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1 KARAKIA
2 APOLOGIES
3 DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
4 STANDING ORDERS
RECOMMENDATION

THAT the following standing orders are suspended for the duration of the meeting:
e 21.2 Time limits on speakers
o 21.5 Members may speak only once
e 21.6 Limits on number of speakers

And that Option C under section 22 General procedures for speaking and moving motions
be used for the meeting.

Standing orders are recommended to be suspended to enable members to engage in
discussion in a free and frank manner.

5 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting - 6 May 2021

RECOMMENDATION

That the minutes of the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting held on 6 May 2021 as
circulated, be confirmed as true and correct.

w
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MINUTES OF CENTRAL HAWKES BAY DISTRICT COUNCIL
STRATEGY AND WELLBEING COMMITTEE MEETING

HELD AT THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, 28-32 RUATANIWHA STREET, WAIPAWA

PRESENT:

IN ATTENDANCE:

ON THURSDAY, 6 MAY 2021 AT 9.00AM

Dr Roger Maaka (Apology)

Cr Jerry Greer

Cr Kate Taylor

Cr Exham Wichman

Mayor Alex Walker

Deputy Mayor (Chair) Kelly Annand
Cr Tim Aitken (Apology)

Cr Brent Muggeridge

Cr Gerard Minehan

Cr Pip Burne

Brent Chamberlain (Chief Financial Officer)

Doug Tate (Group Manager, Customer and Community Partnerships)
Nicola Bousfield (Group Manager, People and Business Enablement)
Joshua Lloyd (Group Manager, Community Infrastructure and Development)
Caitlyn Dine (Governance and Support Officer)

1 KARAKIA

Councillor

Wichman led the karakia

2 APOLOGIES

APOLOGY

COMMITTEE RES

OLUTION

Moved: Cr Gerard Minehan
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

That the apologies
That the apologies

for absence from Cr Tim Aitken be accepted.
for absence from Dr Roger Maaka be accepted.

CARRIED

3 DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

NIL

Together we Thrive! E

ora ngéatahi ana!
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4 STANDING ORDERS

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Mayor Alex Walker
Seconded: Cr Jerry Greer

THAT the following standing orders are suspended for the duration of the meeting:
e 20.2 Time limits on speakers
o 20.5 Members may speak only once
e 20.6 Limits on number of speakers

And that Option C under section 21 General procedures for speaking and moving motions be used
for the meeting.

Standing orders are recommended to be suspended to enable members to engage in discussion in
a free and frank manner.

CARRIED

5 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Gerard Minehan
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

That the minutes of the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting held on 25 March 2021 as
circulated, be confirmed as true and correct.

CARRIED

6 REPORT SECTION

6.1 COMMITTEE RESOLUTION MONITORING REPORT

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to present to the Committee the Strategy and Wellbeing Resolution
Monitoring Report. This report seeks to ensure the Committee has visibility over work that is
progressing, following resolutions from Committee.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Exham Wichman
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
CARRIED

Mr Tate presented this report on behalf of Mrs Davidson.

o |
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6.2 STRATEGY AND WELLBEING COMMITTEE PRIORITY REPORT

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is for the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee to receive a report on the
progress of key committee priorities.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Gerard Minehan
Seconded: Mayor Alex Walker

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

CARRIED

AMENDMENT

Moved: Cr Gerard Minehan
Seconded: Cr Pip Burne

That the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee write to the Ministry for the Environment to
champion to increase the size of symbols and numbers on recycling products.

CARRIED

Mr Tate presented this report on behalf of Mrs Davidson. Mrs Wiggins presented solid waste
dashboard.

Deputy Mayor (Chair) Annand asked if we could do some community work in CHB to clean up the
streets off the back of Keeping New Zealand beautiful.

Mr Tate noted clean up week is in November.

Mrs Wiggins noted this and will set up an event for November using Waste Free CHB calendar to
keep the community updated.

~
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6.3 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SUSTAINABILITY FUND APPLICATION - SUSTAINABLE
EWE

PURPOSE

The matter for consideration by the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee is the attached application
for funding from Council’s Environmental and Sustainability Fund to provide Sustainable Ewe with
funding toward a trailer and signwriting. This trailer will allow Sustainable Ewe, who are a not-for-
profit community group, the ability to transport bokashi, worm and chook feeders created from
buckets that are diverted from landfill and to continue to educate and share their knowledge to our
communities about how they can manage their green waste and food waste.

RECOMMENDATION FOR CONSIDERATION
That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) That Council approve to provide up to $10,000 from the Environmental and
Sustainability Fund to Sustainable Ewe for the creation of a customised trailer.

