would also wish to he
exempl. ;

Couneiliol Lynue Sheyidean said

FICTPRR ¥ WP, WS | 1 IR

8 e e R A
s

Rangitikei District Council

~ Expressions of Interest - Amendment to Animal

kina should not be considered as

~gesidential, “T can’t understand |

why we got it so wrong making

these small towns residential

when they clearly are not. We did
get it wrong,” she said, ‘
The bylaw was created ta Octo-
ber 2013 to conirol the number of
animals ‘kept on  residential

properties to ensure they do not.

create nuisance or endanger the
health of people.

Cr Soraya Peke-Mason, who
lives in Ttrakina, said people in

the area enjoyed living a ruval |

Hifestyle and were willing to move
ottt of the area if they could not
keep their animals.

“This [proposed] change will
allow people to Hve a rural lifestyle
and that's what it’s all about.

“They moved to this village
because they wanted a rural

lifestyle quite some years ago, Now |

we've done this to them and if they
can’t do this they're looking at
moving out,” she said,

2 Cr Cath Ash said the council

could be making more trouble for
itsell if it granted the exemption
for  animals, vrather than
consulting with property owners
individually over which animals
they wished to keep.

Or Dean McManaway said the
amendment would keep animal
owners inthe avea happy.

The council will consult with. 1
residents to discuss the amend- |

e

Gomntrol Bylaw 2013

- o By )
Council ff\“%/iélies}i;'to seek the views of the following communities on' potential

amencments to the Animal Control Bylaw 2013, ' ‘

Crofton, Koitiata, Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku.

Specifically; -

Do you think Council should undertake consultation with yowr camimunity about

removing the requirement to comply with the ‘arban area’ provisions, increasing the

flexibility about thetypes, number and locations of animals permitted without the
need for a formal dispensation?

JB,a‘ﬂkgmmam DA

The Turakina Community has expressed concerns about Turaiina’s Inclision as ai
‘urban avea’ as part of the Animal Control Bylaw 2013. The inclusion of Turakina as
an ‘urban avea’ places a number of restrictions on what, how many and setback
1 distances for.specified animals. Turakina is included ag-an ‘urban area’ because the
properties are zoned as residential under the operative Rangitikei District Plan 2013.

Due to the concerns taised by the community, Council has approved a consultation
process to-allow the pmendment of the Bylaw, The consultation process seeks the
community’s views din whether they would like Twakina to be removed from the-
‘urban avea’ classification, thus increasing flexibility for the number, location and
type of animals permitted in the area; The consultation processes also allows
.consideration of whether the Turakina community would prefer some animals as

permitted, while others remain-exeluded unless written dispensation is given by an
enforcement officer. | : . .

‘The main animals rés_tricted are; cats, poultyy (ineluding roosters), pigs and bees.
Stocking rates and animal slanghter are also restricted.

Ixpressions of iirterist are also sought from other rural communities which have
‘residentially zoned properties — Crofton, Koitiata,:Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti,
Scotts Ferry, Ratana’and Utiku to establish whether they consider an amendment to
‘the Bylaw would be pseful in their community. A secondary consultation process
‘would occur if-there 15 interest from these communtities.

Further Informatioh and Feedback .
Further-informationcan be found on the Rangitilei District Council website, from
the Marton, Bulls and'Taihape Luibraries and the Council Office in Marton or youmay
ask for information t6 be sent to you by calling 0800 422 522, N .
Expressions of interdst ave invited until dpm Thursday 22 October 20615, Written
comments may be; . - '

Postedto:
Rangitikei District Council
| Attn: Katrina Gray

R

It 46 High Street, Privaie Bag 1102,

i Marton 4741 - _ ‘

il Bmailed to: info@rangitikei.govtnz

| Dropped to: the Marton, Bulls or Tailiape Libraries or Marton Council Offices.

