
Watch the live-stream of this meeting on our You Tube channel, Facebook page and website: 
https://www.ashburtondc.govt.nz/council/public-meetings-research-centre 

Ashburton District Council 

AGENDA 

Notice of Meeting: 

A meeting of the Ashburton District Council will be held on: 

Date: Wednesday 30 June 2021 

Time:  1.00pm 

Venue: Council Chamber 

Membership 

Mayor  Neil Brown 
Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan 
Members Leen Braam 

Carolyn Cameron 
John Falloon 
Rodger Letham 
Lynette Lovett 
Angus McKay 
Diane Rawlinson 
Stuart Wilson 

https://www.ashburtondc.govt.nz/council/public-meetings-research-centre


 

Meeting Timetable 

Time Item 

1pm Meeting commences  
  

 

 

1 Apologies  

2 Extraordinary Business  

3 Declarations of Interest 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a 

conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external 

interest they might have. 

 

   

Minutes  

4 Council – 16/06/21 3 

5 Methven Community Board – 14/06/21 7 

6 Biodiversity Advisory Group – 8/06/21 9 

7 Youth Council – 9/06/21 11 

   

Reports  

8 Adoption of Long-Term Plan 2021-2031 13 

9 Setting of the Rates 2021-22 17 

10 Procurement Guidelines  28 

11 Brothel Location Bylaw 33 

12 Disposal of Grove Street Park   40 

13 Mayor’s Report 46 

14 Councillor Reports  48 

15 Financial Variance Report – May 2021 Attached 

   

Business Transacted with the Public Excluded   

16 Council – 16/06/21 
  Library & Civic Centre PCG 8/06/21  Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 1 

17 Community Grants & Funding 2021-22  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 2 

18 Executive Committee – 30/06/21  [Report tabled] 
 Emergency Relief Funding Section 7(2)(a)  Protection privacy natural persons 

PE 18 

19 Proposed District Plan Change 4 – Commissioner’s Recommendations  
Section 7(2)(g)  Maintain legal professional privilege  

PE 19 

20 Sale of Land  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 114 

21 Freeholding Glasgow Lease  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 129 

22 Land Purchase  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 148 

23 Ashburton Museum  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

PE 160 

24 Ashburton Zone Water Management Committee Refresh 2021 
Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

Tabled 



Council 

16 June 2021 

4. Council Minutes – 16 June 2021
Minutes of the Council meeting held on Wednesday 16 June 2021, commencing at 1.00pm, in 
the Council Chamber, 137 Havelock Street, Ashburton. 

Present 
His Worship the Mayor Neil Brown; Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan; Councillors Leen Braam, Carolyn Cameron, 
John Falloon, Rodger Letham, Lynette Lovett, Angus McKay, Diane Rawlinson and Stuart Wilson. 

In attendance 
Hamish Riach (Chief Executive) – via Zoom; Paul Brake (GM Business Support), Jane Donaldson (GM Strategy 
& Compliance), Steve Fabish (GM Community Services), Sarah Mosley (Manager People & Capability), Brian 
Fauth (Roading Manager) and Phillipa Clark (Governance Team Leader).   

Staff present for the duration of their reports: Toni Durham (Strategy & Policy Manager), Richard Mabon 
(Senior Policy Advisor), Mel Neumann (Policy Advisor) and Rachel Sparks (Finance Manager). 

Presentations 
Waitaha Health Board – 1.01pm to 1.20pm 

1 Apologies 
Nil. 

2 Extraordinary Business  
Nil. 

3 Declarations of Interest 
Nil. 

Waitaha Health Board presentation 

Georgie McLeod and Bill Eschenbach provided an update on the Board’s current initiatives and 
programme support being delivered.   
- Waitaha are focusing on the Civil Defence flood event and dealing with the wellbeing of people

affected.  Bill facilitated a meeting last week with parties involved in the welfare response,
including Council’s Welfare Recovery Manager and the Emergency Operations Manager.
An information booklet is being prepared outlining services and resources available to people.
Copies will be made available to GP practices who will be fully funded to see a patient (co-funded
payment not required).

- Additional mental health services have gone into some of the Board’s GP practices.  Additional
funding from 1 July will hopefully enable a full complement of staff in this area.

- GPs are busy.  There’s a shortage and a number are actively recruiting, including from overseas
where delays in the process are being experienced.

- The issue of people being able to access a GP in Ashburton is being worked through and Waitaha 
are receiving support from Ashburton Hospital’s AAU.

- Flu vaccinations have been rolled out.  Not a high incidence yet, but this is being monitored.
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- Covid-19 vaccination programme now moving to Tier 3 (includes over 65’s).  Information is being 
prepared by the Ministry for public release and GP practices will be directly contacting their
patients.  Looking at including over 55’s in the Maori and Pasifika groups.  A copy of the Ministry’s
communications release will be made available to Council.

- The mandate from the Ministry to CDHB was to deliver approximately 100,000 vacs by the end
of June and that’s on track.

Georgie and Bill were thanked and the presentation concluded at 1.20pm. 

4 Confirmation of Minutes – 2/06/21 

That the minutes of the Council meeting held on 2 June 2021, be taken as read and confirmed. 

Mayor/Rawlinson   Carried 

5 Rates Remission Policy 2021 

Reference was made to the Maronan and Lynnford Halls and Council questioned whether halls that 
are no longer in use should remain on the policy’s schedule.   

The Senior Policy Advisor advised that the facilities review proposed in the near future could be an 
opportunity to determine the requirements and ongoing use of halls.  The schedule will remain 
unchanged in the meantime. 

That Council adopts the Rates Remission Policy 2021. 

McKay/Falloon Carried 

6 Development and Financial Contributions Policy 2021 

That Council adopts the Development and Financial Contributions Policy 2021. 

Braam/Falloon Carried 

7 Community Engagement Policy 

That Council adopts the Community Engagement Policy to take effect 1 July 2021. 

Lovett/Braam Carried 

8 Financial Variance Report – 30/04/21 

• Flood costs
Options available to Council to meet the cost of flood damage were briefly discussed and further
information was requested.  The Finance Manager will report back on the amount of funding
available in Council’s reserves and the Disaster Insurance Fund.

The issue of stockwater races contributing to road damage in the flood event was raised with a 
comment that Council needs to make a final decision on the stockwater network. 

• Subsidised funding
The Roading Manager reported that subsidised funding for low cost / risk capital work not
completed in the CBD by 30 June will be carried over.  All other capital work has been completed
other than some unsealed road work where crushed material had to instead be used to deal with
flood damage. Officers are endeavouring to complete as much of the maintenance, operations and
renewals work as possible before 30 June; otherwise unspent money will be lost.

That the financial variance report for 30/04/21 be received. 

Falloon/Braam Carried 
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9 Submission to Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency – Speed Limit Setting Rule 2021 

The Senior Policy Advisor outlined minor changes made to the draft submission following this 
morning’s workshop.  He will further advise whether Council has the opportunity to present the 
submission in person. 

That Council approves the submission to Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency on the review of 
the Speed Limit Rule 2021. 

Wilson/Cameron Carried 

10 Mayor’s Report 

The Mayor recorded his appreciation of the Chief Executive and staff who were involved with 
manning the emergency operations centre.  He also acknowledged the partner agencies who 
supported Council. Offers of assistance were made from all around the country and with the event 
now in its recovery stages, it is pleasing to see the huge support from volunteers who are helping 
those who have sustained significant damage. 

The Mayor confirmed that central government is aware of the financial impact that the flood 
damaged Ashburton bridge has had on the roading network.   

That Council receives the Mayor’s report. 

Mayor/Letham Carried 

11 Councillor Reports 

That Council receives Cr Cameron’s report. 

Cameron/McMillan Carried 

12 Draft Recovery Action Plan 
Minor additions were made to the draft plan.  The Strategy & Policy Manager confirmed that 
elected members will be kept informed of the recovery process and will receive the fortnightly 
updates given to the Executive Team. 

That Council receives the draft Recovery Action Plan for the May 2021 flood. 

Lovett/Falloon Carried 

Acton Farmers Irrigation Co-operative presentation 
Steve Booker presented AFIC’s proposal to transfer the Scheme’s water races from Council to AFIC 
ownership.  He outlined the background to the Acton Scheme, built in 2010 with consent to take 
3m3 of water from the Rakaia River, under a licence from the Barrhill Chertsey Irrigation Scheme.   
In addition the AFIC network conveys stockwater for ADC. 

The consent allows 680 litres / sec to be taken of which BCI take 50 litres/sec at their offtake, 
leaving 630 litres/sec into the Acton network.  The transfer of Council’s consent will include the 
headworks. 

Mr Booker commented that AFIC’s core business is conveying water.  The proposal would see 
Council’s liability removed with the same level of service continued. 

Council supported the process that is being followed.   It was noted AFIC is required to present 
Council with a transfer petition and a transfer proposal.  

5



The statutory process will then see Council formally notify affected persons and conduct a poll.  If 
valid objections are received the matter will be referred to the Local Government Commission, 
otherwise Council will be able to implement the scheme. 

Mr Booker was thanked and left the meeting at 2.31pm. 

Welcome to new staff  (2.31pm) 
Sarah Mosely, Manager People & Capability, acknowledged the long service of Natasha Muller 
(People & Capability Advisor) – 5 years, and David Hampton (Facilities Management Officer) – 10 
years.   
New staff introduced –  Dean McDonnell (Open Spaces / Mower Operator), Natalie Liverant 
(Museum Collections Registrar), Peter Murphy (Building Official), Chaak San Lui (Building Official), 
Simon Worthington (Economic Development Manager) and Linda Clarke (Communications 
Advisor). 

Business transacted with the public excluded –  2.39pm 
That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely – the general 
subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in 
relation to each 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:   

Item 
No 

General subject of each matter to be 
considered: 

In accordance with Section 48(1) of the Act, the 
reason for passing this resolution in relation to each 
matter: 

13 Council 2/06/21 
• Council grants
• C-19 Economic Recovery Advisory Group
[now in open meeting] 
• Sport NZ Rural Travel Fund
• Plains Museum Trust appointment 

Section 7(2)(h)  
Section 7(2)(h) 

Commercial activities  
Commercial activities 

14 Library & Civic Centre PCG – 8/06/21 Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

Lovett/Wilson Carried 

The meeting concluded at 2.40pm. 

Confirmed 30 June 2021 

____________________________ 
       MAYOR 
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Methven Community Board 

14 June 2021 

5. Methven Community Board Minutes

Minutes of the Methven Community Board meeting held on Monday 14 June 2021, commencing at 
10.30am, in the Mt Hutt Memorial Hall Boardroom, 160 Main Street, Methven.  

Present 
Dan McLaughlin (Chairman), Kelvin Holmes, Ron Smith, Sonia McAlpine and Crs Liz McMillan and Rodger 
Letham. 

In attendance  
Mayor Neil Brown, Steve Fabish (GM Community Services), Ian Soper (Open Spaces Manager), Simon 
Worthington (Economic Development Manager) and Clare Harden (Community Administrator Office/Minutes) 

1 Apologies 
Nil. 

2 Extraordinary Business 

That pursuant to Section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 
the following items be introduced as extraordinary business: 

• MethvenNZ funding request
• Methven strategic plan

McAlpine/McMillan Carried 

3 Declarations of Interest 

Item 8.3  Discretionary grants 
• Liz McMillan gave notice she would withdraw from debate and decision on the Mt Hutt College

Dog Park project

• Dan McLaughlin gave notice he would withdraw from debate and decision on the MethvenNZ
funding request

4 Confirmation of Minutes 

That the minutes of the Methven Community Board meeting held on 3 May 2021, be taken as read and 
confirmed. 

Holmes/Letham Carried 

5 Activity Reports 

That the reports be received. 
McMillan/McAlpine Carried 

Community Services 

• It was noted that the Chambers Park playground equipment was well used and the Board would
like to be advised in the future should there be any changes proposed for this playground.

• Roger Sutton from EA Networks is following up on the installation of electricity to the trees for the
fairy lights.
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Extraordinary Business 

- Methven Strategic Plan

Recommendation to Council 

That the Methven Community Board requests that Council undertakes a review of the Methven 
Strategic Plan and reports back to the Board. 

Letham/McLaughlin Carried 

7 Infrastructure Services 

7.1 • Roading
Thanks was extended to Council for arranging freshwater tankers for the residents during the floods.
The clear communication provided by Council over the flood period was greatly appreciated

• Township Flooding
It was reported that Mackie Street has water coming off the road, flowing into properties and causing
flooding.

8.3 Discretionary Grants 

• Mt Hutt College Dog Park

Cr McMillan withdrew from the meeting for the duration of this item. 

That the Board approves funding of $100 to the Mt Hutt College Dog Park Project 

Letham/Holmes Carried 

• Grant Payments
A request was made for a summary of grant payments from the Discretionary fund to be included in 
the agenda.  

Extraordinary Business 
- MethvenNZ funding request

Dan McLaughlin withdrew from the meeting for the duration of this item. 
Sonia McAlpine took the Chair. 

An application for funding has been received from Methven NZ for $4,100 to assist with the costs 
associated to refreshing their website and creating an event calendar.  

That the Board defers this application and requests a report from the Economic Development 
Manager on the proposed changes to ChristchurchNZ’s contract to ascertain the changes to 
funding prior to a decision being made. 

Smith/McAlpine Carried 

Next meeting:  26 July 2021 

The meeting concluded at 11.50am. 

Dated 26 July 2021 

_________________ 
Chairman 
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Biodiversity Advisory Group 

8 June 2021 

6. Biodiversity Advisory Group

Minutes of the Biodiversity Advisory Group held on Tuesday 8 June, commencing at 1.00pm in 
the Mayors Reception, 5 Baring Square West, Ashburton. 

Present: Councillors Lynette Lovett (Chair) and Diane Rawlinson, Bert Hofmans (ADC); Steve Fabish (ADC); 
Barry Austin (Mt Somers Walkway Soc. & Lake Heron Conservation Soc.); Marcelo Wibmer (Fonterra), Barry 
Austin (Mt Somers Walkway & Lake Heron Conservation Soc.), Mary Ralston (Forest & Bird and Awa Awa 
Rata Reserve) and Edith Smith (Forest & Bird). 

In attendance: Aisling O’Reilly (Governance Support - minutes); Donna Lil (Environment Canterbury), Ian 
Soper (Open Spaces Manager) 

1 Apologies 
Donna Field, Alice Shanks, Val Clemens, Angela Cushnie, Ian Fraser, Jayde Couper and Janine 
Holland 

Ralston/Austin Carried 

2 Extraordinary Business 
Nil 

3 Declarations of Interest 
Nil 

4 Confirmation of Minutes – 2/02/21 

That the minutes of the Biodiversity Advisory Group meeting held on 2 February 2021 be taken 
as read and confirmed. 

Rawlinson/Austin Carried 

5 Reports and Presentations 

5.1 Canterbury Biodiversity Champions 
The group discussed the answers that were prepared by staff and agreed these could go back to 
the Canterbury Biodiversity Champions Group. 

6 Agency Updates 
Edith Smith (Forest & Bird) presented on: 
• A work plan to demonstrate the work involved in biodiversity planting.
• Some images to highlight the opportunities for the Ashburton Domain and for some of the

road side reserves.
Ian Soper acknowledged the opportunity for native plants to be planted in the Domain and
there are plans for natives to be planted in the Domain. Can look into the possibility of
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dryland areas to be created. Officers to bring a report back to next Biodiversity Advisory 
group meeting on this. 

Bert Hofmans (ADC) 
• DOC have advised that they are likely to decline ADCs application for a wildlife permit at

Ashton Beach. Will have to bring a report back to Council to advise of the way forward and
the options for this.

• Planting Natives 101 – date of 2 July likely to change due to the recent weather event. Group
discussed a potential alternative date for a time in late September/early October.

Other agencies gave verbal updates 

Donna Lill (Ecan) 
• Some changes to come in biodiversity funding through the LTP.

Marcelo Wibmer (Fonterra) 
• 46 Fonterra farms affected by the recent floods. Some are not so bad but others have

experienced a lot of damage.

Mary Ralston (Awa Awa Rata Reserve) 
• Hoping to apply for funding for restoration works and trapping

There was discussion on what work is being done regionally or locally in order to become predator 
free by 2050. 
Group agreed to get a speaker in to talk about trapping. 

Action Person Responsible 
Open Spaces provide report to Biodiversity 
Advisory Group on opportunity for native 
plants to be planted in Ashburton Domain. 

Ian Soper 

Invite speaker to future meeting to speak 
about trapping. 

? 

Next Meeting 
Tuesday 3 August 2021 at 1pm. 

The meeting concluded at 2:46pm 
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Youth Council 

10 June 2021 

7. Youth Council

Minutes of a meeting of the Ashburton Youth Council held on Wednesday 9 June 2021, 
commencing at 4.03pm in the Mayors Reception Room. 

Present: 
Henry Goodes                 Olivia Fox                 Ila Cabalse 
Maddie Page                    Dom Rodgers-Cotter     
Sophia Aguila                  John Magyaya             
Easterlin Faamausili    Beatrice Bernate 
Anna Tu’amoheloa       Georgia Blundell 
Visitors: 
Verity Jackson 
Anna Mattson 
Rosie Twamley 
Kathy Harrington-Watt 
Simon Worthington 

1 Apologies 
Janre Lim 
Michael Baker 
Lara Sheirlaw 

2 Guests 
Ashburton Public Library 
Anna Mattson and Rosie Twamley came to talk to us about what’s coming up at the library and wanted 
us to take a survey about what we would like to see happen activity wise. 

3 Team Building – Guest Speaker – Training 

Kathy Harrington-Watt – Cultural Competency and Refugees 

What’s our cultural lens? 

Our cultural lenses are our cultural backgrounds and what we feel is most important to us based on how 
and where we grew up. 

We went through our cultural lenses and learned that everyone has a different lens and what we see as 
right and wrong are quite different to others and we need to accept everyone’s. 

Cultural Competency is all about accepting other cultures. 

We can grow and learn to accept other cultures, but we can never master anyone else’s culture. 

We learned where we sat on a cultural and value continuum and how that was because of our cultural 
lens.  
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4 General Business 
We now have posters for the Mountain Film Festival. 

This year the funds from Bite Nite are going towards signage for the skate park. 

Environmental subcommittee has had some ideas for the upcoming year(s) and they are: 

Planting Days, bead and proceed, skate park bin project, designing cool bins for around the community, 
litter free Ashburton (18 September), Enviropast 16-17 July, Love Food Hate Waste and we would love to 
hold a camp like Activate so we are working on that for 2022. 

For Mental Health Awareness Week we are going to be holding a purple shirt day and we are currently 
contacting our schools to implement it around school. 

5 Wrap Up 

Articles due by 15 June 
- Maddie June meeting wrap
- Georgia – Environmental Subcommittee Update
- Beatrice – Berwick Outdoor Expereince

10 Next Meeting 

Wednesday 14 July 2021, 4:00pm to 6.00pm, Ashburton District Council, Council Chambers 

Any apologies must be sent to Verity or AYC Secretary prior to the meeting commencing. 

The meeting closed at 6.02pm. 
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Council 

30 June 2021 

8. Long-Term Plan 2021-31

Author Emily Reed; Corporate Planner 
Activity manager Toni Durham; Strategy & Policy Manager 
General manager Paul Brake; Business Support, Group Manager 

Summary 

• The purpose of this report is to adopt the Ashburton District Council Long-Term
Plan 2021-31.

• 431 submissions were received on the proposed plan, with 55 submitters attending
the hearing.

• A series of changes to the proposed plans were made during the deliberations in
response to the public’s feedback.

Recommendation 

1. That Council adopts the Long-Term Plan 2021-31.

Attachments 

Volumes 1 & 2 of the LTP are circulated with this agenda 
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Background 

The current situation 

1. Under Section 93 of the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act), Council is required to
produce a long-term plan (LTP) every three years. The LTP must provide information on
what the Council intends to do over the coming ten years and how this will be funded.

2. At time of writing this report, we have not yet received an audit opinion – but this is
expected by 25 June 2021 and will be circulated as soon as able.

3. Audit NZ have indicated they will qualify their opinion, based on the lack of certainty for
the additional 20% of central government funding required for the second urban bridge
between Tinwald and Ashburton. This is consistent with the opinion given for the
consultation document.

Previous Council decisions and direction 

Consultation document 

4. At the 17 March 2021 Council meeting, the consultation document which formed the
basis of community consultation was adopted.

5. Consultation was undertaken from 19 March to 19 April 2021, which included:

• eight community meetings (attended by 166 plus 400 later views of the online
meeting)

• community stalls at the Ashburton Public Library, Ashburton Farmers Market
and Neighbour’s day at Trott’s Garden

• 4 week radio campaign with 250 + advertisements played (with a 20,000 + reach)
• 23 newspaper advertisements
• over 16,000 printed consultation documents posted
• 17,000 reach from 19 Facebook posts
• 22,500 views of the four LTP videos.