AMENDMENT

Moved: Cr Exham Wichman
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

a) That Committee approve up to $10,000 from the Environmental and Sustainability
Fund for the creation of a customised trailer that will be owned by Council and
leased to Sustainable Ewe at a ‘peppercorn’ rental for environmental purposes,
subject to conditions including lease costs and term to be negotiated.

b) That report updates through the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee on an annual
basis are provided and picked up regularly through monitoring priority reports.

CARRIED

Mr Lloyd and Mrs Wiggins presented this report accompanied by Neen Kennedy member of
Sustainable Ewe.

o |
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6.4 COMMUNITY FUNDING AND GRANTS POLICY - ABILITY FOR UNDERWRITE
FUNDING PROVISION

PURPOSE

The matter for consideration by the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee is to consider the provision
of an underwrite process.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Gerard Minehan
Seconded: Cr Exham Wichman

That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) That Council adopts the proposed amendment to the Community Funding Policy for
Community Funding Underwrites.

CARRIED

Mrs Cover presented this report.

6.5 2020/21 SUMMER CAMPING UPDATE

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide an update to the committee on the 2020/21 Summer
Camping Season and an update on Councils approach to strategically respond to camping in the
future.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Jerry Greer
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
CARRIED

Mrs Leaf and Mrs Harrison presented this report.

6.6 FUTURE FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide information to the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee on
the recently announced Ministerial review into the future for Local Government.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Pip Burne
Seconded: Cr Kate Taylor

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
CARRIED

Mr Tate presented this report on behalf of Mrs Davidson.

O
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6.7 WAIPUKURAU REGIONAL DIGITAL BUSINESS HUB - PROJECT UPDATE

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to provide an update to the Committee on the Regional Digital
Business Hub, funded by the Provincial Growth Fund, that will include the temporary Waipukurau
Library.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Mayor Alex Walker
Seconded: Cr Brent Muggeridge

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
CARRIED

Mr Tate presented this report.

7 DATE OF NEXT MEETING

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION

Moved: Cr Jerry Greer
Seconded: Cr Gerard Minehan

THAT the next meeting of the Central Hawke's Bay District Council Strategy and Wellbeing
Committee be held on 1 July 2021.

CARRIED

8 TIME OF CLOSURE

The Meeting closed at 10.48am

The minutes of this meeting were confirmed at the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee
Meeting held on 1 July 2021.

CHAIRPERSON

Together we Thrive! E ora ngatahi ana! 10
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6  Report Section

6.1 COMMITTEE RESOLUTION MONITORING REPORT
File Number: COu1-1411

Author: Caitlyn Dine, Governance & Support Officer
Authoriser: Monique Davidson, Chief Executive
Attachments: 1. Resolution Monitoring Report §
PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to present to the Committee the Strategy and Wellbeing Resolution
Monitoring Report. This report seeks to ensure the Committee has visibility over work that is
progressing, following resolutions from Committee.

RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT
This report is provided for information purposes only and has been assessed as not significant.

DISCUSSION
The monitoring report is attached.

IMPLICATIONS ASSESSMENT

This report confirms that the matter concerned has no particular implications and has been dealt
with in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002. Specifically:

Council staff have delegated authority for any decisions made;

Council staff have identified and assessed all reasonably practicable options for addressing
the matter and considered the views and preferences of any interested or affected persons
(including Maori), in proportion to the significance of the matter;

Any decisions made will help meet the current and future needs of communities for good-
quality local infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in
a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses;

Unless stated above, any decisions made can be addressed through current funding under
the Long-Term Plan and Annual Plan;

Any decisions made are consistent with the Council's plans and policies; and

No decisions have been made that would alter significantly the intended level of service
provision for any significant activity undertaken by or on behalf of the Council, or would
transfer the ownership or control of a strategic asset to or from the Council.

NEXT STEPS

An updated Resolution Monitoring Report will be presented at the next Committee meeting on 26™
August 2021.

Item 6.1 Page 11
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RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

Item 6.1 Page 12
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CENTRAL
HAWKE'S BAY

DISTRICT COUNCIL

Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Resolution Monitoring Report June 2021

Completed
On Track
Off Track

Item Number

Resolution
Date

Council Resolution Responsible

Officer

Progress Report

Environmental a) Approve the Hunterpark Kindergarten 22/10/2020 ordy Wiggins  |On Track - Hunter Park Kindergarten are

Sustainable Fund Environmental and Sustainability funding continuing the build of their sustainable water

Application Application up to a maximum funding of use / rain garden and environmental outdoor

$10,000. area. Council has paid invoices to date for
composting facilities and is expecting a further
and final invoice for completed work.
6.20 Committee Priority  [That the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee write to| 6/05/2021 [Monique
Report the Ministry for the Environment to champion to Davidson

increase the size of symbol and numbers on
recycling products.