Il I you have any questions or would Jike to make any verbal comments please contact
i Katrina Gray, on 06 327'0099 or 0800 422 522,
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Sometmimentigione

WICPHIER,

nrakits: commumity want to
snipt-from a- bylaw  that
vents residents from keeping
ain animals on their proper-

U The animal control bylaw states
that propertidy’ in wrban areas,
Which dncludes Turakina, are
iillowed a maximum of three cats
and 12 pouttey animals,
.. 'I'he bylaw prohibits the keep-
;ﬁg of hees and pigs.
Lo he  Turakina  Comupunity
Oommittee has vaised conceins
about the hylaw and the fact the
tHlement is being recognised as a
sidential zone as opposed to
aral.
,; PThe commitiee has requested
the Rangltikei District Council
fimend the bylaw fo exempt Tura-
Rina.
“Policy analyst Eatrina Gray
aadid, in the councilmeeting on
Thursday, thal the issue had
arjsensince areas like Turakina
were recognised as residential
rither than rural, despite being in
dlargely ruralaves,
foshe said if the Turakina com-
ranity was made exempt, other
small vuratvillages in Rangitiked,
Sueh as Crofton, Koitiata and
WMangawelka would also wish to be
exempt. ;

Councilot Tiynne Sheridan said

N L R4 LLTRPN

get it wrong,” she said.

}i:'ma. should not be considered as

~pesidential, “I  can't understand

why we-got it so wrong making

‘these smiall towns residential

when they clearly are not. We did

The bylaw was created in Oct

animals ‘Kept on  residential
properties to ensure they do not

create nuisance or endanger the |

health of people.

Cr Soraya Peke-Mason, who
lives in Turakina, said people in
the area enjoyed living a rural
lifestyle and were wilting to move
out. of the avea if they could not
keep thelr animals.

“This [proposed] change will
atlow people to live a rural lifestyle

and that's what it’s all about.

S *They moved to this village
bécause they wanted a rural
lifestyle quite some years ago. Now
we've done this to them amd if they
caw’t do this they're looking at
moving out,” she said.

% Cr CathAsh said the council
couwld he making more trouble for |

itgell if it granted the exemption
for animals, rather
consulting with property owners
individually over which animals
they wished to keap,

Cr Dean McManaway said the
amendment would keep animal
owners inthe ares happy.

residents to discuss the amend-

vk

- Backpronnd -

“‘urban area’ as part of the Anim,
L an ‘urban area’ places a estrict
4 distances for;specified anjmals, Turakina'is included as-an “urban area’ because the
. A properties ave zoned gs residential under the operative Rangitikei District Plan 2013,
ber 2018 to control the number of | : ! : ‘ ‘

-the Bylaw would be iseful in th 1 N B
‘would occur ifithere 15 interest from these commuinities.

| Further Information and Feedbacl .

i Further informationtan befound on the Ranglitilei Distriet Council website, from

than |

~  RangitikelDistrict Council
= Expressions of Interest~Amendment to Animal
Control Bylaw 2013

Poaroou
Council @2‘18}5%5 to seek the views of the following communities on: potential
amendmerits to the Animal Control Bylaw 2013. :

Crofton, Koitiata, Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku,
Specifically: : .

Do you think Council should undertalke consultation with your community about
removing the requirement to comply with the ‘urban area’ provisions, increasing the-
flexibjlity about the types, number and locations of animals permitted withouf the
need for aformal dispensation?.

ity has expressed concerns about Turakina’s iclision a8 s
Control Bylaw 2018. The inclusion. of Turakina as
places a number of restrictions on what, how many and setback

The Turakina Commun

# Due to the CDncerns}jéised by the community, Council has approved a consultation

process to-allow the pmendiment of the Bylaw. The consultation process seeks the

‘community’s views: g whether they would like Turakina to be removed: from-the-

‘urban avea’ classification, thus increasing flexibility for the number, location and
type of animals permitted:.in the area; The consultation processes also allows

.consideration of whether the Turakina community would prefer some animals as’
spermitted, while others remain excluded unless written dispensation is given by an
{enforcement officer. |

f‘Themain animals re;strictedfare; cats, poultry (including roosters), pigs and bees.
' Stocking rates and ar}lmal slaughter are also restricted.