6. 431 submissions were received on the proposed plan, with 55 submitters attending the
hearing on the 11th and 12th May 2021.

7. Following Council deliberations on the submissions, a series of changes were identified.
These are described in Section 1 Overview – Engaging with our community in the LTP.

Supporting information to the LTP 

8. A number of supporting documents to the LTP have been adopted in draft by Council at
previous meetings. A number of workshops have also been held to set the direction in
the LTP as outlined below.
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Date Council decision / direction 

9 June 2021 Workshop on finalised LTP (while under audit) 

11, 12, 18, 20 May 
2021 

LTP deliberations – direction provided to staff on changes to draft LTP 

17 March 2021 LTP consultation document adopted 

17 March 2021 Draft Financial Strategy and Draft Infrastructure Strategy adopted 

17 December 2020 Draft Significant Forecasting Assumption adopted 

7 August – 18 
September 2020 

Pre-engagement undertaken with community - 1121 survey responses 
received 

Options analysis 

Option one – adopt the Long-Term Plan as presented 

9. This will allow Council to meet its statutory deadline of adopting the Long-Term Plan by
30 June 2021.

Option two – make changes to the Long-Term Plan and adopt at a later date 

10. Any changes at his point in time will require sign-off by Audit. We are statutorily
required to adopt an LTP by 30 June, therefore, any changes will result in Council not
meeting its statutory requirements.

Legal/policy implications 

11. Council is required to produce an LTP under Section 93 of the Local Government Act
2002.

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Audit of this LTP is $85,200 

Is there budget available in 
LTP / AP? 

Yes 

Where is the funding 
coming from? 

Within existing budgets 

Are there any future 
budget implications? 

Adoption of this LTP sets the budgets for Council’s work programme 
for the next 10 years (with 3 yearly reviews). 

Reviewed by Finance 2. Not required
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Significance and engagement assessment 

3. Requirement 4. Explanation

Is the matter considered 
significant? 

Yes 

Level of significance High, significant 

Level of engagement 
selected 

3. Consult – formal two-way communication

Rationale for selecting level 
of engagement 

Adoption of the LTP is significant and consultation has been 
undertaken in line with the LGA. All submitters will receive a letter 
responding to the feedback they provided, and the general 
community will be notified of adoption through our usual 
communication channels.  

Reviewed by Strategy & 
Policy 

Toni Durham; Strategy & Policy Manager 

Next steps 

12. This plan will take affect from 1 July 2021.

13. Over the following month, letters will be sent to all submitters explaining the decisions
made.
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Council 

30 June 2021 
 

9.  Setting of the Rates 2021/22 

Author Rachel Sparks; Finance Manager 

Activity manager Rachel Sparks; Finance Manager 

General manager Paul Brake; Group Manager – Business Support 

Summary 

 The purpose of this report is to recommend that the Ashburton Council rates 2021/22 

be set by resolution of Council. 

 The resolution also includes changes to penalty rates for instalments 1-4 in the 

2021/22 year. 

 

Recommendation 

1. That Council sets the following rates under the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 on 

rating units in the district for the financial year commencing 1 July 2021 and ending on 

30 June 2022.  

All section references are to sections in the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002.  

All amounts are GST inclusive. 

 The definition of connected and serviceable is contained in Council’s Funding Impact 

Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

 The definition of separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit is contained in 

Council’s Funding Impact Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

 The definition for the amenity rating area is contained within Council’s Funding 

Impact Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

 

 

 

 

 

Cont’d 
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Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) 

A uniform annual general charge of $640.00 per separately used or inhabited part of a 

rating unit, set under section 15. 

The Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) funds wholly or in part the following 

activities of Council:

 Recreation facilities 

 Community development 

 Public conveniences 

 Civil defence 

 Community grants 

 Library 

 Arts and culture 

 Democracy and governance 

 

General rate 

A general rate set under section 13 of $0.000361 per dollar of capital value on each 

separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit in the district. 

The general rate will be used to fund either wholly or in part the following activities of 

Council:

 Footpaths 

 Stormwater 

 Solid waste management 

 Civil defence 

 Community development 

 Environmental services 

 Cemeteries 

 Water Resources 

 Stockwater 

 Reserves and campgrounds 

 Parks and reserves 

 Democracy and governance 

 Elderly Persons Housing 

 Business development 

 District promotion 

 

Roading rate 

A targeted rate for road services set under section 16 of $0.000455 per dollar of capital 

value on each separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit in the district. 

Water supply rates 

The following differential targeted rates are set under section 16 for each water supply 

area listed below. In each case the differential categories are: 

A. Connected rating units 

B. Serviceable rating units 

The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per separately used or inhabited part of a 

rating unit. Rating units outside the defined water supply areas listed below, but which 

are nonetheless connected to a water supply scheme servicing a particular water 

supply area, will be charged the connected rate for that water supply area. 
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 Connected Serviceable 

Ashburton urban $430.70 $215.40 

Lake Hood $430.70 $215.40 

Methven $430.70 $215.40 

Rakaia $430.70 $215.40 

Fairton $430.70 $215.40 

Hakatere $430.70 $215.40 

Hinds $430.70 $215.40 

Mayfield $430.70 $215.40 

Chertsey $430.70 $215.40 

Mt Somers $430.70 $215.40 

Dromore $430.70 $215.40 

 

Water meters – Extraordinary supply 

In addition to the above targeted rates, a targeted rate for water supply, set under 

section 19, will apply for: 

A. Rating units which fall outside a defined water supply area, but which are 

nonetheless connected to a water supply scheme servicing a water supply area 

(except Methven-Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

B. Rating units which are used for non-residential purposes and which are 

connected to a water supply scheme in a water supply area (except Methven-

Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

The rate is 96 cents per 1,000 litres of water consumed in excess of 90 cubic metres 

consumed in the quarterly periods during each year. The quarterly periods are 1 July to 

30 September, 1 October to 31 December, 1January to 31 March, and 1 April to 30 June. 

Water meters –Residential D and Rural A supply 

In addition to the above targeted rates, a targeted rate for water supply, set under 

section 19, will apply for: 

C. Rating units which fall outside a defined water supply area, but which are 

nonetheless connected to a water supply scheme servicing a water supply area 

(except Methven-Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

D. Rating units which are used for non-residential purposes and which are 

connected to a water supply scheme in a water supply area (except Methven-

Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

The rate is 96 cents per 1,000 litres of water consumed in excess of 438 cubic metres per 

annum. The period is 1 July – 30 June. 
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Methven-Springfield water supply rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $2,367.20 on all rating units connected to the 

Methven-Springfield water supply scheme, plus $197.30 per 1,000 litres of water 

supplied in excess of 12,000 litres to any rating unit within the Methven/Springfield 

water supply scheme. 

Montalto water supply rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $1,749.80 per rating unit in the Montalto water 

supply scheme, plus $56.80 per hectare of land in the Montalto water supply scheme. 

Lyndhurst water rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $173.20 on all rating units connected to the 

Lyndhurst water supply. 

Barrhill village water rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $430.00 on all rating units within the proposed 

scheme boundary for the Barrhill Village water supply. 

Wastewater disposal rates 

The following differential targeted rates are set under section 16 for wastewater 

(sewage) disposal for the Ashburton urban area, Methven and Rakaia townships, and a 

further loan rate in the Rakaia township, as listed below. In each case the differential 

categories are: 

A. Connected rating units 

B. Serviceable rating units 

The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per separately used or inhabited part of a 

rating unit. 

 Connected Serviceable 

Ashburton $449.10 $224.60 

Methven $449.10 $224.60 

Rakaia $449.10 $224.60 

Rakaia loan rate $149.50 $74.80 

The following additional targeted rates are set under section 16 for wastewater 

disposal on connected rating units within the Ashburton urban area, Methven and 

Rakaia townships as listed below. These rates are set differentially based on location 

and the number of urinals / pans in excess of three, in each rating unit, as listed below. 

 Urinal / pan charge from 4+ 

Ashburton $149.70 

Methven $149.70 

Rakaia $149.70 
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Solid waste collection rates 

The following rates are set under section 16 for waste collection for each area to which 

the service is provided as listed below. The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per 

separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit. 

Ashburton urban $224.60 

Ashburton CBD (inner) $432.80 

Methven $224.60 

Rakaia $224.60 

Hinds $224.60 

Mayfield $224.60 

Mt Somers $224.60 

Chertsey $224.60 

Fairton $224.60 

Lake Clearwater $125.70 

Rangitata $142.00 

Ashburton District 

extended 

$224.60 

 Stockwater rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 on all rating units within the general stockwater 

scheme. The rate is to be determined in accordance with the following factors: 

A. A rate of $159.90 where the total length of any stockwater races, aqueducts or 

water channels that pass through, along, or adjacent to, or abuts the rating unit 

does not exceed 246 metres in length; and 

B. A rate of 65 cents per metre where the total length of any stockwater races, 

aqueducts or water channels that pass through, along or adjacent to, or abuts 

the rating unit exceeds 246 metres in length; and 

C. A rate of $130.00 for each pond service, pipe sersvice, ram service, pump service, 

water wheel or windmill; and 

D. A rate of $65.00 for each dip service or extension pump service using water from 

the Council’s water race system. 

Amenity rates 

Targeted rates for amenity services under section 16 are as follows. 

Ashburton CBD (inner) footpath cleaning rate 

$0.000503 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the 

Ashburton CBD (inner) rating area (as more particularly described by reference to the 

Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book), for footpath services. 
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Ashburton urban amenity rate 

$0.000893 per dollar of capital value of every rating unit in the Ashburton urban area 

excluding Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton 

District Council Rating Areas Map Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, 

footpaths and parks and open spaces funding. 

Ashburton urban amenity rate – Lake Hood 

$0.000893 per dollar of capital value of every rating unit in the Ashburton (as more 

particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map 

Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, and parks and open spaces 

funding. 

Ashburton business amenity rate 

$0.000286 per dollar of capital value of every business rating unit within the Ashburton 

urban area excluding Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the 

Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district 

promotion and public conveniences. 

Ashburton business amenity rate – Lake Hood 

$0.000286 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the 

Ashburton urban area for Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the 

Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district 

promotion and public conveniences. 

Methven business amenity rate 

$0.000321 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the 

Methven township area (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton 

District Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the purposes of district promotion and 

public conveniences. 

Methven amenity rate 

$0.000672 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Methven 

township (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council 

Rating Areas Map Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, parks and 

open spaces and reserve board funding. 

Rakaia business amenity rate 

$0.000349 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the Rakaia 

township area (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District 

Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district promotion and public 

conveniences. 

Rakaia amenity rate 

$0.000848 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Rakaia 

township (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council 

Rating Areas Map Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, parks and 

open spaces and reserve board funding. 

22



Hinds stormwater rate 

$0.000301 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Hinds township 

area for the provision of stormwater services. 

Rural amenity rate 

$0.000035 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the rural area, 

excluding the townships of Methven and Rakaia, for the provision of footpaths and 

parks and open spaces. 

Methven Community Board rate 

A targeted rate to fund the Methven Community Board under section 16 of $93.40 per 

rating unit within the Methven township (as more particularly described by reference to 

the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book). 

Mt Hutt Memorial Hall rate 

A targeted rate to partially fund the Mt Hutt Memorial Hall under section 16 of 

$0.000000 per dollar on the capital value of each rating unit in the Methven township 

(as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating 

Areas Map Book). 

Due dates for payment of rates 

The rates will be payable in four equal instalments due on: 

 20 August 2021 

 20 November 2021 

 20 February 2022 

 20 May 2022 

Where the 20th of a month in which rates are due does not fall on a working day, rate 

payments will be accepted without penalty up to and including the first working day 

after the 20th of that month. 

Due dates for payment of water meter charges – Extraordinary Supplies 

That water by meter charges are due on: 

Quarterly period Reading dates completed Invoice date 

1 July to 30 September 

2021 

15 October 2021 20 November 2021 

1 October to 31 December 

2021 

15 January 2022 20 February 2022 

1 January to 31 March 2022 15 April 2022 20 May 2022 

1 April to 30 June 2022 15 July 2022 20 August 2022 
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Due dates for payment of water meter charges – Residential D and Rural A supplies 

That water by meter charges are due on: 

Annual period Reading date completed Invoice date 

1 July 2021 to 30 June 2022 15 July 2022 20 August 2022 

Penalties 

In accordance with sections 57 and 58, the Council authorises the Finance Manager to 

add the following penalties on rates unpaid by the due date. 

A 10% penalty will be added to instalment balances remaining unpaid as at the 

following dates: 

 21 August 2021 

 21 November 2021 

 21 February 2022 

 21 May 2022 

In addition a further penalty of 10% will be added to any unpaid rates and charges 

levied prior to 30 June 2021, if still unpaid as at 31 August 2021. 
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Background 

1. The Ashburton District Council Rates 2021/22 have been set based on Year One of the 

Council’s Long Term Plan 2021/31. The setting of rates meets the requirements of the Local 

Government (Rating) Act 2002.  

2. It should be noted that the rating area map for the Methven Community Board rate has been 

corrected for a small number of properties that are outside the boundary approved by the 

Local Government Commission. The corrected map is attached in Appendix 1. 

Options analysis 

Option one – set the rates 2021/22 by resolution of Council – recommended 

3. Council would set the rates in accordance with the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002. This 

option would mean the Council would be able to levy rates for the 2021/22 year. 

Option two – do not set the rates 2021/22 by resolution of Council 

4. This option would mean Council would be unable to levy rates for the 2021/22 year. 

Legal/policy implications 

5. Council is required, under section 23 of the Local Government Act (rating) 2002, to set rates 

by a resolution of Council. 

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Revised and up-to-date financial and rating information is included 

in the Long-Term Plan 2021-31. 

Is there budget available in 

LTP / AP? 

Yes 

Where is the funding 

coming from? 

See Year One of the Long-Term Plan 2021-31 for details. 

Are there any future 

budget implications? 

No 

Reviewed by Finance Rachel Sparks, Finance Manager 

6. If rates are not set for the 2021/22 year, Council will be unable to levy rates and, therefore, 

will not have revenue available to undertake the work programmes outlines in Year 1 of the 

Long-Term Plan 2021-31. 
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Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 

significant? 

Yes 

Level of significance Low 

Level of engagement 

selected 

1. Inform – one way communication 

Rationale for selecting 

level of engagement 

Setting the rates is significant due to the number of people affected, 

but considered of low significance due to no significant differences to 

that stated in the Long-Term Plan 2021-31. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 

Policy 

Toni Durham 

Strategy & Policy Manager 

Next steps 

7. There are no further steps required of Council. 

 

. 
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Appendix 1 - Corrected Methven Community Board rating area map 

*Please note the black line represents the corrected boundary
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Council 

30 June 2021 

10. Procurement Guidelines Review – ‘buying local’

Author Mel Neumann; Graduate Policy Advisor 
Activity Manager Toni Durham; Strategy and Policy Manager 
GM Responsible Paul Brake; Group Manager Business Support 

Jane Donaldson; Group Manager Strategy and Compliance 

Summary 

• The purpose of this report is to review the local procurement guidelines that were
adopted by Council in April 2020 for a period of 12 months, in light of Covid.

• The options proposed are:

1. Revert back to previous guidelines – Council will revert back to the
previous procurement guidelines used before April 2020.

2. Rollover local guidelines (recommended) – Council will continue to
implement the current procurement guidelines that place an emphasis on
local procurement where possible. This will be reviewed again with the
Procurement Policy in 2023.

Recommendation 

1. That Council rolls over the local procurement guidelines until the next review of the
Procurement Policy in 2023.
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Background 

Current situation 

1. In April 2020, New Zealand went into a nationwide lockdown due to Covid-19. The
impact on businesses was expected to be severe, and many economists recommended
to ‘buy local’ where possible to help stimulate the local economy.

2. At this time, Council requested a report regarding procurement processes, and in
particular to consider more emphasis on local suppliers through the Procurement Policy
and Guidelines.

3. Amended procurement guidelines were developed to direct officers to shop local where
possible for twelve months, relative to the expenditure type and procurement method.
These were adopted (as below) by Council in April 2020 for a period of 12 months, and it
is now time to review these guidelines.

Local procurement requirement, 30 April 2020 – 30 April 2021 

On 30 April 2020, Council approved a change to the ADC procurement process requiring staff to ‘buy local’ 
where possible for the period of April 2020-21, relative to the following table: 

Expenditure type and 
procurement method 

Local purchase requirement Examples 

Very minor <$80.00 

• No estimates or
quotes required

• Local suppliers must be preferred
in all instances, exception being
petty cash for work related travel
costs such as parking or food
purchases.

• Supermarket purchases
• Greeting cards
• One-off stationery items
• Hardware, tools, batteries
• Vouchers

Minor $81.00- 
$10,000 

• Verbal or written 
estimates

• Direct purchase in 
certain 
circumstances 

• Local suppliers should be
preferred where the estimate
obtained is within 5% of the most
competitive estimate (and can be 
met from within budgets).

Examples where local always 
preferred: 
• Catering
• Services such as plumbers,

electricians and builders

Examples where local  should be 
preferred: 
• Printing (small batch)

No requirement to procure locally: 
• Whole of government contracts

Moderate $10,000 - 
$74,999 

• Written quotes or
estimates

• The local value principle should
be prioritised, however the best
overall deal for the ratepayer
should be the priority (met from
within budgets).

• NZTA Procurement rules apply to
all NZTA subsidised works.

• Printing (large batch)
• Professional services such as

Annual Residents Survey 

No requirement to procure locally: 
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• Direct purchase in 
certain 
circumstances

• Whole of government contracts
(Hertz Rental agreement)

High $75,000 + 

• Open tender
• Closed tender in 

certain 
circumstances

• No additional requirement to
prefer local suppliers (however,
local value is one principle under
consideration).

• NZTA Procurement rules apply to
all NZTA subsidised works.

No requirement to procure locally: 
• Existing standing contracts
• Whole of government contracts

(stationery & office supplies (total
annual value), vehicles etc.)

Council also resolved that officers assess ‘local value’ for businesses within Ashburton District who 
contribute to the local economy through any of the following: 

• provide local employment,
• use local suppliers/subcontractors/services,
• manufacture/produce locally,
• add value locally (promote local well-being),
• build local capacity - train and develop locals, and/or
• look for local innovative solutions.

As per Council’s decisions, all purchases must be made: 
• with consideration of the above table and definition of local value;
• within existing budgets (buying local should not come at the expense of exceeding budgets);
• as per existing contracts (whether these are with a local supplier or not); and
• in line with the approval processes under the Procure 2 Pay system, and as detailed in the

Procurement Policy and Guidelines.

Impact of local procurement guidelines 

4. Officers have noted that the introduction of the local procurement guidelines has likely
had a minimal effect on Council’s purchasing, due to the fact that our original guidelines
already indicated a preference for local suppliers/businesses. Furthermore, the impact
of Covid on businesses within the district has not been as severe as was expected 12
months ago.

5. Expenditure for year ended December 2019 and December 20201:

2020 2019 

Total expenditure $68.2 million $54.6 million 

Local postcode $27.9 million $27.7 million 

Local as a percentage 48% 54% 

1 Excludes payments to Computershare, ECan, IRD and any property purchases. Postal codes identify local vs non-
local. There are a number of creditors without a postal code which have not been included. In 2020 there was more 
expenditure on big projects (i.e. CBD & Ashburton River pipeline) which increases the non-local total for that year. 
Otherwise, payments with no post codes are quite similar ($349,000 for 2020 and $375,700 in 2019). 
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Options analysis 

Option one – revert back to previous guidelines 

6. There is no obligation for Council to continue using the local procurement guidelines.
It could be argued that reverting back to the previous process will provide sufficient
ability for local preference.

7. Advantage: There would likely be some cost savings for Council e.g. the 5% margin for
the up to $10,000 would be gone.

8. Disadvantage: It could be argued that we are not doing enough to support our local
economy, as the effects of Covid may not be fully seen for some time.

Option two – rollover local guidelines (recommended) 

9. This option would see Council using the current practice until the next Procurement
Policy review in 2023. At the time of the review, officers will reassess whether to extend
this direction again.

10. The advantages are:

• Helps to stimulate the local economy.
• Council and the community can be confident that ‘local value’ will be emphasised.
• Purchases can be managed from within existing budgets.

11. The disadvantages are:

• Buying local sometimes comes at a premium.

Legal/policy implications 

Government Procurement Rules 

12. Under these rules, Council cannot discriminate against ‘non-local’ suppliers. Local value
is one principle amongst others to consider. The Government’s focus is on ‘public value’,
which applies a well-being approach to procurement.

Council’s Community Outcomes 

13. Council’s community outcomes signify a commitment to foster ‘a prosperous economy
based on innovation and opportunity’.