Item 6.1- Attachment 1 Page 13
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6.30 nvironmental and  [a) that the Committee approve up to $10,000 from | 6/05/2021 |losh Lloyd /
ustainability Fund  [the Environmental and Sustainability Fund for the Jordy Wiggins
pplication — creation of a customised trailer that will be owned

Sustainable Ewe Council and leased to Sustainable Ewe at a
'peppercorn’ rental for environmental purposes,
lsubject to conditions including lease costs and term
to be negotiated.

b) that report updates through the Strategy and
\Wellbeing Committee on an annual basis are
provided and picked up through monitoring reports.

6.40 Community Funding [a) that Council adopts the proposed amendmentto | 6/05/2021 |Bridget Cover

land Grants Policy —  {the Community Funding Policy for Community

Ability for Underwritelrunding Underwrites.

Funding Provision

Item 6.1- Attachment 1
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6.2 STRATEGY AND WELLBEING COMMITTEE PRIORITY REPORT
File Number: COu1l-1411

Author: Monigue Davidson, Chief Executive
Authoriser: Monigue Davidson, Chief Executive
Attachments: 1. Solid Waste Dashboard - May 2021 §
RECOMMENDATION

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is for the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee to receive a report on the
progress of key committee priorities.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT
This report is provided for information purposes only and has been assessed as not significant.

BACKGROUND

Following the 2019 Triennial Local Body Elections, Council took the time to reset Council priorities,
and agree on priorities for Committees.

The purpose of the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee is to determine specific outcomes that need
to be met to deliver on the vision and direction of Council, and set in place the wellbeing strategies,
policies and work programmes to achieve set goals and targets.

To develop, approve, review and recommend to Council (where applicable) statutory and
nonstatutory policy, plans, bylaws and strategies to:

e Focus on the social, economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing of Central Hawke's
Bay through the development of vision and strategy while identifying and promoting
community aspirations.

o Integrate an all of wellbeing approach to strategy, plan and policy development.

o Have effective statutory plans and bylaws to protect the community through a focus on the
social, economic, cultural and economic wellbeings.

The Strategy and Wellbeing Committee is responsible for:

o developing and adopting strategies, plans and policies that advance the Council's vision
and goals, and comply with the purpose of the Local Government Act

e monitoring the implementation and effectiveness of strategies, plans and policies

¢ monitoring the success of the key strategic relationships that support the implementation of
key wellbeing related initiatives

e general coordination of Council policy and decisions.

ltem 6.2 Page 15
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The Strategy and Wellbeing Committee has delegations to:

¢ develop and adopt strategies, plans and policies that advance the Council's vision and
goals, and comply with the purpose of the Local Government Act.

¢ monitor the implementation and effectiveness of strategies, plans and policies.

e make full decisions on the distribution of the Pride and Vibrancy Fund, Environmental and
Sustainability Fund and any other contestable community fund.

e receive decisions of the Creative New Zealand Committee and CVOS Committee.

¢ make recommendations to council regarding the distribution of Ruataniwha and
Aramoana/Ruahine Ward Reserves.

The Committee has delegations to establish a special committee, working group or community
forum as needed.

DISCUSSION
The monitoring report which provides an update on the key priorities of the Committee is below:
Key Priority Responsible | Progress Update
Officer
e Lead and monitor the Josh Lloyd On Track
implementation of the
Waste-Free CHB Strategy. Collective efforts and initiatives under the banner

of environmental and waste management have
been branded as ‘Waste Free CHB’ (a listed
Council Priority). The initiatives completed or in
progress include the 2019 WMMP, 2019
Environmental and Sustainability Strategy, 2020
Section 17a Review, 2020 targeted
Communications Campaign and recent contractor
performance improvements.

Focus remains on the implementation of service
delivery changes following adoption of decisions
through the 2021 LTP process. Further detail on
the roll out of these changes will be rpvoided in a
workshop session to Committee members. The
monthly dashboard is included as an attachment to

this report.
e Lead the delivery of the Doug Tate On Track
Social Housing Strategic
Framework.

The Housing Strategic Framework is an area
where results are taking considerably longer to
materialise, recognising the significant complexity
and interrelatedness of the activity. Its also
important to consider Councills overall role.

ltem 6.2 Page 16
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Key Priority

Responsible
Officer

Progress Update

Discussions with Kainga Ora are continuing,
particularly around focusing on a placebased
solution for housing in Central Hawke’s Bay. An
announcement on the purchase of housing is
expected soon.