Expressions of interdst ave ‘also sought from other rural communities which have
Il residentially zoned properties — Croffon, Koitiata,:

f | itiata,: Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti,
Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku to establish whether they consider an amendment to
in-their community. Asecondary consultation process

the Marton, Bulls and Taihape Lilbiraries and the Couneil Office mMarton or youmay

Expressions of interdst are invited until dpm
comments may be: .-

f,_Posted tor

Rangitikei District Couneil -

Attn; Ratrina Gray ‘

46 High Street, Pravate Bag 1102,

hursday 22 October 2015, Written

-ask for information tp be sent to you by callmgTOSOG 492,592,

‘Marton 4741

Emailed to: irifo@rangitikei.govt.nz ,
Dropped to: the Marton, Bulls or Taihape Libiaries or Marton Council Offices.

If you have aniy questions or would like to male any verbal cormments please contact
] i Katrina Gray, on 06 327 0099 or 0800 422 522. N
The council will conswdt with !

Ross McNeil

Page 244 ;
. CHIEF EXECUTIVE

e

(

T

A

N
ZOGAOG

Qe

L"ﬂD\
o) .

~

P

74

CJF NCACTTRL
<A
47

/é

quf
c Teoy
Ly~

{

]

2

J

A= ¥

13

&

/

i

¢

Ly

‘L‘?}

V‘AP"
%

-

Aoy
W .

o
\
¥

C\O ™\ Q‘JC L O

S

oY

}

A e

—

1

e L ey 55’&( e

\

v
4

.




uw,

.{%
be

corrmitiee
e 0

i

torri

weatd |

18 Dot
R

N
2 g
® W
5 ®
© .8
< .
5

38

/e, §

g

7

@

r

Or Dean McMandaway said the
amendment would keep ;animal

will subn

Flose

L
¢
3

-

T Nk

o 7L

S T )

8
1)

§

s ;

L

A8 o
oW
v o
mg‘\: =



o 1he Dotk %:f}z Coymifiee ard up,

g ‘gﬁ%{éf

U
Q
¥
=

© B

¥ 3

34

0
Oo%
i

wil/

Flecss

) .

,
1’/
/
e

i< L

5
[
"

K, Maleom or Gé’%ﬁ



% \vop \m “oRoN V@f@\v 30 \r\fm\w\ <ON &
V}i WW ‘Q\N @m@
’OQ’ZW\ Oﬂg ACICSRCAN /
b\‘\UE\D\A S
/'\/-\/\/\/'\/\/’
T )Vb%*” SR
MSIASITL M L OB SIO 2 T 9y ol
=N O Aonwweey & fmb@




Simserisreensaseseirsrstenbitueetrteseanss
P - e eureacarEincRERatatPASEETRESE et EeLY.
N/ e £l vaseerssscnesrences
= st £
. Y ,}(Cy"r‘ R e C{'#/»< 4
[ Co ey 2 e A

. I =
(?’ = P N N TN e /

Page 248



Appendix 3

PPPPPPP



Engagement Plan

Animal Control Bylaw Amendment — Crofton/Mataroa/Scotts Ferry

Project description and background

During the consultation process for the amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw for
Turakina, expressions of interest were sought from the communities of Crofton, Koitiata,
Mangaweka, Mataroa, Ohingaiti, Scotts Ferry, Ratana and Utiku.

Interest was received from Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts Ferry for consultation to occur with
those communities regarding their removal from the urban area provisions of the Animal
Control Bylaw 2013.