Local Government Act 2002 

14. Council is required to act within the provisions of the Local Government Act when
procuring services. Section 101 of the Local Government Act 2002 (Financial
Management) requires a local authority to manage its revenues, expenses, assets,
liabilities, investments, and general financial dealings prudently and in a manner that
promotes the current and future interests of the Ashburton community.
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Financial implications 

Significance assessment 

Next steps 

Date Action / milestone Comments 

February 2023 
Review of Procurement Policy & 
Guidelines, including Local Procurement 
Guidelines 

Officers will make a 
recommendation based on the 
economic climate in the district 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Option 1 – revert 

 No cost 

Option 2 – rollover (recommended) 

May be a small manageable increase in cost met from within budgets 

Is there budget available in 
LTP / AP? 

Yes – individual budgets account for procurement purchases 

Where is the funding 
coming from? 

No additional funding is required 

Are there any future 
budget implications? 

Potentially – depending on the extent and duration of the Covid-19 
impact 

Finance review required? Yes 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 
significant? 

No 

Level of significance Medium 

Level of engagement 
selected 

1. Inform – one way communication 

Rationale for selecting 
level of engagement 

Community input is not required given the change relates to internal 
business practice, and utilising the Procurement Policy as it is 
currently written. These local procurement guidelines are already in 
place. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 
Policy 

Toni Durham; Strategy & Policy Manager 
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Council 

30 June 2021 

11. Brothel Location Bylaw

Authors Mel Neumann; Graduate Policy Advisor 
Activity manager Toni Durham; Strategy and Policy Manager 

Rick Catchpowle; Environmental Monitoring Manager 
Ian Hyde; District Planning Manager 

Group manager Jane Donaldson; Group Manager Strategy and Compliance 

Summary 

• The purpose of this report is to recommend that Council rolls over the current Brothel
Location Bylaw with minor amendments.

Recommendation 

1. That Council rolls over the current Brothel Location Bylaw with minor amendments.

Attachment 
Appendix 1 Draft Brothel Location Bylaw 
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Background 

Current situation 

1. Council’s current Brothel Location Bylaw is due for review in September 2021.

2. The Prostitution Reform Act 2003 gives councils the right to regulate brothel locations
and signage. Brothel signage is covered in Council’s Advertising Signage in Public Places
Bylaw.

3. Our current location bylaw aims to ensure that brothels are not located within 100m of a
sensitive site. Sensitive sites include schools, places of worship such as churches, and
maraes.

4. Officers have reviewed the current bylaw and have determined that no changes are
required, with the exception of an update to the team responsible for implementing the
bylaw. This is a reflection of recent organisational change.

5. Since the last review of this bylaw, Council has received no complaints nor queries about
where brothels can be located. This suggests that no changes to the bylaw are
necessary.

Options Analysis 

Option one – rollover the bylaw with minor amendment (recommended) 

6. This is the recommended option. It would see Council rolling over the current bylaw,
with the minor amendment to reflect organisational changes. This can be done via
publicly notified resolution.

Option two – revoke the bylaw 

7. This option is not recommended. It means that Council would no longer have a bylaw,
and while there is no requirement to have a bylaw, we would no longer be able to
regulate where brothels can be located within the district.

Legal/policy implications 

Local Government Act 2002, Prostitution Reform Act 2003, Bill of Rights Act 
1990 

8. The Brothel Location Bylaw and this report meet the requirements of the Local
Government Act 2002, and are consistent with the Prostitution Reform Act 2003, and the
Bill of Rights Act 1990.

9. Section 14 of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003 gives Councils the power to make a bylaw
for the purpose of regulating the location of brothels.
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10. Section 155 requires Council to make the following determinations:

Required 
determination 

Council consideration 

Whether a bylaw is the 
most appropriate way of 
addressing a perceived 
problem 

Officers have determined that a bylaw is the most appropriate way of addressing 
the perceived problem. It is not a legal requirement to have a Brothel Location 
Bylaw, however there is a need for a bylaw to regulate the location of brothels in the 
interest of protecting the community from potential nuisance, and to maintain 
restrictions on where brothels may be established. 

Whether the bylaw is the 
most appropriate form of 
bylaw 

Council’s Brothel Location Bylaw is the most appropriate form of bylaw because it 
meets the following tests: 

The bylaw is 
• Authorised by statute under section 146(a)(vi) of the LGA
• Not repugnant of the general laws of New Zealand
• Certain and clear
• Reasonable
• Not overly restrictive, onerous on any person, or impractical.

Whether the bylaw gives 
rise to any implications 
under the New Zealand 
Bill of Rights Act 1990 

The proposed bylaw is not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990, 
nor does it impose any restrictions on any of the rights listed in the Act. However, 
section 12 of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003 states that the bylaw can be made 
even if it is inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. 

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Rolling over the bylaw has no cost. 

Is there budget available in 
LTP / AP? 

Not required 

Where is the funding 
coming from? 

 Not required 

Are there any future 
budget implications? 

No, it is not expected that Council will incur extra costs as a result of 
this bylaw. 

Reviewed by Finance Not required 
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Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 
significant? 

No, no changes are made to the bylaw itself. 

Level of significance Low 

Level of engagement 
selected 

Level 1 - Inform 

Rationale for selecting level 
of engagement 

Section 156(2)(a) of the Local Government Act 2002 states that 
Council can make minor changes to a bylaw via publicly notified 
resolution if, the changes do not affect an existing right, interest, 
title, immunity, duty, status or capacity of any person to whom the 
bylaw applies. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 
Policy 

Toni Durham; Strategy & Policy Manager 
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Bylaw 

BROTHEL LOCATION 

TITLE: Ashburton District Council Brothel Location Bylaw 2016 

GROUP: Strategy & Compliance 

RESPONSIBILITY: Environmental Monitoring Manager 

DATE ADOPTED: 30 June 2021 

COMMENCEMENT: 30 June 2021 

NEXT REVIEW DUE: 30 June 2026 

1. Title

The title of this bylaw is the Ashburton District Council Brothel Location Bylaw 2016. 

2. Purpose

The purpose of this bylaw is to: 

 regulate the location of brothels;

 minimise potential and/or perceived community harm or offence; and

 support the intent of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003.

3. Related documents

 Ashburton District Council Explanatory Bylaw 2016

 Health Act 1956

 Health & Safety at Work Act 2015

 Local Government Act 2002

 Prostitution Reform Act 2003

 Resource Management Act 1991.

4. Definitions

In this bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires: 

Adjoining means allotments sharing one or more common boundaries or separated only by a road 
width or similar equivalent.  
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Ashburton District Plan means the Operative District Plan of the Ashburton District Council and 
any subsequent Proposed District Plan. 

Brothel means any premises kept or habitually used for the purposes of prostitution; but does not 
include premises at which accommodation is normally provided on a commercial basis if the 
prostitution occurs under an arrangement initiated elsewhere. For the purposes of this bylaw, this 

definition does not include Small Owner Operated Brothels, which are defined below. 

Brothel permitted area means any area within a Business Zone of the Operative District Plan of 
the Ashburton District Council and any subsequent Proposed District Plan, and which also falls 100 
metres away from any sensitive site as outlined in this bylaw and discussed in clause 6 below. 

Commercial sexual services means sexual services that involve physical participation by a person 

in sexual acts with, and for the gratification of another person; and are provided for payment or 
other reward (irrespective of whether the reward is given to the person providing the services or 
another person). 

Council means Ashburton District Council. 

Lawfully established brothel means a brothel operated by a person or persons holding a valid 

operator’s certificate as outlined in sections 34 – 41 of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003. 

Marae means a Maori reservation for communal purposes as discussed in section 341 of the Te Ture 
Whenua Maori Act 1993 Maori Land Act 1993. 

Place of worship means land and buildings of premises that are used as a place of religious worship 

and are subject to Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002. 

Prostitution means the provision of commercial sexual services. 

School/licensed early childhood centre means a parcel or adjoining parcels of land that contains: 

(a) any school as defined in section 2 of the Education Act 1989; or
(b) a licensed Early Childhood Centre as defined in section 308 of the Education Act 1989.

Sensitive site means a site that is either: 

(a) a School / Licensed Early Childhood Centre or,
(b) a Place of Worship or,
(c) a Marae.

Sex worker means a person who provides commercial sexual services. 

Small Owner-Operated Brothel (SOOB) defined in section 4(1) of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003. 

5. Application

This bylaw applies to all brothels located in Ashburton District, and any brothel that may be 
established in the future.

38

http://gateway/comdem/comm/Logos/ADC%20Logo%20Long.tif


3 

6. Location of brothels

6.1 Brothels are permitted to locate and provide commercial sexual services from premises
located within the Brothel Permitted Area subject to compliance with the whole of the
bylaw and the Ashburton District Plan.

6.2 No brothel shall be located within 100 metres (in a straight line) of any sensitive site as

defined by this bylaw.

6.3 Where a sensitive site establishes within 100 metres of an existing and lawfully established
brothel, the brothel will be exempt from this restriction, provided that this exemption shall
not apply where the operation of the brothel is discontinued for a continuous period of more

than 6 months.

6.4 For the purposes of clauses 6.2 and 6.3, the separation distance is measured from the legal
boundary of the land occupied by the brothel and the land occupied by the Sensitive Site

(nearest point to nearest point).

6.5 For clarity, clauses 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4 do not apply to Small Owner-Operated Brothels.

7. Signage of commercial sexual services

7.1 Signage for commercial sexual services is covered under the ‘Ashburton District Council
Advertising Signs, Placards, and Footpath Advertising Controls Bylaw’.

8. Breach of bylaw

8.1 Where a person acts in breach of this bylaw, the Council may apply to the District Court for

an injunction as set out in section 162 of the Local Government Act 2002; and

8.2 Any person who acts in breach of this bylaw commits an offence and is liable upon summary

conviction to a fine, as provided for under the Local Government Act 2002 (which specifies
a fine not exceeding $20,000), and may also be liable to penalties under other legislation.

Advisory Note 1: Brothels are subject to the provisions of this bylaw and the Ashburton District Plan 
and both regulations must be complied with at all times. In addition the following legislation may 

also impact on the operation of brothels: Health Act 1956, Health & Safety at Work Act 2015, Local 
Government Act 2002, Prostitution Reform Act 2003, and the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Advisory Note 2: Operators of a brothel (excluding a SOOB) must hold a valid Operator Certificate 

as set out in Part 3 of the Prostitution Reform Act 2003. For information on requirements and how 
to obtain a brothel operator certificate see the Ministry of Justice website. 
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Council 

30 June 2021 

12. Consultation - Disposal of Grove Street Park

Author Richard Mabon, Senior Policy Advisor 
Activity manager Toni Durham, Strategy and Policy Manager 
Group manager Jane Donaldson, Group Manager, Strategy and Compliance 

Summary 
• The purpose of this report is to obtain Council guidance on a request to dispose of 187

Grove Street. This site is a neighbourhood park with children’s play equipment. The
land is held in fee simple and zoned Open Space A. 

• GS Holdings has requested that Council allow the park to be used to provide road
access for a proposed subdivision east of the existing housing on the east side of Grove
Street and Grove Place, from Grahams Road south. See maps attached as Appendices 1
and 2.

• This request has been put to Council after the marketing of sections for sale from this
development had been advertised.

• If Council is of a view to agree to this request, this part of the  process would involve:
o Consultation under S. 138 of the Local Government Act 2002 on the disposal of the

park (the subject of this report) and a decision on whether to dispose of the park,
after consultation.

• Council could opt to:
o Select a preferred option and consult on that option, noting the alternative

options; or
o Note the available options and their pros and cons and seek the community’s

views on those alternatives. This is the preferred recommendation.
o Decline to dispose of the park.

Recommendation 

1. That Council consults on the alternative options for disposal of 187 Grove Street
under S. 138 of the Local Government Act 2002, prior to making any decision on
whether to dispose of this Park.

Attachments 

Appendix 1 Subdivision map from public advertising 
Appendix 2 District Plan map 77 
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Background 

The current situation 

8. Council has received a request from GS Holdings (2006) Ltd to dispose of 187 Grove
Street. This site is a neighbourhood park with children’s play equipment. The land is
held in fee simple and zoned Open Space A.

9. GS Holdings (2006) Limited has requested that Council allow the park to be used to
provide road access for their proposed subdivision east of the existing housing on the
east side of Grove Street and Grove Place, from Grahams Road south. See maps
attached as Appendices 1 and 2.

10. GS Holdings have plans to develop the remainder of this block north to Grahams Road
in a staged development.

11. This request has been put to Council after the marketing of sections for sale from this
development had been advertised. Members of the community will be aware of the
proposed subdivision, and Council received a submission to the long-term plan
querying this matter.

12. Options to respond to this request are set out under Options analysis

Option one – Decline to dispose of the Park 

13. Option one would prevent the subdivision application proceeding in its present form.
It would require the subdivider to enable road access to the southern end of the
development in another way. That may result in a less desirable road layout in this
area.

14. This option retains community access to the existing park. It does not afford Council the
opportunity of knowing community views on the retention of the park before making its
decision.

15. The LTP submitter referred to “our playground at the start of Grove Place that we fought
to have 35+years ago has just had the trees along the back removed. We now hear there is
a subdivision pending and the playground will be removed for a road. First any of us in
Grove Place have heard of this, another shocking revelation that’s been kept pretty
secret.”  We know that at least one resident in the vicinity is likely to be opposed to this
proposal. Efforts to find out more about the origins of the park and the submitters
comments relating to a local campaign to establish the park have shed no further light
on those matters.
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16. The disposal of the park could lead to a better reserve area being provided in the
vicinity. Map 1 (from the Ashburton Guardian, 18 June 2021) shows reserve areas to vest
in Ashburton District Council in the southern corner of Stage One, which may include
recreation reserve.

Option two – Consult on options without selecting a preferred option 

17. Under this option Council would not state a preferred option for disposal of the park
but seek community views on the disposal of the park – for and against.

18. One of the benefits of this approach is that it may help people to see that this matter is
not a fait accompli, which they may have assumed from the public advertising of the
subdivision. In those circumstances, and bearing in mind Council’s responsibility to
consider matters with an open mind, this option is recommended.

Option three – Select a preferred option and consult on that option and 
alternatives 

19. This is what council normally does in consultation – selecting a preferred alternative
and seeking community views on that alternative. Alternatives considered are also
described in consultation material. If Council is not concerned about being associated
with what appears to be a “done deal”, then this option is also open to you.

Legal/policy implications 

Legal implications 

20. The full text of S.138 of the Local government Act 2002 is attached as Appendix 3. The
disposal of the park in this case does not involve any transfer of ownership. The land is
currently owned by Council in fee simple. If it were developed as road it would remain
in Council ownership.

21. The definition of disposal… includes the granting of a lease for more than 6 months that
has the effect of excluding or substantially interfering with the public’s access to the park .
The proposal would exclude or substantially interfere with the public’s access to this
park on an ongoing basis.

22. If Council is of a view to agree to this request, there will be other approvals required
which may also involve notified processes under other Acts.
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Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Consultation costs for the disposal proposal are met from Council 
operating budgets. These are largely the indirect costs of staff time. 
There are limited direct costs associated with public notification. 

Is there budget available in 
LTP / AP? 

Yes 

Where is the funding 
coming from? 

Rates funded. 

Are there any future 
budget implications? 

Not in relation to disposal of the Park. There may be future costs 
involved in developing a new road and a new park which will fall on 
the subdivider. 

Reviewed by Finance Not required. 

Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 
significant? 

No 

Level of significance Medium significance 

Level of engagement 
selected 

Consult – consultation is required under S. 138 of the LGA 2002. 

Rationale for selecting 
level of engagement 

Statutory requirement. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 
Policy 

Toni Durham, Strategy and Policy Manager 

Next steps 

23. If Council is of a view to agree to this request, there are other approvals required to
enable the land to be used as road for the subdivision. Effectively, any decision to
dispose of the Park would be subject to those other approvals.

24. If Council does not support the disposal, the land will continue to remain as a park.
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Council  
30 June 2021 

 

 

13. Mayor’s Report 

13.1 Local Government New Zealand Conference and AGM 

Council will be aware that the LGNZ Conference is taking place next month in Blenheim 
from 15-17 July, with the AGM on Saturday 17 July.   

Attending the Conference with me is Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan along with Cr Leen 
Braam, Cr Carolyn Cameron and CE Hamish Riach.  Council has authorised the Mayor to 
have the proxy vote at the AGM (Deputy Mayor is the alternate). 

 Remits 

The following remits have been approved by the Screening Committee for consideration 
at the AGM: 

1) Tree protection – proposed by Auckland Council 

2) Rating value of forestry land – proposed by Gisborne City Council 

3) Funding of civics education – proposed by Hamilton City Council 

4) Promoting local government electoral participation – proposed by Palmerston 
North City Council 

5) Carbon emission inventory standards and reduction targets – proposed by 
Palmerston North City Council 

6) WINZ accommodation supplement – proposed by Queenstown Lakes District 
Council 

7) Liability – building consent functions 
The remit Screening Committee declined five remits which will instead be referred to 
the National Council of LGNZ for action. 

 

13.2 District Slogan review 

Council has agreed to review the District’s branding after recent community and media 
discussion highlighted the need to better understand the background to the District’s 
current slogan “Whatever it Takes – Ashburton District” and determine whether it needs 
to be reviewed or replaced.  The review will also take into account the use of Council’s 
vision statement “Ashburton District – the District of choice for lifestyle and 
opportunity”. 

While other events have delayed discussion on this matter, it’s my intention to progress 
the review with a workshop to be scheduled in early August. 

13.3 Meetings 

 Mayoral calendar 

June 2021 

 16 June: ADC Grants workshop 

 16 June: Land Transport Rule: Setting of Speed Limited 2021submission 
workshop 

 16 June: Civil Defence debrief 
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 16 June: Council meeting 

 18 June: Hokonui Radio Interview – Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan deputised 

 18 June: Senior Sergeant Leigh Jenkins and Area Commander Inspector David 
Gaskin, Ashburton Police – flood debrief – Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan 
deputised 

 23 June: Council Activity Briefings 

 23 June: Audit & Risk Committee meeting 

 24 June: Prime Minister, Right Hon. Jacinda Ardern 

 25 June: Darryl MacKenzie and Grant Bunting – ANZCO 

 25 June: Grahame Bately 

 25 June: Staveley Ice Rink 
 
 

Recommendation 

That Council receives the Mayor’s report. 
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Council 

30 June 2021 

14. Councillor Reports

Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan 

14.1 Meetings attended 

• 2 June:  Emergency Operations Centre, with Mayor.

• 3 June: Meeting with Mayor and Minister Woods

• 7 June: Meeting with Mayor and National MPs

• 8 June:  Visit to Redcliffs bridge, Double Hill Run Road, with Mayor & Cr Wilson

• 14 June:  Methven Community Board and Mt Hutt Memorial Hall Committee
meetings

• 15 June:  Zone 5 meeting with Minister Mahuta.  This ended up being a Q&A
session with Mayors and Councillors from Canterbury and the West Coast, as
well as leaders from Ngai Tahu.  Questions raised were regarding the recent
flooding event and losing our local knowledge if we were one entity, as well as
tranche 2 funding and the option to opt out.

• 17 June: Mt Hutt Memorial Hall workshop.

• 18 June:
- Radio interview with Hoops.
- NZ Police – presentation on leadership in a crisis to the District and Area

Commanders of the Canterbury Police.  They expressed gratitude and
admiration of the way the Mayor and CE communicated to the community
during the recent flooding event.

• 22 June: Social / emergency housing meeting

• 24 June: World Refugee Day, at Parliament

• 25 June: Safer Mid Canterbury Board meeting / Staveley ice skating rink
presentation

• 28 June: EA Shareholders Committee

• 29 June: Caring for Communities Group meeting

Councillor Angus McKay 

14.2 Canterbury Water Management Regional Committee (CWMSRC) 

[Report to Ashburton and Selwyn District Councils] 

The Canterbury Water Management Regional Committee (CWMSRC) meeting was 
held in Christchurch on Tuesday 15 June 2021. 
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A review of the CWMSRC was undertaken to ensure that its form, function, and 
structure are fit for purpose going forward.  The review was undertaken by the ECan 
Council with feedback from the CWMSRC members, ECan Councillors, the 
Canterbury Mayoral Forum and Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu. Key changes include a 
revised Terms of Reference and the introduction of a Letter of Shared Priorities.  

A new role description has also been developed for the Independent Chair and the 
newly established Co-Chair role.  The Co-Chair role will be a Ngāi Tahu 
representative. 

A tri-annual Letter of Shared Priorities will guide the Regional Committee’s work. 
This may include regional water management priorities that Environment 
Canterbury, Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and the Canterbury Mayoral Forum wish to 
progress with the Regional Committee.  

The functions of the Regional Committee largely remain the same with the inclusion 
of an additional reporting requirement as noted in the Terms of Reference.  