Council met with Te Taiwhenua o Tamatea
representatives, and Heretaunga Tamatea
Settlement Trust on opportunities to align on
housing opportunities in Tamatea/Central Hawke’s
Bay.

A draft policy for retirement housing on the back of
Councils Section 17a Review on Retirement
Housing is be provided in workshop of this meeting
following specifica guidance from Councillors
Minehan and Burne. Work is underway preparing
for the installation of heating and other upgrades
funded through the 2021 — 2031 LTP.

Work on the Porangahau Road Growth Cell
remains a priority, with a submission to the District
Plan once prepared. Officers also met with the
landowners during the period also.

e Monitor the implementation
of the Economic
Development Strategy.

Doug Tate

On track.

The following actions have been a focus of the
previous reporting period, and will remain a focus
for the next period:

The Delivery of Nga Ara Tipuna is the major
delivery focus in this activity, recognising the
significant project for the activity.

Work on the Tuki Tuki Trails continues, achieving
the delivery of PGF sourced funding.

Significant achievement in the skills and talent
areas of the strategy are underway, significantly
funded and led through the Mayors Taskforce for
Jobs activities and funding.

e Monitor the implementation
of the Environmental

Josh Lloyd

Off Track

Item 6.2
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Key Priority

Responsible
Officer

Progress Update

Strategy.

The Environmental and Sustainability Strategy
adopted in 2019 contains a series

of actions/initiatives over a five year period. The
focus on environmental initiatives through 2020
and 2021 has been the Solid Waste Section 17a
review and changes to service delivery through the
LTP. These changes have now been programmed
and are being implemented allowing the
responsible teams time to focus on wider
environmental management issues and a refocus
on the initiatives listed in the Strategy (of which the
Section 17a review was one).

Officers consider that the implementation of the
Strategy via progressing the listed initiatives can
comfortably be brought back on track within the
2021 calendar year. The Strategy and Wellbeing
Committee can expect a detailed report on
progress of the Environmental Strategy at its next
meeting.

e Review the current
Community Wellbeing
Strategy and then monitor
the implementation of a
revised Social
Development Strategy.

Doug Tate

On track.
In consultation with the Chair of the Committee,
this will commence in September.

¢ Implement Tuhono Mai
Tuhono Atu.

Monique
Davidson

On track
Council adopted Tuhono mai Tuhono Atu in August
2020.

The focus operationally, cointinues on the delivery
of the strategy, which is making positive progress
with the appointment of the Pou Whatuia role in
late 2020. This includes co-ordinating time for
Council to visit and hui with every Marae across
the District over the coming 12 months. Most
recently Council have visited Mataweka and
Tapairu Maraes.

e Monitor development and
implementation of
Community Plans.

Doug Tate

On track
The Takapau and Ongaonga Community Plan are
adopted and a number of actions are underway.

Tikokino’s community planning day is being held
on 18 June and Otane is being planned for
October.

Item 6.2
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IMPLICATIONS ASSESSMENT

This report confirms that the matter concerned has no particular implications and has been dealt
with in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002. Specifically:

Council staff have delegated authority for any decisions made;

Council staff have identified and assessed all reasonably practicable options for addressing
the matter and considered the views and preferences of any interested or affected persons
(including Maori), in proportion to the significance of the matter;

Any decisions made will help meet the current and future needs of communities for good-
quality local infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in
a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses;

Unless stated above, any decisions made can be addressed through current funding under
the Long-Term Plan and Annual Plan;

Any decisions made are consistent with the Council's plans and policies; and

No decisions have been made that would alter significantly the intended level of service
provision for any significant activity undertaken by or on behalf of the Council or would
transfer the ownership or control of a strategic asset to or from the Council.

NEXT STEPS

The Strategy and Wellbeing Committee will receive an updated monitoring report at its next
meeting on the 26™ August 2021.

RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

ltem 6.2 Page 19
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Refuse and Recycling

@

smart

environmental

CHB Recycling Tonnages (MT)

Glass tonnage sold
Amber Unprocessed Glass
Flint Unprocessed Glass

Aug-20

Sep-20

Oct-20| Nov-20 Dec-20

Jan-21 Feb21 Mar-21

264

234

Apr-21 th—lll Jun-21

Grean Unprocessed Glass

198

40

251

Mixed Unprocessed Glass

Contaminated Glass (landfill)

53.0

20.6;

lotal Glass (M1)

vol oo

6.2

434

0.0)

0.0

Commingle & Flbre
Landiill {contaminated)
MRF (Earthcare)

Nov-20 Dec-20

Jan-21 Feb-21 Mar-21

187

30.1

105
40

Apr-21

16.8)

Totzl Commingle & Fibre MT)

Refuse

187

Jan-21

30.1

Feb-21

144

Mar-21

19.0)

Apr-21

Landiill

31B.6

2401

2064

Total Commingle & Flbre MT)

Refuse: Refuse/Green waste

CHB May2021 Summary

318.6

Comingled:

240.1

215.2]

Grand Total:

217.00

18.04

37.83

272.87

Central Hawkes's Bay

Service Exception Totals May

4527

Bin Not Qut

Cardboard no flatterad
Contamination

Mon Recyclables

Incomectly mixed Racyclables
Unvrasheci/Cleaned Recyclables
Replace Crate

Too Haavy

Tree Cut Req.