The proposed consultation process seeks the community’s views on whether they would like
their community to be removed from the ‘urban area’ classification, thus increasing
flexibility for the number, location and type of animals permitted in the area. The
consultation processes also allows consideration of whether the community would prefer
some animals as permitted, while others remain excluded unless written dispensation is
given by an enforcement officer.

Engagement objectives

The purpose of the engagement is to obtain the community’s view of:

° If the community wants the classific’é’tion of ‘urban area’ to be removed.

° If all animals should be permittedio? if there are specific animals that the
community would like to remain as restricted.

e If any other similarly affected commumtles would like Council to amend the

Bylaw so they did not need to comply with the ‘urban area’ provisions.

Timeframe and completion date

The period of community engagement will be 15 working days for written submissions,
followed by oral ‘s,ubmissions, analysis and reporting back to council for final adoption.

Key project stages - Completion date

Draft consultatlon documents and engagement plan prepared 22 October 2015

Documents approved for community engagement 29 October 2015

Community engagement (written submissions) 9 November ~ 27 November 2015
Community engagement (oral submissions) 10 December 2015

Oral and written submissions considered by Council, final decision 10 December 2015

on whether to amend the Bylaw made, amendments to Bylaw

adopted.

Communities to be engaged with

° Residential zoned land owners and occupiers of Crofton, Mataroa and Scotts
Ferry and adjoining rural properties.

http:/rdcmoss/RDCDoc/stratp/DB/Bylaws/Enagaggsggt Plan Crofton and Mataroa amendment.docx1 - 2



Engagement tools and techniques to be used

Engagement Spectrum position desired: Consult

Community group or How this group will be engaged

stakeholder

Letter and submission form posted to each property owner
(based on rates information) and occupiers (where known).

Property owners and occupiers

Resources needed to complete the engagement

Resources beyond staff time required for this engagement are:
° Printing costs
Communication planning

Key messages

° Which animals do you want to be permitted without the need for a written
dispensation from an enforcement officer?

Reputation risks

° Issue becoming controversial.

° Lack of clear communication about the proposed changes could result in the
community expectations not being met i.e. they are not aware of the
implications.

Basis of assessment and feedback to the communities involved

Council officers will prepare a letter outlining the community’s views, Council’s response and
any proposed changes to the Animal Control Bylaw. This letter will be sent to each person
who made a submission, or depending on the outcome, each person in the Residential zone.

The feedback to the community will occur after Council has adopted changes to the Bylaw.

Project team roles and responsibilities

Team member Role and responsibilities
Michael Hodder Project sponsor

Katrina Gray Project leader

Katrina Gray Community point of contact
Katrina Gray Administration

2-2
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3.
3.1.

a)

4.
4.1.

RANGITIKEI DISTRICT COUNCIL
ANIMAL CONTROL BYLAW 2013

TITLE

This bylaw shall be known as the Rangitikei District Council Animal Control Bylaw
2013.

COMMENCEMENT

This bylaw comes into force on 7 October 2013.

SCOPE
This bylaw is made under the authority given by:
Sections 145 and 146(a)(v) of the Local Government Act 2002; and

PURPOSE
The purpose of this bylaw is to:

Control the keeping of animals within the district to ensure they do not create a
nuisance or endanger health;

Enable Enforcement Officers to manage animal nuisance in the urban area; and

Regulate the slaughtering of animals in urban areas.

4.2. This Bylaw does not apply to dogs, the control of which is provided for under the

Rangitikei District Council Control of Dogs Bylaw and relevant legislation.

INTERPRETATION
For the purposes of this bylaw, the following definitions apply:

ENFORCEMENT OFFICER means an authorised officer of Rangitikei District Council or
an officer of the New Zealand Police.

HOUSEHOLD UNIT means all land and buildings within a single rating unit.

NUISANCE means any damage, excessive noise or odour, where an enforcement
officer has received a complaint and upon investigation of the complaint, is of the
opinion that the noise or odour is excessive or offensive.