Community member expressions of interest will be called for this month (June). 

I thank the Ashburton and Selwyn District Councils for the opportunity to represent 
them on the CWMSRC.   

Councillor Lynette Lovett 

14.3 Rural and Provincial Sector Meeting 

Following my attendance at the Rural and Provincial Sector meeting in Wellington 
on 10-11 June, I would like to share my thoughts: 

Future of Local Government 

• Future amalgamations of smaller councils may happen if there is not enough
funding provided.

• With water going, will roading be next?
• How do we generate funds for future projects of Council with assets gone?
• Do we become a well-being services Council?
• Concern that we will not be the voice of our people on local issues.
• One good idea came from discussion – Ruapehu District Council’s study of

“Liveability and Affordability” a community-led study that focused on housing,
health, education, employment, environment, accessibility and social well-
being.

The Census 

• It wasn’t a great success on-line. There was no follow-up and limited availability
of the option to complete it on paper

• A lot of people chose not to do it – possibly due to computer literacy or people
being ‘on the move’.

• Cultural differences and ability to obtain visas also a factor.
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• Shortly, a campaign will be launched to get people engaged and understand the
importance of the Census.

Resource Management Act reform 

• A lot of work is going on at the Select Committee level.  Structures and systems
are being put into place.  Local Government hasn’t been involved to the extent it
would like to be.

• Concern that one size won’t fit all.  Each region is unique and each needs to have
input using local people and local knowledge.

Three Waters 

• We all agree there needs to be a standard, but is it the right model?  There may
be other ways to fund future infrastructure.

• Computer modelling also needs human input.  A lot of questions, but no answers
were given.  They need to acknowledge that urban and rural are different beasts
– both are important in future decision-making.

• Every Council isn’t ‘broken’.  The latest round of council long-term plans show
that councils around the country are investing in infrastructure.

• The question of what cost to people is this huge empire going to be was asked.

• The issue of councils losing staff is a concern – smaller councils with staff
working across different departments could be at risk when an adverse event
occurs.

• We should be told before voting how many water bodies there will be and who
ADC is likely to be with.

Recommendation 

That the Councillors’ reports be received. 
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2021 Annual General 
Meeting 
Remits 
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1 Tree Protection 

Remit: That LGNZ advocate that the provisions that were added to the RMA, that 
restricted tree protection, be repealed urgently and that this change be 
carried through into new resource management legislation, thereby 
restoring the right to councils to adopt and enforce locally appropriate 
policies to protect trees in their district.  That LGNZ advocate to use the 
current RMA reform process to ensure these changes are carried through 
into new legislation. 

Proposed by: Auckland Council 

Supported by: Auckland Zone 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue

The community have raised concerns about the loss of significant trees and urban canopy cover in 
Auckland, and the negative environmental impact this causes.  The amendments to the RMA in 2012, 
which removed general tree protection, have limited council’s ability to apply regulatory protections 
to trees on private properties. 

Urban areas are suffering from a progressive and randomly located loss of tree cover or ngahere.  This 
is causing a loss of quality of life amenity, loss of wildlife corridors and biodiversity, declining 
precipitation permeability, as well the loss of carbon sequestration and cooling effects of trees in 
urban settings.  Auckland research shows this is not principally a consequence of intensification and 
development, but predominantly the overall net effect of individual decisions by landowners.  The 
remaining tree protection tools available to councils, particularly the formal scheduling of individual 
or small groups of trees, are too complex, expensive, slow and limited to be effective in countering 
the loss of valuable trees and this progressive loss of tree cover. 

The ability for councils to develop locally appropriate policies, such as Auckland’s former General Tree 
Protection, needs to be restored urgently, and in the longer term, reflected in new legislation. 
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2. Background to the issue being raised 

A well-managed, flourishing, and healthy urban ngahere has a wide range of evidence- based benefits 
and is increasingly essential in assisting our climate mitigation, adaptation and response work.  The 
ngahere plays a significant role in contributing to positive urban amenity and creating a healthy living 
environment with many social, cultural, economic, and environmental benefits. 

Urban Ngahere Strategy 

Recognising these benefits, Auckland Council developed a strategy for Auckland’s urban ngahere 
which was published in March 2019 here. 

The Urban Ngahere Strategy is the central policy vehicle for managing and growing Auckland’s urban 
forest.  The strategy aims to increase the knowledge of Auckland’s urban ngahere and use that 
knowledge to protect, grow and maintain trees and other vegetation in Auckland’s existing and future 
urban areas.  It identified 18 high-level implementation actions to support the primary strategy 
outcome to increase the regional tree canopy cover average from 18.3 per cent to 30 per cent with 
no local board <15 per cent canopy cover, and recognised that collaboration, funding and partnerships 
are all fundamental to successful implementation. 

Research to identify changes in urban ngahere canopy coverage in the Auckland Region between 2013 
and 2016/2018 was undertaken by Auckland Council’s Research, Investigations and Monitoring Unit 
(RIMU) with results published in the April 2021 report ‘Auckland’s urban forest canopy cover: state 
and change’ (2013- 2016/2018).  Revised April 2021 here. 

Key findings of the report can be summarised as follows: 

• While urban canopy cover is 18 per cent, across the 16 urban local boards canopy cover 
ranges from eight to 30 per cent.  Eleven of the 16 urban local boards met the minimum 
threshold of 15 per cent average canopy cover. 

• Over the three- to five-year period, change in canopy cover was neutral: although a slight 
increase (0.6per cent) in cover was detected across all the local boards, it is likely within 
the margin of error (and not statistically significant).  This is also well below the 30 per 
cent goal identified in the strategy. 

• Net changes (difference between losses and gains) across the 16 urban local boards 
between 2013 and 2016/2018 ranged from minus 5 per cent to positive 9 per cent. 

• The biggest net loss in terms of hectares was minus 129 hectares with the biggest net 
gain being positive 62 hectares. 

• Initial analysis indicate that losses are widespread, but locations experiencing more losses 
than gains are typically privately-owned land and/or rural areas. 

• Findings appear to indicate that height distribution of the canopy surface (2016/2018) is 
skewed toward the lower height classes with 75 per cent of the canopy surface being less 
than 10m and less than 5 per cent 20m or above. 
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RMA Amendments 2012 

Council’s ability to apply regulatory protections was deliberately limited by the RMA amendments in 
2012 which prevented the use of general (or blanket) tree protection in urban areas.  The intent was 
to reduce high transaction costs caused by the large number of resource consents required.  An 
unfortunate consequence of this amendment was the exacerbation of the scale of tree loss across the 
region, particularly in urban areas, as identified by the RIMU key findings report. 

Non-regulatory tools 

Since the RMA amendments came into effect, councils have depended mainly on non- regulatory and 
private initiatives to control the removal of trees and vegetation on private properties.  Examples 
include landowner advice and assistance with tree care and planting, community education and 
outreach programmes, raising awareness of the value and benefits of the urban ngahere, the 
Indigenous Biodiversity Strategy and the “Million Trees programme”. 

Regulatory tool – Auckland Unitary Plan 

Council’s main regulatory technique for managing and protecting the urban ngahere is the AUP.  The 
Regional Policy Statement (RPS) within the AUP contains a number of objectives and policies relating 
to the natural environment, including trees.  It recognises the importance of Auckland’s distinctive 
natural heritage and the numerous elements that contribute to it, with trees being an integral 
component.  The AUP contains rules relating to Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs), the schedule of 
Notable trees, and rules to limit the extent of vegetation removal in sensitive environments, like 
streams and coastlines.  These regulatory tools apply to trees and vegetation on private properties 
but the protection they afford is specifically targeted to the issue they address.  For example, to qualify 
as an SEA, a group of trees must satisfy robust ecological significance criteria and it can be difficult to 
justify the protection of individual trees or small groups of trees. 

The influence of the Notable Tree Schedule to protect and increase urban canopy cover is also minimal 
given that the current 6,000 to 7,000 urban trees included in the schedule only represent a tiny 
fraction of Auckland’s urban tree canopy cover.  The purpose of the schedule is to protect Auckland’s 
most significant trees.  Any nominated tree or groups of trees need to meet specific criteria for 
protection, which include particular features such as botanical significance, amenity or historic value.  
Scheduling is not the appropriate mechanism to protect all urban trees worthy of protection.  To 
attempt to use the schedule as a de facto form of general tree protection undermines its integrity and 
contributes to its devaluing. 

Even where trees do meet scheduling criteria, the time and resources to enact the scheduling can be 
prohibitive. For example, nominations for an individual tree or group of trees to be included in the 
Notable Tree Schedule need to go through a full process under the Resource Management Act via a 
plan change.  This is a significant process which involves professional assessment and a public 
submission process.  The costs to council of adding trees into the schedule have been calculated at 
$1484.00 (Attachment A).  This reflects the process steps and expertise required to support the plan 
change process to enable the addition of trees into Schedule 10 of the AUP.  These processes are also 
often very contentious, with strenuous opposition from reluctant landowners, further increasing costs 
and delays. 
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Limitations of current tools 

The level of protection offered by the methods outlined above are not sufficient to be able to achieve 
Auckland Council’s strategy goals and enjoy the benefits of a healthy urban ngahere outlined above.  
There is a need for better protection of trees in urban environments and in particular on private 
properties and/or rural areas where most losses seem to occur. 

Trees make a positive contribution to Auckland’s climate and environment.  For example, the habitat 
value for mobile species, increasing carbon sequestration and reducing net greenhouse gas emissions.  
By enabling protection of additional trees from removal council would have the regulatory power 
required to ensure Auckland’s urban canopy cover is maintained and increased over time.  This would 
have further positive effects on Auckland’s climate and environment by protecting additional trees 
from removal. 

It is also important to recognise that urban tree protection need not affect growth and intensification 
goals.  Urban tree protection simply prompts development proposals to design in context to site 
opportunities and constraints. Relaxing other controls such as height, coverage or yard setbacks 
frequently accompany tree retention outcomes from development. 

 

3. New or confirming existing policy 

Mayor Phil Goff has also advocated for greater tree protection on two earlier occasions and this remit 
proposal is consistent with his requests.  The letters to Minister Parker are attached. 

 

4. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How? 

This issue relates to LGNZ’s Environmental issues portfolio and Resource Management workstream.  
The solutions outlined in this remit align with and advance LGNZ’s Vision and purpose. 

Environmental (issues portfolio) 

Leading and championing policy and working with central government, iwi and stakeholders to 
address the increasing impact of environmental issues, including climate change, the quality and 
quantity of New Zealand’s freshwater resources, reducing waste and protecting biodiversity. 

Resource Management (LGNZ workstream) This project seeks to: 

Engage in the resource management reform process to ensure that the voice of communities 
continues to be central in how New Zealand’s resources are used.  Furthermore, a key focus will be to 
ensure that changes to the legislation work for urban, provincial and rural New Zealand remain 
enabling. 
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5. What work or action on the issue has been done 

Urban Ngahere Strategy implementation update 

An update on the implementation of Auckland’s urban ngahere strategy outlining key initiatives and 
progress made towards strategy outcomes was presented to members of Auckland Council’s 
Environment and Climate Change Committee in July 2020.  The update provided a detailed overview 
of initiatives to improve the understanding of Auckland’s urban ngahere (Knowing), to increase the 
urban ngahere canopy cover (Growing) and to preserve the urban ngahere (Protecting).  The update 
report can be found here. 

Plan Change 29: Amendments to Schedule 10 of the AUP 

Since the AUP became operative in part, Schedule 10 has been amended once via Proposed Plan 
Change 29 (PC29).  PC29 amended errors and inconsistencies in the Schedule 10 text and maps.  The 
intention of PC29 was to provide clarity for property owners about the location, number and species 
of scheduled tree(s) on the property.  PC29 did not add to or re-evaluate existing trees on the 
schedule, the aim was only to ensure that the current Schedule 10 was correct and up to date and to 
improve the overall usability of the document. 

At the time PC29 was presented to council it was proposed that nominations for additions to/removals 
from Schedule 10 would not form part of the plan change process. Any submissions for additions 
to/removals from the Schedule would be considered as a separate matter at a later date, when 
resources permit. 

PC29 was notified on 15 August 2019 and the decision was notified on 28 January. 

Grants 

High-level action in the urban forest strategy: 14.  Increase landowner grants and incentive 
programmes (eg heritage tree fund for private property owners) 

Update July 2021: 

Auckland Council administers several grants programmes for planting on private property, including: 

• The Regional Environment and Natural Heritage Grant scheme (total funding $675,000) 
– open to individuals, community groups, hapū, iwi, whānau, marae organisations, trusts 
and all other organisations that contribute to the protection and improvement of regional 
significant areas and/or promote efficient and sustainable resource use. 

• The Community Facilitation and Coordination Fund (funded through NETR, total funding 
in 2018/19FY of $4,740,000) – support local community groups to facilitate projects with 
a biodiversity/restoration focus. 

• The Biodiversity Focus Areas Fund is currently being developed and is intended to support 
private landowners to manage and expand indigenous ecosystems on their property. 

• Local Boards can provide funding for grants that can support smaller environment 
restoration groups. 
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Advocacy by Mayor Phil Goff 

Auckland Mayor Phil Goff has advocated for greater tree protection through the current RMA reform 
process on two earlier occasions (letters to Minister Parker on 9 April 2019 (Attachment B) and 20 July 
2020 (Attachment C)). 

 

6. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

There is currently no legislation or policy that offers the level of protection for trees on private land 
that this remit proposal seeks.  The RMA prevents the use of District plan rules to protect trees unless 
they are described and the allotment is specifically identified by street address and/or legal 
description. While the restrictions don’t apply to regional rules, these can only be used for s30 
functions, which do not mandate general tree protection.  

Provisions in the AUP (Regional Policy Statement B4.5.  Notable Trees and D13.2 Notable Trees Overlay 
objectives) protect notable trees from inappropriate subdivision, use and development but do not 
guarantee their retention because the ability still exists to apply for consented removal and many 
other factors are considered as part of the application. Factors such as, attributes of the tree/s 
including identified values, the ability for development to accommodate the tree/s, alternative 
methods for retention and potential loss of values. Council currently considers consent applications 
for notable tree removals on a case by case basis in accordance with the provisions set out in the AUP.  

 

7. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

Auckland Zone has formally resolved tree protection as a key priority and adopted to address this by 
way of a remit to be submitted to LGNZ for the 2021 AGM. 

 

8. Suggested course of action 

Repeal sections 76(4A) and 76(4B) of the RMA which were inserted by the Resource Management 
(Simplifying and Streamlining) Amendment Act 2009.  Carry these changes through the RMA reforms 
and into new legislation. 
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Attachment A 

Auckland Unitary Plan’s Notable Tree Schedule (Schedule 10) 

  

58



At
ta

ch
m

en
t A

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments Page 65 

Planning Committee 
13 August 2020 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t H

 
Ite

m
 1

5 

59



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments Page 66 

Planning Committee 
13 August 2020 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t H

 
Ite

m
 1

5 

60



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments Page 67 

Planning Committee 
13 August 2020 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t H

 
Ite

m
 1

5 

61



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachments Page 68 

Planning Committee 
13 August 2020 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t H

 
Ite

m
 1

5 

62



Process, timeframes and cost of adding 587 trees to Schedule 10 Notable Trees 
 

Step Process Timeframe Estimate +/‐ 2 
months Explanation Staff resource required Estimated cost +/‐ $1000 

 
 

1 

 
 

 
Nomination 

 
 
NA ‐ administrative task which requires 
minimal staff time 

Currently a nomination can be made by 
completing the nomination form and and 
emailing it to the Plans and Places 
Heritage Information team. 

 
 
NA ‐ administrative task which 
requires minimal staff time 

 
 

 
NA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Evaluation of trees held in the 
nomination database 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6 ‐ 10 months 

 
This calculation is based on 587 existing 
tree nominations. 
It is estimated that for a single tree it 
would take 30‐45 minutes onsite 
evaluation. 
A group of trees could potentially take 
longer than 1 hour. 
Additionally, travelling in between sites 
will add time. 
For the purpose of this exercise travel 
time is being calculated at 20mins 
between sites. 
There is also a significant amount of 
preparation work that needs to take place 
before onsite evaluations can be 
conducted. This preparation  work 
involves notifying affected landowners 
and residents, preparing site sheets, 
desktop analysis of any existing 
information available on file. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Senior planner (0.5 FTE) 
Planner (0.5 FTE) 
2 x Arborists (1.0 FTE) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$203,000 
 
 

3 

Preparation of a plan change 
Section 32 evaluation report 
Scope 
Reporting 

 
 

 
3‐4 months 

  
Senior planner (0.8 FTE) 
Planner (0.5 FTE) 
Arborist (0.2 FTE) 

 
 

 
$56,000 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notification 
Submissions & further submissions 
Evaluation of submissions and any 
supporting information provided by 
submitters in relation to nominated trees 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16‐18 months 

 
 

 
This cost of notification letters for 587 
property owners and 587 residents at 
$1.30 per letter comes to a total cost of 
$1526. This cost is included in the total. 
Evaluation of submissions on  plan 
changes of this nature require significant 
amount of time as they often involves site 
visits and in‐depth desktop analysis in 
order to determine the accuracy of 
information provided in the submission. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Senior planner (0.8 FTE) 
Planner (0.5 FTE) 
2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$327,000 
 

5 
 
Mediation hearing, reporting, public 
notification of decisions etc. 

 
 
3‐4 months 

 Senior planner (0.8 FTE) 
Planner (0.5 FTE) 
2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) 

 
 

$78,000 
 
 

6 

 
Appeal period (appeals to Environment 
court, approval of plan change, make plan 
change operative or operative in part) 

 
 

 
6 months + 

  
Senior planner (0.8 FTE) 
Planner (0.5 FTE) 
2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) 

 
 

 
$115,000 
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Maintenance and delivery of a larger 
schedule (heritage inventory team, 
arborist input, not just consents but also 
monitoring conditions when arborist is 
required on site to supervise, attendance 
at notified hearings etc.) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing 

 
 
 
 

Calculations are based on 12 months of 
maintenance and delivery. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Arborist (0.8 FTE) 
Planner (0.1 FTE) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$92,000 
 

Total process cost $871,000 

Cost per tree $1,484.00 
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Nomination 
Guidelines 

 
 
 
 

These guidelines outline the requirements for nominating 
a notable tree for evaluation by Auckland Council for 
inclusion on the region’s Notable Tree Schedule. This 
document will assist you in completing and submitting 
the nomination form. 

 
Nominating  a tree 
Any person or organisation may nominate a tree or group 
of trees for evaluation by completing and submitting the 
nomination form. 

 
Before you submit a nomination, please read these 
guidelines to check whether nomination is appropriate, 
and to ensure that you complete the form correctly. 
You should only nominate a tree or group of trees if you 
consider it has significant value and would be a worthy 
addition to Auckland’s Notable Tree Schedule. 

 
Purpose of evaluation 
The purpose of this evaluation is to identify notable trees 
for inclusion in Auckland’s Notable Tree Schedule, or for 
other appropriate management to protect the tree such 
as a legal covenant. 

 
Nomination of a tree or group of trees does not 
automatically guarantee that it will be evaluated or 
considered for scheduling. Priority will be given to 
nominations for trees on the nominator’s property or on 
public land (open space, reserves or streets) and to those 
that are not already scheduled as part of a Significant 
Ecological Area. Priority will also be given to nominations 
that clearly identify the values of the tree and are 
supported by relevant background information. Therefore 
you are encouraged to make a persuasive case for the 
significance of the tree. 

What is a Notable Tree? 
Practically all trees play important economic, 
environmental and social roles in any district of New 
Zealand. However, some trees are often thought of as 
being of greater value than others. That is, there are 
some specimen trees, or groups of trees, that stand out 
as being notable, significant or distinguished. It is those 
trees that, for various reasons, are selected by territorial 
local authorities, throughout New Zealand, for inclusion 
on a notable tree schedule in a district plan. Through this 
mechanism they gain greater legal protection. 

 
Notable trees are generally those that a community or 
nation regard as being of special importance because they 
commemorate important events in a nation’s history, are 
exceptional or unique examples of a species, are critical 
to the survival of other species or are of such age, stature, 
character and visibility that they are regarded as the best 
in the district. 

 
What is the Notable Tree Schedule? 
Auckland’s Notable Tree Schedule is a list of significant 
trees or groups of trees in the Auckland region. Inclusion 
of a tree or group of trees in the Schedule means that: 

 
• It has been officially recognised by the Auckland 

Council as being a Notable Tree 
• It is protected by provisions in district or unitary 

plans to ensure it is not damaged or destroyed 
• It may be eligible for grants and other incentives. 
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Criteria for scheduling Notable Trees 
Auckland Council has proposed criteria for evaluating 
the importance of trees and the level of significance 
required to be considered for inclusion in the Notable Tree 
Schedule. There are three types of criteria: Special factors 
(stand alone), Negative factors and Tree Specific factors. 