Unofficial Bag

Total Exception

1588
0
0

& - o e e

1580

- o
gna_n-ro—dcghb

metric tonne

Waste Track

Timber bay has been filled and compacted at Waipukurau.
All runs being completed in a timely manner with little service errors.

§657
0
»

27

RFS numbers continue to drop during the month of May which is showing a

downward trend.

Internal traffic management risk assessments have been completed at all RTS

sites.

Great teamwork between CHBDC (Themba) and SEL team when dealing with
collection issues such as heavy or overfilled crates - camera footage from

fleet working well.

Solid Waste Dashboard - May 2021

Sustainable Ewe to receive $10,000 from CHB District
Council Environmental and Sustainability Committee

Central Hawke’s Bay District Council’s Environmental and Sustainability
Fund will grant up to $10,000 for a sign written trailer, to help local
community group Sustainable Ewe in their bid to reduce waste going
into local landfills.

Sustainable Ewe runs a website and Facebook page devoted to
sustainable living - including recycling and reducing waste, preserving,
gardening, water conservation and more.

Four-years-ago, their campaign for a more sustainable future saw
them launch ‘The Great Bucket Rescue,” which recycles more than 200,
15-litre food grade buckets per week into Bokashi composting kits,
worm farms and chook feeders.

The kits are distributed throughout Central Hawke’s Bay and beyond,
with profits from their sale used to provide free kits for more than 30
schools in the district.

A designated trailer will not only make it easier to transport the
buckets, but will also serve as a one-stop education hub, to
share knowledge about the management of green waste, food waste
and recycling.

Monthly KPI

The percentage of kerbside collection complaints that are resolved
within agreed timeframes.
Target 90%  Actual 93%

Quarterly KPI (Apr/Jun)

A minimum of two Waste Free CHB events in CHB per quarter
Target 100% Actual 100%

Bees Wax Wrap Workshop (Libraries) + Waipukarau Composting

Clean Up Week 2021

13-19 SEPTEMBER

Council will identify areas through out our district to help facilitate
communities who want to take part in Clean Up Week 2021.

Through our social media platforms, we will advise communities of areas
that they could 'clean up" and flow all clean up week activities through to
the Keep NZ Beautiful Week for full community ownership.

* Solid Waste team will provide free Council rubbish bags and offer pick
up of waste for free disposal.

* Our communications teams will run competitions through out the week
to encourage participation.

* Customer and Community partnerships team to help with liasingand
organising community groups, inviduals, schools etc with sites identified
through out the district

Waste Free CHB will host a number of events over the week that ties in

v
CHB

* Bale Wrap Recycling Week - A&P Showgrounds 13th-17th
* E Waste Day - Saturday 18th September - Waipukurau RTS
* Haz-Mobile - Sunday 19th September - Waipukurau RTS

* Second Hand Sunday - Sunday 19th September - DW

Item 6.2- Attachment 1
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Work Plan - 2021

Increased visibility and communication with Solid Waste
Contract Partners to ensure levels of service and
operational issues are being managed to a high standard
and to industry best practice.

Proposed review of the Smart Environmental
Contract, update the Landfill Management Plan and
Solid Waste Bylaw.

Solid Waste Dashboard - May 2021

Farm Road Landfill - Higgins

CENTRAL HAWKES BAY LANDFILL
QUANTITIES OF LEACHATE
MONTH LOADS TOTALS
Dec-20 62 743,000
Jan-21 45 534,000
Feb-21 46 552,000
Mar-21 65 754,000
Apr-21 30 361,000
May-21 19 302,000

Jun-21
Jul-21
Aug-21
Sep-21
Oct-21
Nov-21
TOTAL 267 3,246,000

HIGGINS.

Cover Volumes

CENTRAL HAWKES BAY LANDFILL

CONDUCTIVITY READINGS - MAY 2021

Work in partnership with the CHB community to bring
Waste Free CHB to life and to deliver on actions and
objectives set out in the WMMP and Environmental
and Sustainability Strategy.