POULTRY means caged or free range poultry, and includes chickens, peacocks, geese,
ducks, turkeys and domestic fowls of all descriptions.

1
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6.2.

7.2.

8.2.

8.3.

URBAN AREA includes any property zoned as Residential, Commercial and Industrial
under the operative District Plan, but excludes the properties in Crofton, Mataroa,
Scotts Ferry and Turakina zoned Residential (i.e. does not include Rural Living and
Rural Zones).

STOCK means cattle, sheep, horses, deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas,
of any age or gender.

STOCK UNIT (SU) is taken to have the same meaning as in the Statistics New Zealand

Glossary, i.e. one 55 kg ewe rearing a single lamb. Under this definition, for example, 1
hogget = 0.7 SU; 1 Jersey cow = 6.5 SU; 1 mature Red Deer stag = 1.5-2.0 SU

DISPENSATION means every dispensation under this Bylaw will be reviewed at least
every three years.

KEEPING OF ANIMALS

No person shall keep any animal in such a manner or in such conditions, which in the
opinion of an enforcement officer, creates a nuisance or causes a threat to public
health or safety.

It is the responsibility of any person keeping an animal to confine the animal within
the boundaries of the premises where the animal is being kept, except where an
animal is being led, driven, ridden or exercised.

CATS

No person shall keep more than three cats over three months of age on any
household unit in any urban area, unless given a written dispensation by an
enforcement officer.

Clause 7.1 shall not apply to any veterinary clinic, SPCA shelter, or registered breeder
as accredited under the Cattery Accreditation Scheme operated by the New Zealand
Cat Fancy.

Note: Boarding or breeding establishments for more than 15 cats require resource
consent under the operative District Plan.

POULTRY

No person shall keep more than 12 head of poultry on any household unit in any
urban area, unless given a written dispensation by an enforcement officer.

No poultry house shall be erected or maintained so that any part of it is within 10
metres from any dwelling in an urban area, or within 2 metres of any property
boundary.

Every poultry house and poultry run shall be maintained in good repair, and in a clean
condition free from any offensive smell or overflow, and free from vermin.

2
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8.4.

9.2.

9.3.

10.
10.1.

11.
11.1.

12.
12.1.

13.
13.1.

No person shall keep any rooster in any urban area, nor keep a rooster in such a
manner that at any time the rooster can come within 100 metres of a boundary with
any urban area, unless given a written dispensation by an enforcement officer

BEES

The Council recognises that bees occupy a unique niche in the urban ecosystem and
responsible bee-keeping can bring many benefits to the local environment.

Notwithstanding the above, no person shall keep bees in any urban area if in the
opinion of an enforcement officer the keeping of bees is, or is likely to become, a
nuisance or causes a threat to public health or safety.

An enforcement officer may prescribe conditions relating to the location and number
of hives able to be kept on any premises or place within any urban area of the District.

PIGS

No person shall keep pigs within any urban area, nor keep pigs in such a manner that
at any time the pigs can come within 25 metres of a boundary with any urban area,
unless given a written dispensation by an enforcement officer.

GRAZING STOCK IN URBAN AREAS

No person shall keep stock at a stocking rate greater than 1 stock unit per 1000 square
metres of grazeable pasture within any urban area, unless given a written
dispensation by an enforcement officer.

Note: Refer to the Rangitikei District Council Stock Droving and Grazing Bylaw for
regulations on the grazing of road reserves and movement of stock within the District.

ANIMAL SLAUGHTER

No person shall slaughter any stock in any urban area, or within 100 metres of a
boundary with any urban area.

Note: It is an offence under the Health Act 1956 to leave animals or animal carcasses
in a state where they are offensive or injurious to health. It is an offence under the
Resource Management Act 1991 to contaminate waterways with animal remains. It is
an offence under the Biosecurity (Meat and Food Waste for Pigs) Regulations 2005 to
feed pigs untreated meat or untreated food waste. It is an offence under the
Rangitikei District Council Control of Dogs Bylaw to allow any dog to be fed or have
access to any untreated sheep or goat meat.