 
The special factor criteria are stand alone which means 
that if a tree or group of trees meets any one criterion 
then it is deemed notable. The tree-specific criteria require 
a cumulative assessment. That means, for a tree or group 
of trees to be notable, it must have a cumulative score of 
20 or more out of 40 using the scoring systems described 
in Appendix 1. 

 
Both the special factor and tree-specific criteria are used 
in combination to determine whether a tree or group of 
trees is notable. A tree will be notable if it meets only one 
of the special factors or the score threshold for 
tree-specific criteria. 

 
In addition, the assessment against the Special factor 
and tree-specific criteria is then balanced by taking into 
account the potential negative effects of the tree. In 
situations where negative effects occur then these must 
be offset against the benefits of protecting a notable 
tree. This methodology does not provide a definitive way 
to make this decision but it relies on the expertise of 
trained arborists assessing the risk of the negative effects 
occurring and the overall significance of the tree. The 
critical part of this assessment is determining whether 
the hazard or negative effects are unmanageable. Most 
hazards and all nuisance effects can be managed but in 
instances where they are unmanageable a tree will not 
be scheduled as notable. Pest plants listed in the Regional 
Pest Management Strategy or Plan will not be scheduled. 
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Special Factors (stand alone) 
 

A. Heritage 
- Is associated with or commemorates an historic event 

(including Maori history or legend) 
- Has strong public associations or has an historic 

association with a well known historic or notable figure 
- Is strongly associated with a local historic feature and 

now forms a significant part of that feature 
 
B. Scientific 
- Is the only example of the species in Auckland or the 

largest known specimen of the species in Auckland 
(including height and lateral spread) (only applies to 
individual trees) 

- Is a significant example of a species rare in Auckland or a 
native species that is nationally or regionally threatened 
(as assessed by the Department of Conservation (DOC) 
or on the regional threatened species list) 

- Has outstanding value because of its scientific 
significance 

 
C. Ecosystem service 
- Provides critical habitat for a threatened native species 

population e.g., bats, chevron skinks, kiwi, yellow 
mistletoe etc 

 
D. Cultural 
- Demonstrates a custom, way of life or process that was 

common but is now rare, is in danger of being lost or 
has been lost 

- Has an important role in defining the communal identity 
and distinctiveness of the community through having 
special symbolic, spiritual, commemorative, traditional 
or other cultural value or represents important aspects 
of collective memory, identity or remembrance, the 
meanings of which should not be forgotten 

- Is a landmark, or marker that the community identifies 
with 

 
E. Intrinsic 
- Is intrinsically notable because of a combination of 

factors including the size, age, vigour and vitality, 
stature and form or visual contribution of the tree or 
group of trees 

Negative Effects 
 

F. Negative effects 
 

- Are there any matters that may weigh against the tree’s 
long term protection at this location? 

- Does the tree present negative impacts upon human 
health and / or property? 

- Are these negative effects manageable through 
arboricultural or property management means? 

- Is the tree species listed in the Regional Pest Management 
Strategy as a Total Control or Containment Plant or 
listed under the Biosecurity Act 1993 as an Unwanted 
Organism? 

 
 
Tree-specific factors (see below for scoring) 

 
G. Age and health 
- Is notable because of its age (e.g., the oldest of its 

species in Auckland) and there is something about the 
vigour and vitality of the tree or group of trees which 
makes it notable given other factors (such as its age) 

 
H. Character and form 
- Is an exceptional example of the species in character 

and/or form (i.e., text book shape or has a particular 
relationship with its environment) or attributes that 
makes it unique 

 
I. Size 
- It is an exceptional size for the species in this location 

(including height, girth or lateral spread) 
 

J. Visual contribution 
- It makes a significant contribution to the visual character 

of an area or to the vista from elsewhere in Auckland 
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Thresholds 
When applying tree-specific factors to groups of trees an 
average assessment for all trees in the group should be 
used. At least one individual in a group must be scheduled 
independently as notable and all trees in the group must 
be physically close to each other or form a collective 
or functional unit through meeting at least one of the 
following criteria: 1. Canopies touch; 2. Canopies overlap; 
3. Canopies are not further than 5 metres apart. 

 
To be considered eligible for inclusion in Auckland’s 
Notable Tree Schedule, a tree or group of trees must meet 
at least one of the special factor criteria or achieve a score 
of 20 or more for tree-specific criteria. 
Other tree specific factors are also taken into account 
in the decision to recommend a tree for scheduling. 
Sometimes scheduling is not the most appropriate way 
of protecting an important tree. For example, it may be 
part of a significant indigenous plant community and it 
would be more appropriate to schedule as a Significant 
Ecological Area (SEA) or it may already be within one of 
this SEAs and therefore a lower priority for evaluation. 
The final decision over whether to schedule a notable tree 
or group of trees is made by the Council after assessing 
the information obtained from this process. 

What trees can be  nominated? 
Any tree or groups of trees may be nominated including 
those in towns, streetscapes and settlements, gardens, 
trees and plantings or they may be naturally occurring 
trees in parks, reserves or covenants. 
Frivolous or vexatious nominations will not be accepted 
including nominations for: 

 
• Any tree or groups of trees that has been planted and 

is less than 20 years old, other than in exceptional 
circumstances 

• Moveable or portable trees such as those in planter 
boxes. 

• Any tree that cannot be accurately located or identified. 
 

Priority will be given to trees nominated for inclusion in 
Auckland’s schedule of Notable Trees that occur on the 
property of the nominee or in a public reserve. Detailed 
nominations supported with good information will 
have an increased chance of being processed quickly for 
acceptance into the schedule and will be peer reviewed. 
Nominations providing limited information, or those 
for trees on another person’s private property will be 
processed as and when resources are made available. 
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Completing the nomination form 
(see Appendix 1) 

 
Before completing the form 
Before you complete the nomination form 
(see Appendix 1) you should check your existing Notable 
Tree Schedule to ensure that the tree or group of trees is 
not already scheduled. 

 
Completing the form 
You are encouraged to complete and submit the 
nomination form in electronic format. You can download 
an electronic copy of the form from the Auckland Council 
website (http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz) 

 
Section 1 (Contact details) 
We need to be able to acknowledge receipt of your 
nomination, verify information if needed, and keep you 
informed. We cannot accept anonymous nominations. 

 
Section 2 (Address) 
We need to know where the tree is. If it doesn’t have a 
street address, you can provide the legal description or 
grid reference (using NZ Transverse Mercator coordinates). 
You can access these through the council’s GIS viewer: 
http://maps.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/ 
aucklandcouncilviewer/ 

Legal description: use the ‘identify’ button on the 
toolbars on the right of the screen Grid reference: go to 
Tools/capture map coordinates. Print out and attach an 
aerial photo of the site with the tree clearly circled. If 
there are multiple trees please show where each tree is 
located. 

Section 3 (Owner/occupier) 
Complete this section if you have access to this 
information. 

 
Section 4 (Description) 
You should include a description of the tree and its 
location. For example provide a description of the 
estimated height, age, species and context for the tree. 

 
Section 5 (Threats) 
It is useful to identify known threats to the tree, because 
this will assist in prioritising nominations. For example, 
pressure from development, risk of being removed to 
create views etc. 

 
Sections 6 - 8 (Tree specific and special factors and 
negative effects) 
You should evaluate the tree or group of trees against 
each of the criteria. This will be the primary means by 
which we will evaluate a tree. 

 
Section 9 (Conclusions) 
Summarise your conclusions about the tree or group of 
trees here. 

 
Further assistance 
If you need assistance with the form, please contact 
the Council’s Heritage team by email at 
heritage@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 

 
Please complete the form in as much detail as possible. 
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Frequently Asked 
Questions 

 
 
Can I provide information in confidence? 
Generally not. Evaluation of Auckland’s heritage is a 
public process. All members of the public, including the 
owner of a tree, are entitled to access all information held 
by the Council on a property. Councils are only required 
to restrict access to sensitive information about places 
of significance to tangata whenua as this is a statutory 
requirement under the Resource Management Act 1991. 
All other information relating to a property is public 
information, and is therefore available to members of the 
public upon request. If you have concerns about providing 
information that is, or may be sensitive or subject to 
copyright, you should discuss this with staff in the 
Council’s Heritage Unit before providing the information. 

 
What about my personal details? 
The Council has a responsibility to comply with the 
Privacy Act 1993 and the Local Government Official 
Information and Meetings Act 1987. All information 
provided to, and held by Council as public records, is public 
information and is subject to disclosure upon request 
unless there are reasons why it should not be disclosed. If 
you have concerns, you should refer to the relevant Acts, 
and seek independent advice. 

 
What if I don’t have the time or knowledge to 
provide all the information you require? 
The more supporting evidence you can provide the better. 
Nominations that lack sufficient information may be 
assigned a low priority for evaluation. You could approach 
your Local Board, botanical society or other community 
group to assist with the nomination or to make it on your 
behalf. 

Why can’t the Council evaluate all nominated 
trees? 
The process of evaluating trees requires specialised 
personnel and resources. As well as public nominations, 
the council identifies potentially significant trees 
through its own work. All nominations receive an initial 
appraisal. Those that are unlikely to meet the significance 
thresholds or lack sufficient information will be assigned 
a low priority or may not proceed. In some cases 
nominated trees have been previously evaluated, so unless 
new information becomes available they will not be re- 
evaluated. 

 
What is the best format for sending information 
to the Council? 
Electronic files are preferred. Original photographs or 
documents should be scanned or copied. If you have large 
files (over 10MB) send them in parts or convert them to 
smaller file sizes (e.g. by converting them to PDF files) or 
copy them onto a CD. 

 
Can I protect my tree even if my tree is not 
notable? 
If you have a tree and you think it is special but is unlikely 
to be scheduled as notable then there are alternatives to 
enable it protection such as a private legal covenant. 
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Notable Tree 
Nomination Form 

 
This nomination form is to be used for assessing trees or groups of trees. When applying tree-specific factors to 
groups of trees an average assessment for all trees in the group should be used. At least one individual in a group 
must be scheduled independently as notable and all trees in the group must be physically close to each other or form 
a collective or functional unit through meeting at least one of the following criteria: 1. Canopies touch; 2. Canopies 
overlap; 3. Canopies are not further than 5 metres apart. 

 
Section 1: Your Contact Details 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 2: Address of the tree 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 3: Owner/occupier 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 4: Description 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 5: Threats to the tree 
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Section 6: Tree-specific factors (see following page for scoring) 
 

A tree can be scheduled as Notable if it achieves a score of 20 or more 
 
 

Age and health 
Is notable because of its age (e.g., the 
oldest of its species in Auckland) and there 
is something about the vigour and vitality 

Score 
(see explanatory notes) 

Comments 

of the tree or group of trees which makes it 
notable given other factors (such as its age) 

 
Character and form 
Is an exceptional example of the species 
in character and/or form (i.e., text book 
shape or has a particular relationship with 
its environment) or attributes that makes it 
unique 

 
Size 
It is an exceptional size for the species in this 
location (including height, girth or lateral 
spread) 

 
Visual contribution 
It makes a significant contribution to the 
visual character of an area or to the vista 
from elsewhere in Auckland 

 
Section 7: Negative effects 

 
Are there any matters that weigh against the tree’s long term 
protection at this location? 

 

Hazard and negative effects 
 

Does the tree present negative impacts upon 
human health and / or property? 

 
Are these negative effects manageable 
through arboricultural or property 
management means? 

 
Is the tree species listed in the Regional Pest 
Management Strategy as a Total Control 
or Containment Plant or listed under the 
Biosecurity Act 1993 as an Unwanted 
Organism? 

YES NO 
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Scoring of tree specific factors 
 
 

These scoring systems are to be used when evaluating a tree against the tree-specific factors in Section 6 (see page 10). 
 

Age and health 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Character or form 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Size 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Visual contribution 

 
 

This scoring system should be used when assessing the 
age and health of a tree. It allows for trees that are old 
and healthy to score much more highly than trees that 
are either unhealthy or young. The degree of vigour and 
vitality for any tree is assessed given the age of the tree. 
Therefore, a tree that is over 100 years old and showing 
high vigour and vitality, for a tree that age, will score a 
10. 

 
 
 
 
 

This scoring system should be used when assessing the 
character or form of a tree. It allows for trees that are 
exceptional examples at two spatial scales (from local to 
Auckland-wide) to score more highly than trees that are 
regarded as normal. 

 
 
 

This scoring system should be used when assessing the 
size of a tree (including height, girth and lateral spread). 
It allows for trees that are larger than would be expected 
(on average) for a particular location to be scored more 
highly than trees that are at, or close to (or below), their 
average height. 

 
 
 
 
 

This scoring system should be used when assessing the 
visual contribution of a tree. It allows for trees that are 
seen by more people on a daily basis to score more 
highly than trees that are rarely seen. 

Vigour High 3 5 6 8 10 
and 
vitality 

 2 4 6 8 8 
2 4 6 6 7 

2 4 4 5 5 
Low 2 2 2 3 3 

 Age in 
Years 

<40 41- 
60 

61- 
80 

81- 
100 

>100 

 

Not exceptional 0 
Exceptional example locally 5 
Exceptional example in Auckland 10 

 

Average size for the species in this 
location 

0 

Greater than average size (up to 
25% larger) 

5 

Substantially greater than average 
size (>25% larger) 

10 

 

In backyard or gully 2 e.g. fewer than 
100 people see the 
tree daily 

Local park/community/ 
beside minor road or 
feeder road/catchment 

5 e.g. between 100 
and 5000 people 
see the tree daily 

Main Road/motorway or 
higly visible landform 

10 e.g. more than 
5000 people see 
the tree daily 
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Section 8: Special factors (stand alone) 
 

For a tree to be scheduled or Notable it needs to 
meet only one of these special factors 

Heritage 
 

Is associated with or commemorates an historic event 
(including Maori history or legend) 

 
Has strong public associations or has an historic association 
with a well known historic or notable figure 

 
Is strongly associated with a local historic feature and now 
forms a significant part of that feature 

 
Scientific 

 
Is the only example of the species in Auckland or the largest 
known specimen of the species in Auckland (including height 
and lateral spread) (only applies to individual trees) 

 
Is a significant example of a species rare in Auckland or a 
native species that is nationally or regionally threatened (as 
assessed by DOC or on the regional threatened species list) 

 
Has outstanding value because of its scientific significance 

 
Ecosystem service 

 
Provides critical habitat for a threatened native species 
population e.g., bats, chevron skinks, kiwi, yellow mistletoe etc 

 
Cultural 

 
Demonstrates a custom, way of life or process that was 
common but is now rare, is in danger of being lost or has been 
lost 

 
Has an important role in defining the communal identity 
and distinctiveness of the community through having special 
symbolic, spiritual, commemorative, traditional or other 
cultural value or represents important aspects of collective 
memory, identity or remembrance, the meanings of which 
should not be forgotten 

 
Is a landmark, or marker that the community identifies with 

 
Intrinsic 

 
Is intrinsically notable because of a combination of factors 
including the size, age, vigour and vitality, stature and form or 
visual contribution of the tree or group of trees 

 
YES NO Comments 
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Section 9: Conclusions 
 

Include your final assessment of whether or not the tree is notable and any additional comments. Note that under the 
Tree-Specific factors, a score of 20 or more is needed before it can be scheduled or Notable. 
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Guidelines for notable tree evaluation 
To f ind out the criteria for evaluat ing the importance of trees and t heir level of significance, see th e Guidelines 
fo r nom inat ing a notable tree for evaluation document. 

 
You could ask your lo cal board, bota nical society or another commun it y group to help you with the nomination, 
or to make i t on your behal f. 

 
 
 
 

@Guidelines for Nominating a NotableTree for Evaluation 
 

PD F d own l oa d 1 .6 M B 
 
 
 

You cannot nom inate pest plants list ed in the Regional Pest Management Strategy. 
 
 
 

How to nominate a notable tree for evaluation 
 

- By email 

 
Read th e guidelines document and complete the nomination form contained in it. 

 

Email the completed form to the heritage uni t at heri tage@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz. 
 
 

@Guidelines for Nominating a NotableTree for Evaluation 
 

PDF do wnlo ad 1.6 MB 
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Fees and charges 
Consenting and property information 
fees and charges 

Effective from 1 July 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Find out more: phone 09 301 0101 
or visit aucklandcouncil.govt.nz 
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5 
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Auckland Council has reviewed fees and charges for the 2020/21 year. 
The following notes should be read in conjunction with the schedule 
of fees and charges. 

• All fees and charges are inclusive of GST at the rate of 15%. 
• All fees and charges are in effect from 1 July 2020. 
• While Council has aimed to provide a complete and accurate schedule of 

charges, if any errors or omissions are identified, charges will be calculated 
by reference to the appropriate underlying authority/resolution. Council 
reserves the right to vary and introduce fees and charges at its discretion. 
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Building consent fees 

Type Description Base Fee/ 
Fixed Fee* 

Processing 
deposit 

Inspection 
deposit 

 
Total 

Pre-application 
meeting 

Pre-application: standard $311*   $311 

 Pre-application: complex $311   $311 

All other building 
applications 

Project value up to $4,999 $790*  $340 $1,130 

 Project value $5,000-$19,999  $1,200 $680 $1,880 
 Project value $20,000-$99,999  $2,000 $850 $2,850 
 Project value $100,000-$499,999  $3,200 $1,530 $4,730 
 Project value $500,000-$999,999  $5,000 $2,040 $7,040 
 Project value $1,000,000 

and over 
 $7,200 $2,550 $9,750 

Amended plans Amended building consent 
applications: project value up to 
$19,999 

 $400  $400 

 Amended building consent 
applications: project value 
$20,000-$99,999 

 $700  $700 

 Amended building consent 
applications: project value 
$100,000 and over 

 $1,200  $1,200 

Code Compliance 
Certificate (CCC) 

Project value up to $19,999 $200   $200 

 Project value $20,000 and over $595   $595 

Certificate of 
Acceptance 

Project value up to $19,999 
Note: Prosecution and Infringements 
may also apply for work undertaken 
without consent 

$1,200  $170 $1,370 

 Project value $20,000 and over 
Note: Prosecution and Infringements 
may also apply for work undertaken 
without consent 

$2,000  $170 $2,170 

Building application Building application: national 
multiple use approval 
(based on project value 
$0-$499,999) 

 $1,309 Based on 
project 
value 

$1,309 

 Building application: national multiple 
use approval (based on project value 
$500,000 and over) 

 $2,726 Based on 
project 
value 

$2,726 

Building inspections n Building inspection per standard 45 
minutes (include factory audits). 
Additional time charged by the hour 

  $170 $170 
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Building consent fees 
Type Description Base Fee/ 

Fixed Fee* 
Processing 

deposit 
Inspection 

deposit 

 
Total 

Building inspections- 
same day 
cancellation 

Fee for building inspections 
cancelled after 12pm the day before 
the inspection booking 

$170*   $170 

Fire engineering 
briefs (new) 

Fire engineering brief meeting, 
limited to one hour (hourly rates 
apply thereafter) 

$311   $311 

LINZ registration 
(Land Information 
New Zealand) 

Where land is subject to natural 
hazards, or when building is across 
more than one lot 

$377*   $377 

Solid fuel heating 
appliances (fee per 
appliance) 

If installed by an approved 
installer** providing a producer 
statement 

$280*   $280 

 Wetback (plus one inspection fee 
payable at time of application) 

$280*  $170 $450 

 If installed by a person who is not 
an approved installer** (plus one 
inspection fee payable at time of 
application) 

$280*  $170 $450 

Solar water or heat 
pump water heating 
devices (fee per 
device) 

If installed by an approved 
installer** providing a producer 
statement 

$295*   $295 

 If installed by a person who is not 
an approved installer ** (plus one 
inspection fee payable at time of 
application) 

$295*  $170 $465 

Injected wall 
applications 

Application for injected wall 
insulation. If installed by an 
approved installer** providing a 
producer statement 

$280*   $280 

 If installed by a person who is not 
an approved installer ** (plus one 
inspection fee payable at time of 
application) 

$280*  $170 $450 

Temporary structures Application for a temporary structure $470   $470 

Exemption Application for exemption from 
building consent requirements base 
charge 

$440   $440 

Minor Plumbing Minor plumbing with a producer 
statement where value of work is less 
than $5,000 

$295*   $295 

Minor Alteration 
for structural 
engineering design 

Minor structural engineering design 
with a producer statement where 
value of work is less than $5,000 

$245  $170 $415 
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Building consent fees 
Type Description  Base Fee/       Processing      Inspection Total Fixed Fee* Deposit Deposit 

Separation Application to separate a historic 
building consent that relates to two 
or more buildings on the same site 
(per application) 