Volume
Date bought in
bought in Source (m3)
Temporary May Internal 86
Volume
Date bought in
bought in Source (m3 loose)
New
leachate
Intermediatg May pond hner 623
May-21
Toolbox meetings held 21
Safety observations / conversations with visitors 1
Near misses 0

Support the schedule of school programming from
Zero Waste and Enviroschools to ensure CHB tamariki
are receiving sustainability and waste minimisation
education.

| Sub-soil Dam | Rain (mm)

3 May 21 ] 1199 891 :
A4 May 21 H 1243 a64 !
S—Miay-21 : 1173 22
S-Mcay-2 1 1140 290
7 May 21 H 1151 203
10 May 21 H 1147 a1
11-May-21 1144 886
12-Mary-21 1131 901 =
13 May 21 § 1110 1003 : o
14 May 21 1100 1007 g
1 /-Mary-21 1083 1003 i
18 May 71 1079 90 i
19 May 21 1061 o203 i
20-May-21 1067 9B :
21 -Mary-21 1060 981 i
24 May 21 : 1164 1033 i 15

5 May 21 H 1178 1062 :
26-May-21 1183 1066 :
27 -Mary-21 : 1161 1019 i
28-May-21 H 1147 1000 |
31 May 21 1075 @90 ! 10

Review/audit of the current weighbridge/ticketing
system.

Make land il your k3t choice!

Higgins - General Comments

No asbestos received during May 2021

Waste Free CHB + CHB Permaculture
collaborated for the first Composting Workshop
for 2021 @ Hunter Park Kindergarten -

Waipukurau

WASTE FREE *

All drains have been sprayed and water tabled, HBRC inspection -
work undertaken.

Fire at 4 Square Waipawa. Some demolition waste disposed of at
landfill, mostly ash.
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6.3 COMMUNITY PRIDE AND VIBRANCY FUND- SILENT MOVIE

File Number: COu1-1411

Author: Bridget Cover, Community Development Lead

Authoriser: Doug Tate, Group Manager Customer and Community Partnerships
Attachments: 1. Silent Movie Reviews and Photos §

RECOMMENDATION

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to inform the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee of the event funded
by the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund namely the Charlie Chaplin, Silent Movie held at
Russell Park on Friday 2 April 2021, in accordance with Councils Community Funding Policy.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT
This report is provided for information purposes only and has been assessed as not significant.

BACKGROUND

The Old Dairy Factory applied to the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund to obtain assistance
with bringing a show to Central Hawke’s Bay that celebrated the 100-year anniversary of Charlie
Chaplins classic movie ‘the Kid’. The show aimed to bring community together to enjoy the arts
after COVID.

The event was free for community to attend and was held at Russell Park, it was an open air silent
movie with two musicians playing along live. The show date was set for the start of Parks Week to
showcase Russell Park and the activation of Central Hawke’s Bay local parks.

The application to the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund was considered by two representatives
of Council on 19 February 2021 as per the Community Funding Policy and $3,000 from the fund
was granted to support this event.

Unfortunately, due to the change in COVID levels the show had to be postponed to the Friday of
Easter Long Weekend, however around 60 people, young and old attended and it was enjoyed by
all. Some of the comments afterwards were heart-warming and extremely positive, especially with
regard to it being supported by the Council and a sense of ‘giving back’ to the community. Many
people were keen to have this event as an annual event as the park is well suited to host outdoor
productions.

DISCUSSION

This report is being presented to the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee in accordance with the
Community Funding Policy to note the funds that were provided by the Community Pride and
Vibrancy Fund which allowed this free community event to occur.

IMPLICATIONS ASSESSMENT

This report confirms that the matter concerned has no particular implications and has been dealt
with in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002. Specifically:

. Any decisions made are consistent with the Council's plans and policies;
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RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
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Silent Movies LIVE

Reviews

- It was fantastic. We loved it. It was our first experience of a silent movie and we are hooked.
The live music really made it a wonderful experience. Thanks so much for allowing us to be
part of the circuit. - Nikki O'Leary Media Specialist NZME

- “David Selfe and Jeremy Fitzsimons set the scene and transported us to a bygone era with
live music from a gypsy caravan stage. The Movie Night, a first for us at Church Road, was a
film presentation of the 100-year-old Charlie Chaplin classic ‘The Kid’. A perfect evening
support by locals and many Church Road regulars seated on the lawn in front of our Cellar
Door. Great feedback from all who attended with visitors here on Sunday already asking
when the next one will be”, said Brent Pilcher, Precinct Manager - Church Road. - Nga mihi
nui Brent Pilcher Precinct Manager — Church Road & Brancott Estate

- What a fantastic evening. Hope you come back to HB! — Denise McBride concert goer

- The Kid. That was really fantastic, massive shout to Tararua District Council and all for a
great movie. my three kids loved it even had the smallest giggling away — Mike PO

- HiDavid - I'm passing on a rave review from one of our Waipukurau locals who told me this
morning the show was fantastic and he wants more. I'll add my two cents worth...| loved it
too! The weather was not on your side, but those of us who braved it had a rare treat. Thank
you and please do it again!