OFFENCES AND PENALTIES

Everyone commits an offence against this Bylaw who:

3
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a) Does, or causes to be done, or permits or suffers to be done, or is concerned in
doing, anything whatsoever contrary to or otherwise than as provided for in this
Bylaw.

b) Omits, or neglects to do, or permits, or suffers to remain undone, anything which
according to the true intent and meaning of this Bylaw, ought to be done at the time
and in the manner therein provided.

c) Does not refrain from doing anything which under this Bylaw they are required to
refrain from doing.

d) Permits or suffers any condition of things to exist contrary to any provision
contained in this Bylaw.

e) Refuses or neglects to comply with any notice duly given under this Bylaw.

f) Obstructs or hinders any enforcement officer in the performance of any duty to be
discharged by such officer under or in the exercise of any power, conferred by this
Bylaw.

g) Fails to comply with any notice or direction given in this Bylaw.

13.2. Any breach of this bylaw is an offence and liable to summary conviction and a fine not
exceeding $20,000, in accordance with Section 242(4) of the Local Government Act
2002.

4
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Crofton

= Zmereitt...,

Name:

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone:

Property address:

Postal address:

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_permitted
without the need for written dispensation by an
enforcement officer?

Cats O Yes O No
Poultry O Yes O No
Roosters o) Yes 0O No
Pigs O Yes 0O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per
property? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock (stock: cattle, sheep, horses,
deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an existing
dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes 0O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: Date:
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22 October 2015

File No: 1-DB-1-9

«ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
«ratepayer_address_1»

«ratepayer_address_2»

«ratepayer_address_3»

«ratepayer_address_4» «Postcode»Address 1

Dear «ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
Turakina Animal Control Bylaw Amendment 2015 - Crofton

During October expressions of interest were sought on whether Council should consult your
community about being removed from compliance with the ‘urban area’ provisions of the
Animal Control Bylaw 2013. We received interest from your community, therefore, are seeking
your views.

The areas which are classified as being in the ‘urban area’ are those zoned as Residential in the
Rangitikei District Plan 2013 (see enclosed map showing the zoning of the township). The
inclusion of the residential zoned properties in Crofton as ‘urban areas’ currently places a
number of restrictions on what, how many and setback distances for specific animals as

follows:

Cats

° Maximum of 3 cats over three months old.

Poultry

° Maximum of 12 poultry animals.

° Poultry houses - minimum of 10 metres from any dwelling and 2 metres from a
property.

No roosters in the urban area or within 100 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Bees

° No keeping of bees if they are, or are likely to become a nuisance.

° Possible prescription of conditions relating to the location and number of hives.
Pigs

° No pigs in the urban area or within 25 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Stock grazing
° Maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

Rangitikei District Council, 46 High Street, Private Bag 1102, Marton 4741

Telephone 06 327 0099 Facsimile 06 327 6970 Email info@rangitikei.govt.nz Website www.rangitikei.govt.nz
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Animal slaughter

e No slaughtering of stock in urban areas or within 100 metres of a boundary with an
urban area.

Note: there is currently the provision for an enforcement officer to give a written dispensation.
The dispensation will consider each situation on a case by case basis, and consider whether the
neighbours have given their approval.

The specific questions Council would like feedback on are:

1 Do you think Crofton should be exempt from complying with the ‘urban area’
restrictions for the keeping of animals?

2 Are there some animals that you would like to see exempt, while others you would like
to see restricted? Which animals are these?

A submission form has been enclosed for your convenience, please feel free to attach any
relevant documentation. Submissions close noon 27 November 2015. If you choose make a
written submission you are also able to make an oral submission to Council. Oral submissions
will be held in the Marton Council Chambers the morning of 10 December 2015. Please indicate
on your submission form if you would like to attend to speak to your submission. | will be in
touch to arrange specific speaking times.