$548   $548 

Project Information 
Memorandum (PIM) 

Issuing Project Information 
Memorandum 

$445   $445 

Filing fee Receiving third party reports or 
any other information to place on a 
property file at the owner’s request, 
or Schedule 1 exemption filing 

$253*   $253 

Extensions of time Extension of time to commence 
building work under a building 
consent 

$150*   $150 

Lapsing Lapsing of building consent $167   $167 

Refusing Refusing of building consent $165   $165 

Waiver Building consent subject to waiver 
or modification of building code 

$300   $300 

Issuing compliance 
schedule 

Base charge $125   $125 

 Additional charge per specified 
system 

$30   $30 

 Amendment to compliance 
schedule base charge 

$110   $110 

Building Warrant of 
Fitness (BWOF) 

Annual Renewal $150   $150 

 Advisory inspection   $170 $170 
 BWOF Audit $124   $124 

Independent 
Qualified Person 
(IQP) Register 

Registration costs for IQP $345*   $345 

 Registration renewal for IQP (3 yearly) $195*   $195 

Notice to fix Issuing notice to fix $262*   $262 

Certificate for Public 
Use (CPU) 

Certificate $520   $520 

 Extension of time for CPU $244   $244 

Issuing consent 
report 

Weekly (annual subscription) $1,595*   $1,595 

 Monthly (annual subscription) $765*   $765 
 Single request (monthly or weekly 

report) 
$150*   $150 
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Building consent fees 
Type Description Base Fee/ 

Fixed Fee* 
Processing 

Deposit 
Inspection 

Deposit 

 
Total 

Title Search Record of Title $50*   $50 

Alcohol licensing 
building and 
planning certificate 

Certificate that proposed use of 
premises meets requirements 
of building code and Resource 
Management Act 

$990   $990 

Construction of 
vehicle crossings 

Vehicle crossing permit (application 
processing and inspection) 

$340   $340 

Producer statement 
author register 

Registration as a producer 
statement author 

$345*   $345 

 Renewal of registration (3 yearly) $200*   $200* 

Swimming/spa 
pool compliance 
inspection 

Swimming/spa pool inspection (each) $132*   $132 

 Owner sends photo $65*   $65 
 Independently Qualified Pool 

Inspectors (IQPI) record – 
administration of IQPI records 

$66*   $66 

Industrial cooling 
tower 

Industrial cooling towers 
registration 

$175*   $175 

 Industrial cooling towers inspection $170   $170 
 Industrial cooling towers renewal $112*   $112 

Earthquake Prone 
Buildings 

Extension of time to complete 
seismic work on certain heritage 
buildings or part of 

$148*   $148 

 Exemption from the requirement 
to carry out seismic work on the 
building or part of the building 

$350*   $350 

 

n Please refer to notes section for more information. 
* All fixed fees non-refundable and no additional charges will be applied. 
** Installer must be listed on Auckland Council's producer statement authors register. 
• All fees and deposits must be paid at lodgement. 
• All base charges are non-refundable and additional charges may apply and will be based 

on the actual processing and inspection time that occurs for the specific application. 
• For deposits, actual costs for each application will be determined based on the processing 

and/or inspection hours that occur for the application. Additional charges may apply based 
on the actual processing and inspection time spent on the application. 
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Resource management and other lodgement fees 
Type Description Deposit 
Pre-application Resource Consent appraisal $505n 

Land use Residential land use (infringing development standards) $4,000 
 Non-residential $4,500 
 Exemptions and approvals under the Auckland Council Signage 

Bylaw 
$1,490* 

 Waiver of outline plan $500 
 Tree works (excludes pruning or to undertake works within the 

protected root zone of notable (scheduled) trees, which does 
not incur a deposit or charge) 

$600* 

Subdivision Subdivision (with the exception of those below) $4,000 
 Cross-lease; unit title; boundary adjustment $2,000 
 Right of way and other non-resource consent matters relating 

to subdivisions e.g. cancellation of easements 
$1,100 

Combination Multiple/bundle applications for any combination of two or 
more: land use, subdivision or regional consent 

$9,500 

Regional Coastal structures, activities and occupation 

Discharge of stormwater, domestic wastewater or other 
contaminants 

Earthworks and sediment 

Water take, use and diversion 

Works in, on, under or over the bed of lakes, rivers and streams 

Transfer of coastal, water or discharge permit to another site 

Contaminated sites; landfills; discharge of contaminants to air 

$7,000 

Other Variation or cancellation under RMA s127 or s221, 
review of conditions 

$5,000 

 Certificate for completion; certificate of compliance; existing 
use; outline plan; extension of lapse date 

$1,500 

 Drill or alter a bore $600 
 Deemed Permitted Boundary Activity; Forestry Permitted 

Activity 
$500 

 Permitted Activity review - review of any proposal or query to 
determine if it is a permitted activity $250 

 Consent transfer or consent surrender $229* 
 s357 Objection hearing deposit $1,500 
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Resource management and other lodgement fees 
Type Description Deposit 
Notified Fully notified $20,000 

 Limited notified $10,000 
 Hearing (where complex a higher deposit will be required) $3,000 
 Tree works (excludes pruning or to undertake works within 

the protected root zone of notable (scheduled) trees, 
$1,000* 

 which does not incur a deposit or charge)  

Monitoring Dairy Farm monitoring inspection deposit. 
Actual charges are calculated on the inspection time and 

$170 

 hourly rate(s).  
 All other monitoring activity: base fee applied on 

application approval 
$170** 

Private plan change Simple projects $10,000 
 Complex projects $30,000 

Notice of requirement Pre-application appraisal $500n 

 Uplift an existing notice of requirement $1,000 
 Minor alteration to existing notice of requirement $5,000 
 Simple new notice or alteration $10,000 
 Complex new notice or alteration $30,000 

Consent report Weekly (annual subscription) $1,595* 
 Monthly (annual subscription) $765* 
 Single request (monthly or weekly report) $150* 

 

n Please refer to notes section for more information. 
* Fixed Fees are non-refundable, and no additional charges will be applied. 
** Compliance monitoring – a non-refundable base fee will be charged for resource consent 

monitoring inspections. Additional work over and above the base fee will be charged per hour. 
• All fees and deposits must be paid at lodgement. 
• For deposits, actual costs for each application will be determined based on the processing and/ 

or inspection hours that occur for the application. Additional charges may apply based on the 
actual processing and inspection time spent on the application. 
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Regulatory Engineering lodgement deposits 
Consents may require further charges that exceed the initial lodgement deposit** 
Type Description Deposit 
Engineering Major engineering approval for new public infrastructure assets and 

enabling works; Section 181 and 460 LGA applications requiring 
access to adjoining land 

$2,500 

 Minor engineering works – common access ways, new stormwater 
connections and activities over public stormwater pipes 

$600 

 

• All fees and deposits must be paid at lodgement. 
• For deposits, actual costs for each application will be determined based on the processing 

and/or inspection hours that occur for the application. Additional charges may apply based 
on the actual processing and inspection time spent on the application. 

 
 
 

Hourly ratesn 

Category Description Rates 
Technical Level 3 All areas – Manager, Project lead, Legal services $206.40 

Technical Level 2 Building – Residential 2 ,3 and all Commercial, Planning, Engineering, 
Monitoring, other – Senior, Intermediate, Principal, Team leader 

$197.40 

Technical Level 1 Planning, Subdivision, Urban design, Compliance, Monitoring, 
Investigation, Environmental health, Licensing, Building – Residential 
1, other 

$169.80 

Administration Administration (all areas) $111 
 

Note: 
1. The particular technical hourly rate level is determined by staff competency levels. 
2. Position titles vary across Auckland Council. 
3. Where the cost of the external resource involved does not exceed the Auckland Council 

staff rate, external resource(s) will be charged at the senior/intermediate rate. 
4. Where the cost of the external resource involved exceed the Auckland Council rates, 

it will be charged at cost. 
5. External resources may be engaged to address either expertise or capacity that is not 

available internally. 
6. For guidance on the Building Consent definitions for Residential and Commercial please 

refer to the following link: Residential and Commercial Consent 
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Notes 
Topic Note 
Accreditation levy An accreditation levy is payable on all building consents to cover the 

council's costs of meeting the standards and criteria required under the 
Building (Accreditation of Building Consent Authorities) Regulations 
2006. The levy is 50 cents per $1,000 value of works. 

Base Fee A base fee is the minimum fee which will be charged for an 
application/service. A base fee is: 
• non-refundable 
• additional charges may apply and will be based on the actual 

processing and inspection time that occurs for the specific 
application 

Building inspection Standard inspection fee includes charges for: 
Preparation, system updating, travel time, review of associated 
documents, minor variation assessments, inspections waived, or 
inspections carried out using Artisan App and any building consent 
refusal inspection. If an inspection has taken longer than 45 minutes, 
additional charges apply. 

Building research levy The Building Research Levy Act 1969 requires the council to collect a 
levy of $1 per $1,000 value (or part thereof) of building work valued 
over $20,000. GST does not apply to this levy. 

Contaminated land site 
enquiries 

Information relevant to the potential or actual contamination of a 
given property is collated and presented in a response letter, which 
includes records of pollution incidents, environmental investigations, 
selected consents, and corresponding files. The fee varies, depending 
on the time spent on collating the information. The fee is charged upon 
the completion of a response letter to the party making the enquiry. 

Compliance monitoring 
inspections 

A non-refundable base fee will be charged for resource consent 
monitoring inspections. Additional work over and above the base fee 
will be charged per hour. 

Deposits • The processing deposit and the inspection deposit are payable when 
the application/service request is lodged. The deposit is an upfront 
payment for the processing and inspection time that will occur. 

• Actual costs will be determined based on the processing and 
inspection hours that the Council spends. The original deposit will be 
credited against the actual charges to arrive at a refund or additional 
fees to pay. 

• Interim invoices may be also issued through the life of the application. 
• For complex and significant applications (including hearing deposits) if 

specialist input is needed or the applicant has significant outstanding 
fees, the council may require a higher deposit payment before 
proceeding. This will be discussed with the applicant in advance. 

Fee changes Fees and charges may change. Please check our website aucklandcouncil. 
govt.nz or your nearest service centre for up to date information. 

Financial and development 
contributions 

Financial and/or development contributions may be payable in addition to 
the consent processing charges. Please refer to the development or financial 
contributions policy and relevant district plan for your development. 

Fixed Fee A fixed fee is the amount charged for an application/service. 
A fixed fee is: 
• non-refundable 
• no additional charges will be applied 
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Notes 
Topic Note 

Hearings The hearing deposit fee is payable prior to the hearing proceeding. Any 
actual costs of the hearing that exceed the deposit fee will be charged 
as an additional charge, e.g. costs arising from the use of a specialist 
consultant, independent hearing commissioner(s). 

Hourly rates The hourly rates displayed in the hourly rates table above apply to all 
services including private plan changes and notices of requirement. 
Where the cost of the external resource involved does not exceed the 
Auckland Council rates, external resource will be charged at Senior/ 
Intermediate rates. Where the cost of the external resource involved 
exceed the Auckland Council rates, it will be charged at cost. 
External resources may be engaged to address either expertise or 
capacity that is not available internally. 

Ministry of Business 
Innovation & Employment 
(MBIE) Levy 

The Building Act 2004 requires the council to collect a levy of 
$1.75 per $1,000 value (or part thereof) of building work valued over 
$20,444. 

Other services Other services will be charged at cost. 
Where Auckland Council committee members are engaged, fair and 
reasonable costs will be recovered. 

Private plan change 
pre-application appraisal 

The initial pre-application meeting will be free of charge. 
A deposit is required to cover all subsequent pre-application meetings. 
Planning and other specialists will be charged per hour as required. 

Resource consent 
pre-application appraisal 

The initial pre-application appraisal will involve one or two planning 
and/or development engineering staff. Other specialists will be 
included as required. Where the actual costs exceed the deposit paid, 
the additional costs (including charges by external specialists) will be 
invoiced. 

Value of work The value of building work will be based on the New Zealand Building 
Economist set costs for residential construction and Rawlinsons 
New Zealand Construction Handbook set costs for commercial 
construction. Council staff will be able to assist with this. 
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Land and property information (including GST) 
Category Service Fee 
LIM reports – residential and 
non residential 

Standard service (10 working days) $307 

 Urgent service – where service is available 
(three working days) 

$415 

LIM reports – additional copies Copy of LIM at the time of purchase of original LIM $13 

Property information Property file online: standard (10 working days)* $64 
 Property file online: urgent (three working days)* $96 
 Hard copy property file viewing (where service is 

available) 
$33 

 Electronic property file viewing (where service is 
available) 

$23 

Maps, reports 
and certificates 

Building consent status report per property $13 

 Site remediation report $13 
 Soil reports $13 
 Private drainage plan $13 
 Valuations certified copy $13 
 Building inspection report $13 
 Site consent summary $13 
 Copy of Code Compliance Certificate (CCC) $13 
 Copy of Building Warrant of Fitness (BWOF) $13 
 Combined public drainage and contour map $56 
 GIS maps (including aerial maps): A4 $10 
 GIS maps (including aerial maps): A3 $13 
 District plan: zoning/designation maps $13 

Photocopies Black and white paper sizes A0, A1, A2, A3 & A4: Add 
$0.50 extra for colour copy 

$1.50 

Courier charges Courier charges will be charged at cost  
 

* Working days (Monday to Friday). 
** Working hours (8.30am to 5pm). 

 
Note: 
A0/A1/A2 size printing/photocopying may not be available at all service centres. 
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9 April 2019 
 

Hon David Parker 
Minister for the Environment 

 

By email: D.Parker@ministers.govt.nz 
 

Tēnā koe David 
 

Thank you for your letter dated 20 December 2018 in which you seek information on the current state of 
urban trees in Auckland in order to inform stage two of the Government’s reform of the resource 
management system. 

Like you, I have received correspondence raising concerns about urban tree loss in Auckland and 
about the protection of trees under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). I welcome the 
opportunity to provide you with information about urban trees in Auckland to inform your decision 
making in this area. 

Assessments of urban trees in Auckland 

Auckland Council carried out a region wide assessment of the urban forest canopy cover (defined as all 
vegetation three meters or greater in height) using LiDAR (Light Detection and Ranging) data collected 
in 2013. To date, this is the only assessment that provides information on the state of Auckland’s urban 
forest canopy cover at a regional scale. According to the assessment, Auckland has 18 per cent urban 
forest canopy cover, distributed unequally throughout the city, with lower levels of canopy cover in 
southern suburbs. The majority of Auckland’s urban forest is located on private land and only 6 per cent 
of the urban forest is over 20 metres in height. Appendix 1 provides a summary of the key findings. 

In 2016/2017, new LiDAR data was collected by Auckland Council. Work is currently underway to 
verify, process and analyse this data to determine the current state of Auckland’s urban forest 
throughout the region and assess changes between 2013 and 2016/2017. While the council does not 
yet have the results region wide, it does have a preliminary assessment of the data sub-regionally. 

One of the two recent reports referred to in your letter analysed the changes in canopy cover between 
2013 and 2016 in the Auckland suburbs of Mellons Bay, Howick, Māngere Bridge, Māngere East, Flat 
Bush and East Tamaki Heights. Preliminary results showed there was an overall one per cent net 
increase in canopy cover across these suburbs, yet there was also noteworthy change: over the 
timeframe there were significant losses of urban canopy cover in each suburb, but that in all but one 
suburb (East Tamaki Heights) these losses were counter-balanced by new growth. Appendix 2 provides 
a more detailed summary of this report. 

In your letter, you also refer to a report showing a significant loss of canopy cover. Auckland Council 
published a report in September 2018 assessing urban trees in the Waitematā Local Board area over 
the 10 year period from 2006 to 2016. Unlike the suburb study, which used LiDAR, this study used 
aerial photographs and reported on tree loss but not tree growth (which was evident over the 
timeframe). Results showed a total loss of 61.23 ha of tree canopy in the Waitematā Local Board area 
over the 10 year period. The loss was made up of 12,879 different detected tree removal ‘events’; 
meaning a minimum of 12,879 trees were cleared. Appendix 3 provides more details. 

Impact of RMA changes made by the previous government 

The region wide impacts on urban tree cover resulting from changes to the RMA made by the previous 
government are not yet fully understood. However, we do know that following the lifting of blanket tree 
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protection rules, Auckland Council has fewer controls over urban trees on private properties, leaving 
them at risk of felling. 

The study of tree loss in the Waitematā local board area over the period 2006-2016 showed that tree 
loss was dominated by tree loss on private land, making up 65% of total reported canopy loss, and that 
75% of all cleared trees in that area had no statutory protection. This suggests that the impact of 
changes made to be RMA could be significant. Further, the study also showed that more than half (54 
per cent) of tree canopy clearance had occurred for no obvious reason − that is, no new structures such 
as dwellings or other buildings, pools, house extensions, decks or driveways had replaced the space 
that was beneath the cleared forest canopy. 

I believe we need greater urban tree protection and agree with you that we need mechanisms to protect 
mature and ecologically significant trees while ensuring that protections do not create unnecessary 
compliance costs for routine pruning or the removal of smaller trees. In my view, councils should have 
the ability to create district plan rules to protect trees with certain attributes, and to selectively apply 
these rules in areas of the most need. 

Auckland is experiencing unprecedented growth with population projected to grow by another 720,000 
people over the next 30 years. We will require another 313,000 dwellings, in addition to new 
infrastructure and community facilities. Auckland Council would appreciate the opportunity to work with 
government to explore how to better protect urban trees on private properties as part of its Urban 
Growth Agenda. In particular, within the Urban Planning pillar led by the Ministry for the Environment 
and the Spatial Planning pillar led by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment/Ministry of 
Housing and Urban Development. For example, the council could specify a role for urban trees to 
create quality-built environments and provide guidance on urban tree considerations as part of the 
spatial planning processes. 

Conclusion 

Auckland Council recognises that a well-managed, flourishing and healthy urban forest has a wide 
range of evidence-based benefits. This makes it increasingly essential in counteracting the associated 
pressures of growth in urban Auckland. 

Trees and vegetation play an important role in creating liveable neighbourhoods and provide a range of 
services required for Auckland to function and thrive. This includes enhanced stormwater management, 
air pollution removal, improved water quality, cooling to reduce the urban heat island effect, and 
ecological corridors to connect habitats and improve biodiversity. 

Auckland Council has recently published an Urban Ngahere (Forest) Strategy, which outlines a 
strategic approach to managing our urban trees. A key target of the strategy is to increase canopy 
cover across Auckland’s urban area up to 30 per cent, with no local board areas less than 15 per cent. I 
see the potential for your RMA reforms to provide greater tree protection measures that help us achieve 
this goal. 

We are happy to provide any additional information you may require and would welcome the 
opportunity to work more closely on these issues and explore together how to drive positive outcomes 
for urban trees in Auckland. 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
Phil Goff 
MAYOR OF AUCKLAND 
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Appendix 1: State of Auckland’s urban forest - based on analyses of LiDAR 
data collected in 2013. 

Some key findings of the 2013 LiDAR data analyses: 
 

• Auckland’s urban area has just over 18 per cent urban forest canopy cover. 
 

• Auckland’s urban forest is distributed unequally throughout the city, with lower levels 
of canopy cover in southern suburbs, and relatively high canopy cover in northern 
and western parts of the city (see Figure 1). The unequal canopy cover distribution is 
particularly apparent at a local board area level (see Figure 2). 

 
• The majority of Auckland’s urban forest – 60 per cent – is located on privately-owned 

land. The remaining 40 per cent is on public land, with 23 per cent on Auckland 
Council parkland, 9 per cent on road corridors, and 8 per cent on other public land, 
such as schools (see Figure 3). 

 
• Tall trees are rare in Auckland’s urban areas; only 6 per cent of the urban forest is 

over 20 metres in height. The majority, nearly 60 per cent, is less than 10 meters 
(see Figure 4). 

 

 
Figure 1. Average percentage canopy cover of urban ngahere (3m+ height) in Auckland 
suburbs – based on RIMU analysis of the 2013 LiDAR survey. 
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Figure 2. Urban ngahere canopy cover at a local board level. 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3. Proportion of urban forest canopy on different land ownership types. 
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Figure 4. Percentage of urban ngahere across different height classes. 
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Appendix 2: A preliminary assessment of changes in urban forest canopy 
cover across six suburbs 

 
Methods 

 
Within the southern half of the Auckland region, six suburbs (Mellons Bay, Howick, Māngere 
Bridge, Māngere East, Flat Bush and East Tamaki Heights) were selected to assess the 
change in canopy cover of urban forest. These areas combined made up approximately 
eight per cent of the southern urban area. Suburbs were chosen to reflect a cross section in 
demography and baseline canopy cover ranging from low (~10 per cent cover of urban 
forest canopy 3m+ in height in this suburb) to high (>25 per cent canopy cover). The sample 
also contained two suburbs on the margins of the metropolitan area that are currently under- 
going significant change from rural to urban land use: Flat Bush and East Tamaki Heights. 