Rachel Wise News Director HB Community Newspapers Editor CHB Mail
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Iconic silent movie gets new sound

ne hundred years have
passed since the iconic sil-
ent movie The Kid was
made.

To celebrate, a new musical score
has been commissioned and written
for live performances in Hawke's Bay
and Tararua with David Selfe (The
Old Dairy Factory) on piano and
Jeremy Fitzsimons (Orchestra Well-
ifngton) on percussion and sound ef-
ects.

The Kid is a 1921 American silent
comedy-drama film written, pro-
duced, directed and starring Charlie
Chaplin. This was Chaplin’s first full-
lengmnhnasadnecu)rmelndbeen

SRR NGEE: 52

Romance). It was a huge success, and.

The Kid was the second-highest-
grossing film in 1921, behind The Four
Horsemen of the Apocalypse.

In 2011, The Kid was selected for
preservation in the United States
National Film Registry by the Library

The Kid is widely considered oneof
the greatest films of the sient era.
David Selfe said the live perform-
ances were something he had been
“plotting for a while".
‘I had worked with Jeremy in

Wellington years ago and he is a
genius with thls sox:t_ot stut_t We hyg

The Details

@ What: The Kid

@ Where:Napier, Cmrch Rd,
Saturday, March 13, outside,
7.30pm show at dusk. Eventfinda;
Waipukuran, Russell Park, April 2,
Good Friday, outside, 8pm show
atdusk.

was sponsored by New World
Waipukurau, which we will be
screening themovie on,and we have
an original 1968 Gypsy stage where
ﬂ\e_mxmsidans will be playing.

watch the movie and also watch and
listen to the musicians. It's heaps of
funandwe’ll bereachinga whole new
generation who may not even be
aware of the magic of silent movies.”

In Australia, silent movie festivals
were huge, David said.

“But here no one is doing them at
all, so we thought we'd try and bring
this art form back”

Having received a grant from the
Central Hawke's Bay District Council's
Vibrancy Fund, David is able to pre-
sent the movie at Russell Park in
Waipukurau free of charge.

“Russell Park can accommodate
up to 2000 people so i hould be a
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6.4 COMMUNITY PRIDE AND VIBRANCY FUND - READERS AND WRITERS FESTIVAL
File Number: COu1l-1411

Author: Bridget Cover, Community Development Lead

Authoriser: Doug Tate, Group Manager Customer and Community Partnerships
Attachments: 1. Readers and Writers Photos 4

RECOMMENDATION

That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to inform the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee of the event funded
by the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund namely the Readers and Writers — Between the Lines
Finale held at the Central Hawkes Bay Museum on Sunday 23 May 2021, in accordance with
Community Funding Policy.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT

This report is provided for information purposes only and has been assessed as not significant.

BACKGROUND

This is the second year the Between the Lines, Readers and Writers Festival has been run in
Central Hawke’s Bay with the first being very successful. The Committee applied to the Community
Pride and Vibrancy fund seeking support to run a free finale event for the Community. This free
community event showcased local Central Hawke’s Bay authors and included music, poetry and
literature and was held at the CHB Museum.

The application to the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund was considered by two representatives
of Council on 04 March 2021 as per the Community Funding Policy and $1,000 from the fund was
granted to support this event.

The night was a great success, community members from throughout Central Hawke’s Bay were
invited to attend. The fact that it was a free event was very well received and people from as far as
Auckland and Raglan attended. It was featured in the Air New Zealand Kia Ora magazine which
assisted with promoting it. Around 80 people attended and the Central Hawke’s Bay Museum was
a great location for the event to be held. Some locals that attended had never been in the Museum
before.

Without the support of the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund this event would not have been as
successful as it was.
DISCUSSION

This report is being presented to the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee for them to note the funds
that were provided by the Community Pride and Vibrancy Fund, which allowed this free community
event to occur. In accordance with the Policy, these funds were approved and are now being
formally presented to the Committee in accordance with the policy.