If you have any questions, would like any parts of the Bylaw or amendment process clarified,
please feel free to contact me on 0800 422 522.

Yours sincerely

Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst/Planner

Encl. Submission form
Postage paid envelope
Animal Control Bylaw 2013
Zoning map

Ltr to Turakina Community 2-2
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BHereitt...

SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Mataroa

Name:

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone:

Property address:

Postal address:

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals permitted
without the need for written dispensation by an
enforcement officer?

Cats O Yes O No
Poultry O Yes 0 No
Roosters O Yes 0 No
Pigs O -Yes 0O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per
property? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock (stock: cattle, sheep, horses,
deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an existing
dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Signed: Date:
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22 October 2015

File No: 1-DB-1-9

«ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
«ratepayer_address_1»

«ratepayer_address_2»

«ratepayer_address_3»

«ratepayer_address_4» «Postcode»Address 1

Dear «ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
Turakina Animal Control Bylaw Amendment 2015 - Mataroa

During October expressions of interest were sought on whether Council should consult your
community about being removed from compliance with the ‘urban area’ provisions of the
Animal Control Bylaw 2013. We received interest from your community, therefore, are seeking
your views.

The areas which are classified as being in the ‘urban area’ are those zoned as Residential in the
Rangitikei District Plan 2013 (see enclosed map showing the zoning of the township). The
inclusion of the residential zoned properties in Mataroa as ‘urban areas’ currently places a
number of restrictions on what, how many and setback distances for specific animals as

follows:

Cats

° Maximum of 3 cats over three months old.

Poultry

e Maximum of 12 poultry animals.

° Poultry houses - minimum of 10 metres from any dwelling and 2 metres from a
property.

No roosters in the urban area or within 100 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Bees

° No keeping of bees if they are, or are likely to become a nuisance.

° Possible prescription of conditions relating to the location and number of hives.
Pigs

° No pigs in the urban area or within 25 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Stock grazing
° Maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

Rangitikei District Council, 46 High Street, Private Bag 1102, Marton 4741

Telephone 06 327 0099 Facsimile 06 327 6970 Email info@rangitikei.govt.nz Wehsite www.rangitikei.govt.nz
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Animal slaughter
e No slaughtering of stock in urban areas or within 100 metres of a boundary with an
urban area.

Note: there is currently the provision for an enforcement officer to give a written dispensation.
The dispensation will consider each situation on a case by case basis, and consider whether the
neighbours have given their approval.

The specific questions Council would like feedback on are:

1 Do you think Crofton should be exempt from complying with the ‘urban area’
restrictions for the keeping of animals?

2 Are there some animals that you would like to see exempt, while others you would like
to see restricted? Which animals are these?

A submission form has been enclosed for your convenience, please feel free to attach any
relevant documentation. Submissions close noon 27 November 2015. |f you choose make a
written submission you are also able to make an oral submission to Council. Oral submissions
will be held in the Marton Council Chambers the morning of 10 December 2015. Please indicate
on your submission form if you would like to attend to speak to your submission. | will be in
touch to arrange specific speaking times.

If you have any questions, would like any parts of the Bylaw or amendment process clarified,
please feel free to contact me on 0800 422 522.

Yours sincerely

sty

Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst/Planner

Encl. Submission form
Postage paid envelope
Animal Control Bylaw 2013
Zoning map

Ltr to Turakina Community 2-2
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SUBMISSION FORM
Animal Control Bylaw Amendment
Scotts Ferry

Name:

Organisation: (if applicable)

Phone:

Property address:

Postal address:

Email:

Would you like to see the following animals_ permitted
without the need for written dispensation by an
enforcement officer?