 
By using the pre-classified vegetation point cloud data for each 2013 and 2016 LiDAR 
flyover, we were able to create two respective canopy height models and compare them 
against each other to detect change. Change was assessed in each of the representative 
suburbs and broken down into tree height classes. An example of the type of data used to 
make these comparisons is presented in Figure 1. The red pixels show locations where tree 
canopy has been lost – usually through the loss of a discrete tree or group of trees. 

 

 
Figure 1: Snapshot of spatial data depicting the change in tree canopy cover between 2013 
and 2016 LiDAR data. Red pixels show canopy loss, green pixels are canopy gain, and 
beige pixels show persistent canopy over the approximately three-year period between the 
two samples. 
Results 
The results are to be treated as indicative only, as they have not yet been verified in detail. 
This preliminary study detected a one per cent net increase in urban forest canopy cover 
across all six suburbs that we examined over the three-year period from 2013 to 2016 (Table 
1). Five out of the six suburbs (Mellons Bay, Howick, Māngere Bridge, Māngere East and 
Flat Bush) showed a net gain in urban tree canopy cover (Table 1). East Tamaki Heights 
experienced a net loss (-4%) of urban tree canopy of the three-year period. This was largely 
the result of a single clearance event of large trees (20-30m in height) where exotic 
plantation forest in the rural fringe of the suburb was cleared and replaced by housing. 
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Table 1: The percentage cover of urban forest in 2013 and 2016 for a sub-sample of 
six suburbs from the south-eastern part of Auckland city. 

 
 

Suburb 
Year % change 

2013 2016 
Mellons Bay 23% 24% + 1% 
Howick 16% 17% + 1% 
Māngere Bridge 11% 12% + 1% 
Māngere East 10% 11% + 1% 
Flat Bush 19% 20% + 1% 
East Tamaki Heights 39% 35% - 4% 
TOTAL for all six suburbs 18% 19% + 1% 

 
 

The overall net increase in canopy cover disguised significant change in urban forest cover. 
The data shows there were significant losses of urban canopy cover in each suburb, 
although in all but one suburb (East Tamaki Heights) these losses were counter-balanced by 
the gains (Table 2). These suburbs are effectively in a dynamic equilibrium between canopy 
cover loss from tree removal and development, and canopy gains from tree canopy growth 
and new tree plantings. The two different types of canopy cover gain are clearly evident in 
Figure 1. The green ‘donuts’ show marginal growth of established trees, whereas the green 
‘dots’ show where the canopy of a newly planted tree has grown above the 3m threshold for 
inclusion as part of the urban forest. 

 
The greatest gains in urban forest canopy were experienced in Māngere East and Māngere 
Bridge (12 per cent and 13 per cent respectively). However, the low ‘starting point’ in terms 
of total urban forest cover in these two suburbs meant these relatively large increases in 
cover only translated to just over one percentage point gain in overall canopy cover (Table 
1). 

 
Table 2: Gains and losses of urban forest canopy between 2013 and 2016 in a sub- 
sample of six suburbs from the south-eastern part of Auckland city. 

 
 % loss of 2013 tree canopy 

cover from 2013 to 2016 

% gain in new canopy 
cover (based on 2013 

area) from 2013 to 2016 
Mellons Bay 20% 24% 
Howick 24% 30% 
Māngere Bridge 16% 29% 
Māngere East 22% 34% 
Flat Bush 14% 15% 
East Tamaki Heights 19% 9% 
TOTAL for all six suburbs 17% 18% 

 

There has been a disproportional loss of tall urban forest canopy cover between 2013 and 
2016. The loss of tree canopy cover in the larger height classes (i.e. taller trees) was clearly 
evident across all six suburbs (Figure 2). With only one exception (15 – 20m height class in 
Mangere East) net tree canopy 10m+ in height decreased across all six suburbs and net 
growth in tree canopy cover was confined to the two lower height classes. Flat Bush and 
East Tamaki Heights in particular were characterised by significant losses of large trees in 
the rural portions of these suburbs as these areas were cleared to provide ‘clean’ sites for 
new development. 
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Figure 2: Percentage change (gains and losses) of urban forest canopy in different height 
classes between 2013 and 2016 with data from a sub-sample of six south-eastern suburbs 
of Auckland. 

60.0 

40.0 

20.0 3 - <5m 

5 - <10m 
0.0 

Mellons Howick Mangere 
Bay Brigde 

Mangere 
East 

Flat Bush 

-20.0 

East Overall 
Tamaki 
Heights 

-40.0    

10 - <15m 

15 - <20m 

20 - <30m 

30m+ 

-60.0 

-80.0 

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 c

ha
ng

e 
in

 u
rb

an
 fo

re
st

 c
ov

er
 (b

as
ed

 
on

 2
01

3 
co

ve
ra

ge
 in

 th
is 

he
ig

ht
 c

la
ss

) 

99



Appendix 3: Tree loss in the Waitematā Local Board area over 10 years, 2006- 
2016 

A summary of the report findings are outlined below: 
 

Tree loss versus tree growth 
 

Only canopy losses were captured and mapped in this report. It was evident throughout the 
aerial analysis that newly established canopy and canopy growth of existing trees has also 
occurred within the Waitematā Local Board area, in some cases quite extensively. 

 
Given that growth was usually represented by small marginal increments across many tens 
of thousands of individual trees and shrubs it was impossible to identify and digitise in the 
same way that tree loss was. An accurate determination of the actual proportion of canopy 
loss in Waitematā Local Board area therefore requires further data (e.g. LiDAR). 

 
Total tree canopy lost 

 
A total of 61.23ha of tree canopy was lost from the Waitematā Local Board area over 10 
years. The loss was made up of 12,879 different detected tree removal ‘events’; meaning a 
minimum of 12,879 trees were cleared. The actual number of trees cleared is likely to be 
somewhat greater than this figure because the larger clearances involved the removal of 
multiple trees. 

 
In terms of absolute area cleared, tree canopy loss was dominated by tree canopy removal 
on private land (65%). However, as private land is also the dominant ownership of tree 
canopy in the Waitematā Local Board area, this is not an unexpected result. Our data also 
showed that in the last 10 years there has been a proportionally higher rate of loss on private 
land with a disproportionately low rate of loss on public parkland. 

 
The collective impact of individual actions 

 
The vast majority of tree clearances were quite small in terms of the quantity of canopy 
removed at a single location. 57 per cent of total loss of tree canopy was caused by the 
combined impact of many thousands of individual clearance events, all of which were 
individually less than 0.01ha (100m2) in size. 

 
In terms of the pattern of tree canopy loss, it really is ‘death by a thousand cuts’. More than 
90 per cent of clearance events were <0.01ha in size, yet these clearances accounted for 
almost two thirds of the total area of canopy loss. 

 
Protection status of trees 

 
More than 75 per cent of all cleared trees had no statutory protection and unprotected trees 
experienced higher rates of tree canopy clearance; about 60 per cent higher than what 
would be expected on a proportional basis. 

 
86 per cent of tree canopy loss in the ‘high protection’ categories was on public land 
(including Newmarket Park stabilisation (45%), Zoo redevelopment (14%), park maintenance 
(7%)). However, the losses on public land are more likely to be offset, in the fullness of time, 
by the growth of new plantings. 

 
Reasons for tree loss 

 
More than half of tree canopy clearance had occurred for no obvious reason (54%). That is, 
no new structures such as new dwellings or other buildings, pools, house extensions, decks 
or driveways had replaced the space that was beneath the cleared forest canopy. Reasons 
could include gardening/landscaping, improving light conditions/reducing shading. 
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Developments, improvements and extensions to existing buildings were the second most 
important reason for tree canopy clearance (33 %). 

 
Other causes contributed a relatively small proportion of the total (8%): this includes 
transport e.g. road widening (5%) and remediation of Newmarket Park (3%). 

 
The full report is available to download here: 
http://www.knowledgeauckland.org.nz/publication/?mid=2661&DocumentType=1& 
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20 July 2020 

 
Hon David Parker 
Minister for the Environment 

 
Via email: d.parker@ministers.govt.nz 

 
 

Tēnā koe David 
 

We are writing to follow up the letter sent to you on 9 April 2019 regarding assessments of urban 
trees in Auckland and the impact of RMA changes made by the previous Government. A copy of 
the letter is attached for your convenience. 

 
We wish to draw your attention to a newly published assessment of Auckland’s urban tree canopy 
cover, and to advocate for your RMA reforms to again allow for the general protection of urban 
trees where this form of protection is proven to be the most appropriate measure. 

 
Assessment of urban trees in Auckland 
Last week, Auckland Council’s Research, Investigations and Monitoring Unit (RIMU) published 
Auckland’s urban forest canopy cover: state and change (2013-2016/2018). 

 
The canopy cover report compares two points in time, 2013 and 2016/18, and describes changes 
across the predominantly urban local boards. The report shows that in 2016/2018 average urban 
tree canopy cover across Auckland was 18.4 per cent, similar to the 2013 average cover of 18.3 
per cent, but well below the 30 per cent goal identified in Auckland Council’s Urban Ngahere 
(Forest) Strategy. 

 
Initial analysis indicates the locations experiencing more gains than loses were typically publicly 
owned park land and the road corridor, while the locations experiencing more losses than gains 
were typically privately-owned land and rural areas. 

 
Impact of 2012 RMA changes 
Although this RIMU report is an important step in our understanding of Auckland’s urban canopy 
cover, it is difficult to infer any direct impact of the RMA policy changes. To understand the impact 
of the RMA changes would require more research over a longer period to measure rate of losses 
and gains overtime, both before and after the RMA changes. 

 
That said, we are advised that our tree protections under the Auckland Unitary Plan are 
problematic and that there is a potential for your RMA reforms to provide greater tree protection 
without creating unnecessary compliance costs. 

 
Tree protection under the Auckland Unitary Plan 
Currently urban trees in Auckland can be protected via the notable trees schedule of the Auckland 
Unitary Plan but this creates a number of issues. Firstly, all nominations for an individual tree or 
group of trees need to go through a full process under the Resource Management Act via a plan 
change. This is a significant process which involves professional assessment and a public 
submission process, and costs approximately $1500 per nomination. 
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Secondly, even with approximately 5000 individual urban trees protected by the notable trees 
schedule this remains a tiny fraction of our total urban tree cover so the schedules influence on 
total cover is minimal. Lastly, schedules of this size within RMA plans easily lose their integrity as 
trees disappear (due to consented removals/development, illegal removals, storm damage or old 
age) more quickly than the RMA plan can be updated by plan change. 

 
RMA reforms 
As stated in the 9 April 2019 letter, we need greater urban tree protection and agree with you that 
we need mechanisms to protect mature and ecologically significant trees while ensuring that 
protections do not create unnecessary compliance costs for routine pruning or the removal of less 
significant trees. 

 
In our view, councils should have the ability to create district plan rules to protect trees with certain 
attributes, and to selectively apply these rules in areas of the most need or in areas with specific 
particular benefits, for example, the North-West Wildlink. 

 
Conclusion 
A healthy urban forest has a wide range of benefits, such as enhanced stormwater management, 
air pollution removal, improved water quality, cooling to reduce the urban heat island effect, and 
ecological corridors to connect habitats and improve biodiversity. Auckland Council’s ability to 
realise these benefits is constrained by a cumbersome and costly process to add specimens to the 
notable tree schedule of the Auckland Unitary Plan. 

 
Auckland’s urban canopy cover has grown by 0.1% between 2013 and 2016/18; however, we 
would be able to make greater progress towards our goal of 30 per cent urban tree canopy cover if 
we had the ability to create district plan rules to protect trees with certain attributes and to 
selectively apply these rules in appropriate areas of most need whilst also recognising the needs 
for housing and business capacity. 

 
As you continue your review of the RMA, we encourage you strongly to provide greater overall 
protection for trees of significance. We would welcome any opportunity to collaborate on the issue 
of greater tree protection. 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 

Phil Goff Richard Hills 
MAYOR OF AUCKLAND CHAIR, ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE 

COMMITTEE 
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2 Rating Value of Forestry Land 

Remit: That LGNZ request the Valuer General amend the relevant legislation to 
allow for Local Government to address the growing disparities between the 
rating valuation of forestry land and other land uses. 

Proposed by: Gisborne City Council 

Supported by: Hauraki District Council; Western Bay of Plenty District Council; New 
Plymouth District Council; Hastings District Council; Manawatū District 
Council; Ruapehu District Council; Whakatāne District Council; Central 
Hawkes Bay District Council; Wairoa District Council; and Waikato District 
Council. 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue 

Councils with a high proportion of regional land use under forestry currently face challenges to rate 
foresters at a level which reflects their use of council resources or the forest sector’s ability to pay. 

This is a result of very low land valuations under established forestry, as the land value is transferred 
into the value of growing trees which are not included in capital value under the Act. 

 

2. Background to the issue 

Local Government raises funds by gathering rates from landowners – which are set in accordance with 
their Revenue and Finance policies.  The rates being applied are typically a multiplier of either the 
Land Value and Capital Value, or some combination of the two.  The Land value and Capital Value of 
assets is presumed to act as a proxy for the landowner’s ability to pay. 

Councils are required to apply the funds raised to providing services, infrastructure and regulatory 
oversight to ratepayers and the community.  They attempt to align the cost of rates to those who 
benefit from the service provided where possible – although this is fraught with difficulty and has in 
recent years become increasingly challenging when considering the nature of the forest sector land 
values and the relationship to infrastructure needs in the Gisborne region amongst others. 

The forest sector is a heavy user of both infrastructure (in particular roads) and regulatory services – 
and over time has grown in the Tairāwhiti region to cover some 30 percent of land used for economic 
purposes.  During this time, the value of farmland has appreciated significantly – and more recently 
has seen foresters contest at unprecedented levels for pastoral farmland which when planted, is 
eligible to earn New Zealand units (carbon credits) at a minimum guaranteed floor price of $20.00. 
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However, forestry land prices – where transactions occur from one forest owner to another, have 
remained depressed and remain significantly lower than pastoral land prices –as land in existing 
forestry typically has a high proportion of any sale value apportioned to tree value. 

This results in land value rapidly being devalued once trees are established, as it transforms into 
forestry land – while its future demands on council resources remain significant.  The fact that there 
is no capital value attributed to the growing trees means that the rateable value of a property 
decreases even as its demand on council resources (at harvest) increases.  The land value of forestry 
land is also a poor reflection of this sectors ability to pay, as the graph below depicts the relative 
profitability of forestry compared with sheep and beef farming. 

(Figure 1: relative profitability of forestry compared with sheep and beef farming. Source: FOA Facts and Figures 2019/20) 

 

3. New or confirming existing policy 

In the last 15 years the addition of carbon unit revenues earned through sequestration of post 1990 
forests has meant that the tree crop rotation cycle (the length of time between incurring expenses 
and earning income) which may have once formed the bases for excluding exotic forest values into 
capital value – no longer apply for post 1990 forests. 

In addition, when the Rating Valuation Act was last debated in June 1998, the carbon price did not 
have a minimum guaranteed price.  The most contentious issue at the time appears to have been 
whether or not live hedges should be included in capital value.  The section relating to tree value is as 
follows:  

“(1) The value of trees is not to be included in any valuation under this Act unless the trees are fruit trees, nut 
trees, berryfruit bushes, or live hedges. 

(2) The value of any fruit trees, nut trees, vines, berryfruit bushes, or live hedges is not be taken into account in 
assessing the land value of any rating unit under this Act.” 
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However, the Rating Valuation Act 1998 confers a broad discretion on the Valuer General to make 
rules setting requirements in relation to valuations which are “necessary for the maintenance and 
upkeep of the district valuation roll and in the interest of ensuring national consistent, impartial, 
independent and equitable rating valuation system.” 

The Net Zero Carbon Act and ETS now provide certainty for the forest sector of an appreciating carbon 
price and significant returns – which are driving rapid afforestation of pastoral land – both by 
landowners themselves and forestry expansion at the whole farm scale.  This competition for land is 
increasingly the value of pastoral land – while the depreciation of that land once planted – creates a 
discrepancy for rating purposes which (in the absence of increasing differentials) is resulting in 
decreasing rates for forest owners, while their earnings rise significantly. 

Below the impact of afforestation (including carbon income) on land value is shown over time.  This 
corresponds broadly to observed valuation patterns in the Gisborne region. 

(Figure 2: impact of afforestation on land value over time) 

These long term decreases create a disproportionate burden for other ratepayers and further 
exacerbate the degree to which low-income ratepayers are asked to pay for infrastructure and 
regulatory services – with this trend increasingly apparent over time. 
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The impact of Carbon price on competition for land use is also in stark contrast to the ability for Local 
Government to account for these distortions and apply fair and equitable rating valuation system, as 
pastoral farmers are currently being rated for the potential carbon storage in their land, while those 
who extract this value, pay less and less with every subsequent year following afforestation. 

(Figure 3: carbon impact on the pastoral market) 

 

4. How the issue relates to objectives in the current Work Programme 

LGNZ has a current focus on infrastructure and funding – this issue cuts to the heart of these topics 
and is significantly connected to current climate change work, and the evolving policy in response to 
the Climate Change Response Act. 

The Climate Change Commission (CCC) has made a series of draft recommendations to Government – 
which detail their expected continuation of afforestation and a rising carbon unit price – which would 
see the issues outlined above become more pronounced. 

The questions around how to fund increasing demands on infrastructure, in particular roads, bridges 
and drainage systems in the face of climate change, must consider the flows of carbon revenue into 
regions where forest activities (some of them permanent) will have an impact on local economic 
cycling and may correspondingly limit Councils’ ability to gather rates in a fair and equitable way. 

This is at a time when LGNZ’s submission to the CCC advice has been to highlight the significant 
challenges facing councils in addressing the ‘transition’ and fundamental shifts which will be required 
at a local level to accommodate changes to local plans, urban form, energy and transport 
infrastructure to name but a few.  Any anomalies in the rating system which exacerbate the inequity 
already apparent in the rating system should therefore be addressed with urgency. 
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(Table 1: recommended carbon price trajectory – Climate Change Commission) 

The above table shows that according to the CCC’s recommended carbon price trajectory, revenues 
would be many times in excess of any pastoral use (as seen in Figure 1).  Note also that this table 
assumes that pruning and thinning takes place – which reduces the net stocked area and temporarily 
reduces carbon income – failing to prune or thin removes this dip in revenue. 

Given the returns available to foresters (and farm foresters) – are significant, paving the way for later 
harvest revenues – it is appropriate that the Valuer General consider how this issue should be treated 
for rating purposes and if amendments to the Rating Valuations Act 1998, or addition of new 
mechanisms at a localised level are appropriate. 

There is work being undertaken at a regional level to understand the implications of a rising carbon 
unit price and the associates land price distortions – however while the land value under forestry 
remains significantly lower than the land being acquired for forestry – this disparity and the 
corresponding unequitable outcomes will persist. 
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(Figure 4: paired property valuations (per hectare) – Gisborne Region) 

The above graph represents 21 properties which have been ‘paired’ for consistency, meaning they are 
located in the same area (ideally neighbouring), are of an appropriately comparable scale and are free 
from anomalies such as horticulture or significant flat land. 

 

5. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

The introduction of Gold Kiwifruit licence into the calculation of Capital Value illustrates that when an 
industry is significantly out of step with the purposes of rating valuations – that the Valuer General is 
prepared to step in. LGNZ should advocate the same approach be applied to this issue. 
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3 Funding of Civics Education 

Remit: That Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) advocate to central 
government for provision of funding to enable Councils to engage in civics 
education for high school children. 

Proposed by: Hamilton City Council 

Supported by: Horizons Regional Council; Christchurch City Council; Tauranga City Council; 
Nelson City Council; New Plymouth District Council; Hastings District 
Council; Waikato District Council; Whakatāne District Council; and Ōpōtiki 
District Council. 

 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue 

Currently the provision of civics education in schools is limited and sporadic.  A real opportunity exists 
to get school children meaningfully involved in civic affairs through their local Council. 

There is currently a real gap between schools and councils – a gap that needn’t exist, given that the 
very point, and the very strength, of local Government is that it is local.  The funding requirement for 
Councils to be able to play a greater outreach role in their community would be relatively modest, and 
incredibly beneficial. 

There is significant New Zealand and international evidence of the benefit of providing young people 
with civic education in general, and engagement with local Government in particular. 

 

2. Background to the issue being raised 

Hamilton City Council has noted an increasing demand from high schools and their students wanting 
to engage with Council as part of a rounded education.  However, the demand for interaction with 
Council currently outstrips our ability to supply it.  Indeed our current arrangements, which have 
proved hugely popular, risk being unsustainable without additional funding. 