Cats O Yes O No
Poultry -0 Yes O No
Roosters O VYes O No
Pigs 'O VYes O No
Comments:
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Would you like to see the removal of the ability for an enforcement officer to prescribe conditions related
to the number and location of bee hives?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the limit on the number of grazing stock units permitted per
property? Currently there is a maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the restriction for slaughtering stock (stock: cattle, sheep, horses,
deer, donkeys, mules, goats, pigs, alpacas, llamas)?
O Yes O No

Comments:

Would you like to see the removal of the setback requirements for poultry houses from dwellings and
property boundaries? Currently poultry houses are required to be setback 10 metres from an existing
dwelling and 2 metres from a property boundary.

O Yes O No

Comments:

Do you have any further comments about the proposed amendment to the Animal Control Bylaw?

Attach additional information or pages if necessary

Sighed: Date:
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UNSPOILT:xa

22 October 2015

File No: 1-DB-1-9

«ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
«ratepayer_address_1»

«ratepayer_address_2»

«ratepayer_address_3»

«ratepayer_address_4» «Postcode»Address 1

Dear «ratepayer_name_1» and «ratepayer_name_2»
Turakina Animal Control Bylaw Amendment 2015 — Scotts Ferry

During October expressions of interest were sought on whether Council should consult your
community about being removed from compliance with the ‘urban area’ provisions of the
Animal Control Bylaw 2013. We received interest from your community, therefore, are seeking
your views.

The areas which are classified as being in the ‘urban area’ are those zoned as Residential in the
Rangitikei District Plan 2013 (see enclosed map showing the zoning of the township). The
inclusion of the residential zoned properties in Scotts Ferry as ‘urban areas’ currently places a
number of restrictions on what, how many and setback distances for specific animals as
follows:

Cats

° Maximum of 3 cats over three months old.

Poultry

° Maximum of 12 poultry animals.

° Poultry houses - minimum of 10 metres from any dwelling and 2 metres from a
property.

e No roosters in the urban area or within 100 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Bees

° No keeping of bees if they are, or are likely to become a nuisance.

° Possible prescription of conditions relating to the location and number of hives.

Pigs

° No pigs in the urban area or within 25 metres of a boundary with an urban area.

Stock grazing
° Maximum stocking rate of 1 stock unit per 1000m? of pasture.

Rangitikei District Council, 46 High Street, Private Bag 1102, Marton 4741

Telephone 06 3270099 Facsimile 06 327 6970 Email info@rangitikei.govt.nz Website www.rangitikei.govt.nz
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Animal slaughter
® No slaughtering of stock in urban areas or within 100 metres of a boundary with an
urban area.

Note: there is currently the provision for an enforcement officer to give a written dispensation.
The dispensation will consider each situation on a case by case basis, and consider whether the
neighbours have given their approval.

The specific questions Council would like feedback on are:

1 Do you think Crofton should be exempt from complying with the ‘urban area’
restrictions for the keeping of animals?

2 Are there some animals that you would like to see exempt, while others you would like
to see restricted? Which animals are these?

A submission form has been enclosed for your convenience, please feel free to attach any
relevant documentation. Submissions close noon 27 November 2015. If you choose make a
written submission you are also able to make an oral submission to Council. Oral submissions
will be held in the Marton Council Chambers the morning of 10 December 2015. Please indicate
on your submission form if you would like to attend to speak to your submission. | will be in
touch to arrange specific speaking times.

If you have any questions, would like any parts of the Bylaw or amendment process clarified,
please feel free to contact me on 0800 422 522.

Yours sincerely

Katrina Gray
Policy Analyst/Planner

Encl. Submission form
Postage paid envelope
Animal Control Bylaw 2013
Zoning map
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For adoption by Council, 29 October 2015

1. Dog Control in the District
e Number of dog owners in District — 2192.

e Number of registered dogs in District — 4847 comprising, 2673 working dogs, 2022 Good Dog
Owners and 152 non working dogs.

e The Council employs five Animal Control Officers and one Senior Animal Control Officer.

e A shared service for animal control has continued with the Manawatu District Council. Two
Animal Control Officers are base