On some areas of Council business, the number of young people now responding to consultations 
broadly fits the age demographic across the city.  These are people who want to engage with Council, 
but many of them are unable to do so.  At large, however, disengagement from local politics is real – 
and growing.  Voter turnout in local elections and cynicism about the work of local Government remain 
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significant issues – in large part due to a lack of knowledge, particularly among young people, about 
what Council does, and how people can engage with Council. 

Hamilton City Council works in partnership with the Electoral Commission to encourage people, 
especially young people, to enrol and to vote, but more support from Government would enable all 
Councils to play a bigger role in this area. 

 

3. New or confirming existing policy? 

New policy. 

 

4. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How? 

It supports the work programme by raising the profile of, and accessibility to, local government for 
young people. The benefits of that could be significant in the long-term. 

 

5. What work or action on the issue has been done, and what was the outcome? 

We are aware of small-scale schemes but not national action, which we believe is required. 

 

6. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

There has been lots of academic research on the benefits of civic education in general, and 
engagement with local government in particular.  See for example: 

• Citizenship in Action: Young People in the Aftermath of the 2010-2011 New Zealand 
Earthquakes | Sisyphus — Journal of Education (rcaap.pt) 

• Alive and Motivated: Young people, participation and local government - Murdoch 
University Research Repository 

• Citizen Schools: Learning to rebuild democracy | IPPR 

• Getting the Majority to Vote: Practical solutions to re-engage citizens in local elections 

There is clearly a very good fit between the role of Councils and the social sciences achievement 
objectives in the New Zealand Curriculum.  Moreover, closer working between schools and local 
authorities would fit well with the compulsory teaching of New Zealand history in schools and kura 
from 2022. 

The highly successful (but very limited reach) Tuia programme, through which young Māori are 
mentored by Mayors, which most Councils support (at their own cost) is a further example of both the 
benefit of young people engaging with their local Councils, and the need for resource to enable this 
at greater scale. 
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7. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

N/A. 

8. Suggested course of action by LGNZ envisaged 

That Local Government New Zealand (LGNZ) advocate to central government for provision of funding 
to enable Councils to engage in civics education for high school children. 
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4 Promoting local government electoral participation 

Remit: That the power the Chief Executive has under the Local Government Act 
(42, 2 (da)) for “facilitating and fostering representative and substantial 
elector participation in elections and polls held under the Local Electoral 
Act 2001" be removed and placed with the Electoral Commission. 

Proposed by: Palmerston North City Council 

Supported by: Zone Three 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue/background

Local Government authorities, concerned by retaining neutrality, have been inconsistent in their 
actions to ‘facilitate and foster representative and substantial elector participation.’  The Electoral 
Commission has greater reach to engage consistently and effectively to increase the low turnout in 
local body elections. 

2. New or confirming existing policy?

This will be a new policy as LGNZ previously supported that option that this responsibility sit with 
Chief Executives.  

3. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How?

The proposed remit fits clearly within the already identified LGNZ policy advocacy workstreams.

• Five significant projects were identified by LGNZ in its policy advocacy work for 2020/21
year: Housing, Environment, Climate Change; Democratic Well-being, and Transport.

• Within democratic wellbeing is the electoral system reform strand, which is further
divided into two projects, one of which is to:

o  Investigate alternative methods of voting, as well as wider system reform, such as
making the Electoral Commission responsible for both local and national elections.
This will include examining the checks and balances within the system to ensure they
are fair, transparent and fit for purpose.
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4. What work or action on the issue has been done, and what was the outcome? 

Legislative change has been put in place re: Māori wards (one of the two ele toral reform projects). 
We now ask LGNZ to focus on wider electoral system reform. 

The Parliamentary Justice Select Committee Inquiry into the 2017 General Election and 2016 Local 
Elections (recommendation 15), and the subsequent Inquiry into the 2019 Local Elections and Liquor 
Licensing Trust Elections and Recent Energy Trust Elections (recommendation 1), recommended (and 
reiterated) that the Government consider giving responsibility for running all aspects of local elections 
to the Electoral Commission. 

5. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

As above. 

 

6. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

N/A 

 

7. Suggested course of action by LGNZ envisaged 

Ensure LGNZ’s voice on the issue is heard by the Justice Select Committee in its call to hear further 
feedback on the issue, as the Government has indicated that the detail of this change would need to 
be worked through. 
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5 Carbon emission inventory standards and reduction targets 

Remit: That LGNZ works with central government in a) developing consistent 
emission inventory standards for use by local and regional authorities, and 
b) setting science- based emissions reduction targets to support delivery on 
our National Determined Contribution (NDC) under the Paris Agreement 
and on our nationwide emissions budgets being established by government 
via advice from the Climate Change Commission. 

Proposed by: Palmerston North City Council 

Supported by: Zone Three 

 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue/background 

Inconsistent emission’s inventory standards across different local and regional authorities create 
difficulties in comparing and contrasting emission profiles.  A consistent standard with accompanying 
guidance could also reduce costs for local and regional authorities by reducing the level of expertise 
required. 

The Climate Change Commission has recently released its first package of advice to Government, 
proposing a set of three emissions budgets, and includes discussion regarding the delivery and 
compatibility of our National Determined Contributions (NDC’s) with the 1.5°C warming target. 

 

2. New or confirming existing policy? 

Enhancing existing policy. 

 

3. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How? 

The proposed remit fits clearly within the already identified LGNZ policy advocacy workstreams. 

• Five significant projects were identified by LGNZ in its policy advocacy work for 2020/21 
year: Housing, Environment, Climate Change; Democratic Well-being, and Transport. 

• The climate change project, in part, seeks to ‘Advocate for, and participate in, the 
development of a right-sized reporting methodology and framework for councils that 
meets the foreseeable needs of the Climate Change Commission’ and notes that 
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“Councils can also play an important role in mitigation by working with their communities 
to reduce emissions”. 

 

4. What work or action on the issue has been done, and what was the outcome? 

The Climate Change Response (Zero Carbon) Act is now in place, we now ask LGNZ to focus on its 
implications for Local and Regional Government. 

The Climate Change Commission has released its first package of advice to Government.  The package 
contains a range of recommendations for Government, but contains relatively little detail on the role 
of local and regional government. 

 

5. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

As above. 

 

6. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

N/A. 

 

7. Suggested course of action by LGNZ envisaged 

Ensure LGNZ’s voice on the issue is heard by the Climate Change Commission in its call to hear further 
feedback, and that it work with Government to support delivery of New Zealand’s Nationally 
Determined Contribution. 
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6 WINZ Accommodation Supplement 

Remit: That LGNZ works with the Government to: 

1. Conduct an urgent review of the Work and Income New Zealand 
(WINZ) Accommodation Supplement (AS) system zones in 
partnership with Territorial Authorities. 

2. Schedule a two yearly review of the WINZ AS system zones in 
partnership with Territorial Authorities ongoing. 

Proposed by: Queenstown Lakes District Council 

Supported by: Hamilton City Council; Nelson City Council; Porirua City Council; Southland 
District Council; Clutha District Council; and Central Otago District Council. 

 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue  

Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ) administers an Accommodation Supplement (AS) 
system, which provides a weekly payment that helps people with their rent, board or the cost 
of owning a home.  It is a means-tested payment that is available to citizens or New Zealand 
residents aged over 16 who are not in social housing and have accommodation costs to meet1. 

The AS is structured according to four tiers, with AS1 being paid in urbanised areas ($305 per 
week) through to AS4 being paid in the least urbanised areas ($120 per week).  The vast 
majority of the land mass of New Zealand is classified as AS4.  With a difference of $185 per 
week between AS1 and AS4, it is important that urban areas are zoned appropriately. 

However, the AS system has not kept pace with areas experiencing significant change.  It was 
last reviewed in 2018, but for high growth areas significant urban developments have been 
overlooked.  New developments and suburbs have emerged at pace and have remained at 
their original rural AS level of AS4.  With the current government’s appetite for increasing 
housing supply, this issue may become more apparent with progress in this space. 

This creates an inequitable and confusing situation between closely located neighbouring 
suburbs within urban areas.  Older urban areas may be zoned as AS1, but new, adjacent 
neighbourhoods remain zoned AS4 as if never developed.  Residents moving into these new 
neighbourhoods are rarely aware of the significant drop in AS they will experience and the 
considerable impact this could have upon their family’s wellbeing. 

1 https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/products/a-z-benefits/accommodation-supplement.html 
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This remit is recommending that LGNZ pursues an urgent review of the AS map across the 
country to ensure that households are able to access funds that will meaningfully improve 
their financial position and wellbeing. 

This review should be undertaken in partnership with territorial authorities, aligning urban 
zoning potential with AS1 areas insofar as possible. 

Furthermore, with a strong governmental focus on increasing the supply of housing across 
New Zealand, the review of the AS system should be conducted every two years in order to 
accommodate future changes. 

Ensuring a regular, systematic review will be essential to maintaining the health of the AS 
system ongoing.  A review every two years will ensure that the risk of this situation threatening 
the wellbeing of fast-growing communities can be mitigated over the longer-term. 

 

2. Background 

The payments are particularly important to people in areas where the cost of living is high, 
but the average wages are below the national average. 

Queenstown is a good example of where this is a challenge.  The urban geography of the 
Queenstown Lakes District has changed considerably due to unprecedented growth in both 
residential and visitor numbers in the past ten years.  Even post COVID 19, demand projections 
indicate a return to similar levels of growth in the near future2. 

As such, a number of areas identified as Area 4 (AS4) have now been fully urbanised for a 
number of years. 

This is most notable in the Wakatipu Ward, where 16 per cent of all dwellings are in the Lake 
Hayes Estate, Shotover Country Estate and Jacks Point.  These are family-focussed 
neighbourhoods with significant capacity to grow, yet these locations are all AS4, eligible for 
only $120 AS per week.  Rent averages over $700 per week for households in these locations. 

Queenstown will not be alone in facing this challenge, with other high growth areas likely 
experiencing similar situations. 

 

3. New or confirming existing policy? 

This remit represents a new policy position for LGNZ and for Central Government. 

 

4. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How? 

This remit aligns with the policy priorities of LGNZ in relation to social equity and housing.  
This recommendation is an initiative that will reduce the risk of inequity when increasing the 
housing supply for working households. 

2 https://www.qldc.govt.nz/community/population-and-demand 
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5. What work or action on the issue has been done, and what was the outcome? 

Queenstown Lakes District Council has advocated on this matter to central government over 
a number of years with little localised success.  A wider system change approach is now 
recommended. 

 

6. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

This relates to an existing WINZ product and the processes which used to govern its delivery. 

 

7. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

None. 

 

8. Suggested course of action by LGNZ envisaged 

That LGNZ works with the Government to: 

• Conduct an urgent review of the WINZ AS system zones in partnership with Territorial 
Authorities. 

• Schedule a two yearly review of the WINZ AS system zones in partnership with Territorial 
Authorities ongoing. 
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7 Liability – Building consent functions 

Remit: That LGNZ works with Government to obtain legal protection/indemnity 
from the Crown in favour of all Councils, and/or to implement a warranty 
scheme, for any civil liability claim brought against a Council with regards 
to building consent functions carried out by Consentium (a division of 
Kāinga Ora), as any such costs should not be borne by ratepayers. 

Proposed by: Waikato District Council 

Supported by: Upper Hutt City Council; Hauraki District Council; Waipā District Council, 
Ōtōrohanga District Council; Thames-Coromandel District Council; and 
Hamilton City Council. 

Background information and research 

1. Nature of the issue

Consentium (an internal division of Kāinga Ora) has been registered as a Building Consent 
Authority (BCA) and has taken over building consent functions for public housing of up to four 
levels.  Consentium is the only nationally accredited and registered non-Territorial Authority 
BCA. 

If Kāinga Ora is disestablished via a change in government or change in government approach 
or if the Kāinga Ora properties are sold, then there is a risk that Councils, as “last person 
standing” are exposed to civil liability claims in respect of the building consent functions 
carried out by Consentium, with such costs being borne by ratepayers. 

2. Background

Kāinga Ora, a Crown Entity subject to the Crown Entities Act 2004, has established its own 
Building Consent Authority (BCA) called Consentium. 

Consentium is New Zealand’s first accredited and registered non-Council BCA (accredited in 
November 2020 and registered by the Ministry of Business Innovation and Employment 
(MBIE) 9 on March 2021).  Consentium is a separate division within Kāinga Ora.  It is not a 
separate legal entity. 
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Consentium provides building compliance services for public housing of up to four levels which 
includes: 

• Processing of building consent applications; 

• Issuing of building consents; 

• Inspection of building work; 

• Issue of Notices to Fix; 

• Issue of Code Compliance Certificates; and 

• Issue of Compliance Schedules. 

(BCA Functions) 

Disestablishment of Kāinga Ora/Sale of the Properties 

There is a risk that due to a change in government or government approach that Kāinga Ora 
could be disestablished thereby taking Consentium with it; or could sell the properties. 

If Kāinga Ora were dissolved and/or sold its properties: 

• It would no longer own the properties Consentium has provided BCA Functions for, 
meaning new owners may attempt to bring legal proceedings against Councils (as “the 
last man standing”) with regards to any existing consents granted by a Council and 
subsequently assigned to Consentium, via sections 213 or 91(2) of the Building Act 2004, 
or new consents issued by Consentium.  Even if such proceedings are without merit 
and/or unsuccessful Councils incur the costs of defence of those proceedings; 

• Councils would need to take over the BCA Functions for properties that are in the process 
of construction and have not had a Code Compliance Certificate issued.  Issues of split 
liability may arise where Consentium may have negligently issued a building consent or 
negligently undertaken preliminary inspections, with the relevant Council completing the 
remainder of the process.  Again, this exposes Councils to risk of legal proceedings 
brought by the new owners of these properties. 

Consentium not being able to meet its share of any civil liability if claims arise 

As part of the BCA registration process Consentium had to evidence to MBIE that it will be in 
a position to meet its share of civil liability if claims arise in respect of the BCA Functions 
carried out by Consentium.  A request was made for a copy of such evidence but was declined 
by Kāinga Ora on the basis of commercial sensitivity.  This is a key issue for Councils.  The 
private certifier system under the Building Act 1991 failed when private certifiers lost their 
insurance.  Councils were left “holding the bag” in respect of any and all properties 
experiencing issues where they had any involvement and could therefore be pulled into a 
claim.  Councils do not want history to repeat. 
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3. New or confirming existing policy? 

The issue is related to LGNZ’s existing housing policy priority, as it impacts on the consenting 
functions of local authorities and has potential impacts in terms of Council liability.  

 

4. Does the issue relate to objectives in the current LGNZ business plan? How? 

As per above. 

 

5. What work or action on the issue has been done, and what was the outcome? 

There has been collaboration between a few Councils with regards to obtaining legal advice 
on an agreement proposed by Kāinga Ora pursuant to section 213 Agreement of the Building 
Act 2004 with regards to certain existing consents together with advice on the risks Councils 
are exposed to as a consequence of Consentium taking over BCA functions in their districts. 

Kāinga Ora declined to give an indemnity for matters that it had assumed liability for under 
the proposed section 213 Agreement.  It further declined to provide information as to how it 
satisfied MBIE that it will be in a position to meet its share of civil liability if claims arise.   

 

6. Any existing relevant legislation, policy or practice 

As outlined above, Kāinga Ora is a Crown Entity subject to the Crowns Entities Act 2004 (CEA). 
Section 15(b) of the CEA specifically sets out that a Crown entity is a separate legal entity to 
the Crown.  Section 176 of the CEA and section 49(1)(a) of the Public Finance Act 1989 (PFA) 
specify that the Crown is not liable to contribute towards the payment of any debts or 
liabilities of a Crown entity.   

There is no statutory guidance on the liability of the Crown entity in tort when it is dissolved.  
It may be that the general position is similar to the dissolution of a company.  However, in the 
Resource Autonomous Crown Entities, Independent Crown Entities (excluding District Health 
Boards and Corporations Sole), it is stated at page 59 “Although Crown entities are legally 
separate from the Crown, in some cases a court may decide that the Crown is liable for the 
agency.  This will depend largely on its statutory functions and the extent of control exercised 
over the entity by Ministers and other central government agencies”. 

Section 65ZD of the CEA empowers a Minister to give a person, organisation or government 
an indemnity or guarantee on behalf of the Crown if it appears to the Minister to be necessary 
or expedient in the public interest to do so.  The indemnity or guarantee may be given on any 
terms and conditions that the Minister thinks fit. Any guarantee can be given in respect of 
performance or non-performance by another person, organisation or government.  
Accordingly, a Minister could provide an indemnity or guarantee to Councils in the event that 
Kāinga Ora is dissolved, or sells its properties prior to the 10 year holding period currently 
contemplated. 
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In most states in Australia, state-backed warranties are a “last resort mechanism” protecting 
owners from losses arising from defective buildings, for example the Competition and 
Consumer Act 2010 (Cth), Part VIA and Proportionate Liability Act 2005 (NT).  These act as 
state-backed defects insurance, covering the cost of rectifying defects for new house 
construction if the builder is insolvent or disappears before rectifying the defects.  In its report 
Liability of Multiple Defendants, the Law Commission considered recommending the 
introduction of state-backed warranties in New Zealand if a proportionate liability regime was 
implemented, replacing the current joint and several 

 

7. Outcome of any prior discussion at a Zone or Sector meeting 

None. 

 

8. Evidence of Support from Zone/Sector meeting or five Council’s 

As outlined above there has been collaboration from some Councils with regards to seeking 
legal advice on the matter and during this collaboration there was the shared concerns around 
exposure to future liability claims with regards to Consentium’s activities, this no doubt will 
be indicative of concerns across the sector. 

 

9. Suggested course of action by LGNZ envisaged 

LGNZ seeking legal protection/indemnity from the Crown in favour of all Councils for any civil 
liability claim brought against a Council with regards to building consent functions carried out 
by Consentium, as any such costs should not be borne by ratepayers.  

LGNZ seeking a state-backed warranty to be put in place in the event Kāinga Ora is 
disestablished, in favour of subsequent owners of Kāinga Ora properties, covering any and all 
liability Kāinga Ora/Consentium would have had in relation to those properties in order to 
prevent owners from pursuing Councils in respect to those losses, as any such costs should 
not be borne by ratepayers. 
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Remits not going to AGM 

The remit Screening Committee has referred the following remits to the National Council of LGNZ for 
action, rather than to the Annual General Meeting for consideration.  The Remit Screening 
Committee’s role is to ensure that remits referred to the AGM are relevant, significant in nature and 
require agreement from the membership.  In general, proposed remits that are already LGNZ policy, 
are already on the LGNZ work programme or technical in nature will be referred directly to the 
National Council for their action.   

 

The following remits have been declined. 

1. Meeting Quorum and Attendance 

Remit: That LGNZ calls on the Government to introduce legislation that would update 
the Local Government Act 2002 to enable members attending meetings via audio 
link or audiovisual link to be counted as forming part of the quorum of the 
meeting. 

Proposed by: Manawatū District Council 

Supported by: Zone Three 

Recommendation: That the remit is declined on the basis that it was previously debated and 
endorsed at the 2020 AGM. 

 

The following remits are referred directly to the National Council for action because they reflect 
existing local government policy or address matters that are primarily technical in nature. 

1. Increase Roadside breath testing 

Remit: That LGNZ engage directly with relevant ministers and government agencies 
to advocate for an increase in the number of roadside breath test and 
mobile deterrence road safety enforcement activities. 

Proposed by:                   Auckland Council 

Supported by: Auckland Zone 

Recommendation:  That the remit is referred to the National Council for action. 
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2. Fly tipping 

Remit: That LGNZ advocate the Litter Act 1979 be amended to allow for ‘cost recovery’ 
in instances where littering/fly tipping is ‘more than minor’ and the identity of 
the perpetrator is discoverable. 

Proposed by: Gisborne City Council 

Supported by: Hauraki District Council, Western Bay of Plenty District Council, New Plymouth 
District Council, Hastings District Council, Manawatū District Council, Ruapehu 
District Council, Napier City Council, Rotorua District Council, Whakatāne District 
Council, Wairoa District Council, Waikato District Council; and Whanganui District 
Council. 

Recommendation: That the remit is referred to the National Council for action 

 

3. Maritime Rules 

Remit: That LGNZ recommend Central Government establish and improve the Maritime 
Rules for recreational vessels in relation to personal flotation devices, vessel 
registration, and licensing of skippers. 

Proposed by: Northland Regional Council 

Supported by: Zone One 

Recommendation:  That the remit is referred to the National Council for action. 

 

4. Alcohol Licencing for appeals 

Remit: That amendment be made to the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 to enhance 
opportunities for the community to participate in the alcohol licensing process. 

Proposed by: Whanganui District Council 

Supported by: Zone Three 

Recommendation: That the remit is referred to the National Council for action. 
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