IMPLICATIONS ASSESSMENT

This report confirms that the matter concerned has no particular implications and has been dealt
with in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002. Specifically:

. Any decisions made are consistent with the Council's plans and policies; and
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RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.
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6.5 DELETION OF INDOOR HEATED SWIMMING POOLS POLICY AND SWIMMING
POOLS POLICY

File Number: COu1-1411
Author: Jennifer Leaf, Places & Open Spaces Manager
Authoriser: Monique Davidson, Chief Executive
Attachments: 1. Swimming Pools Policy for Deletion §

2. Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy for Deletion §
PURPOSE

The matter for consideration by the Council is the deletion of two policies being the Indoor Heated
Swimming Pools Policy and the Swimming Pools Policy.

RECOMMENDATION FOR CONSIDERATION

That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) That Council delete the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy and the Swimming
Pools Policy.

BACKGROUND

The Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy was approved by Council in May of 2014 its review date
was May 2017. The policy states four (4) points:

1. Council and the Central Hawke’s Bay Community Trust have a Service Contract setting out
the conditions under which Council will contribute the annual operating grant.

2. Council’'s operating grant being limited to $75,000 per annum adjusted for inflation from 1
July 1997 ($151,437 at 2014/2015). An additional grant of $47,118 (2014/2015) has been
made for energy costs.

3. Council to review Trustee appointment to the Central Hawke’s Bay Community Trust (x 2
Trustees) following the Local Government Triennial Election.

4, That Council nominees for Trustees to the Central Hawke’s Bay Community Trust for the
Indoor Heated Swimming Pool will not be Councillors or staff.

The Swimming Pools Policy was adopted in November of 2017 with a review date of November
2020. It sets out the following:

Council will maintain a pleasant, safe and hygienic swimming facility in Waipawa within the
financial constraints of the LTP.

1. The pool is made available to the public during the warmer weather -usually from
November to March of the following year.

2. The pool is available to all schools within the district.

Council will also provide an annual grant to the Central Hawke’s Bay Pool which is in
Waipukurau which ensures the provision of an indoor aquatics facility for the Central
Hawke’s Bay Community.

Since the development and the review of these policies, Council business and its governance
framework and representation policy have been developed/reviewed, making these existing
policies obsolete and appropriate for deletion.

DISCUSSION

The removal of these two policies stems from the ‘ongoing policy review work programme’ that is
part of Council’'s Governance Policy Framework. The framework sets out both levels of policy
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(governance or management) as well as the nature and scope that may or may not be required or
guided by legislation or key Council documents.

The two policies in this report that are indicated for deletion are the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool
Policy and the Swimming Pools Policy. Discussion below identifies where or how the policy is
superseded by other policy framework documents.

The Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy focusses on the Centralines heated swimming pool
complex owned by the Central Hawke’s Bay Community Trust and is located on Russell Park,
Crown land administered by Council.

The policy identifies a service contract and annual operating grant (points 1 and 2). Using the
Governance Policy Framework, operational grants and service contracts develop from
asset/activity management plans and funding approved through the Long Term Plan. A separate
policy is not needed. The Community Facilities Strategy will also highlight the importance of these
assets and activities to the Central Hawke’s Bay community.

Points 3 and 4 of the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy focus on Council’s involvement in the
review and nomination of two trustees to the Trust. The Governance Policy Statement adopted by
Council on 13 April 2020 now supersedes this policy, outlining the membership of community
members on trusts and boards. The appointments to the Central Hawke’'s Bay Community Trust
are identified in the Governance Policy Statement, identified as part of the service agreement and
noted in the Trust Deed. Again, this makes these aspects of the policy obsolete and suitable for
deletion.

The Swimming Pools Policy focusses on the operational provision of the Waipawa and District’'s
Centennial Memorial Pool and its last statement appears as though it was also meant to replace
the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy. As with the former policy, the intent of service will be
identified within the Community Facilities Strategy, funding identified through the asset/activity
management plans and approved through the Long Term Plan. Contractual service agreements
will identify the operational hours.

It is for the above arguments that both policies are recommended being deleted.

RISK ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION

There are no obvious risks associated with this decision.

FOUR WELLBEINGS

The service of providing an operational grant for the indoor heated pools and operating the
Waipawa and District’'s Centennial Memorial Pool does not change with the absence of these
policies and, therefore, does not change their contribution to the outcomes of the four wellbeings.

DELEGATIONS OR AUTHORITY
The Committee have the delegated authority to delete these policies.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT

In accordance with the Council's Significance and Engagement Policy, this matter has been
assessed as of some significance.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS

There are two possible options for Council to consider:
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Option 1 Option 2

Financial and Operational Implications

Long Term Plan and Annual Plan
Implications

Promotion or Achievement of Community
Outcomes

Statutory Requirements

Consistency with Policies and Plans

Delete the Policies

There are no obvious
financial implications.
The operational
implication is that
Council will no longer
have contradictory and

lapsed policies in place.

There are no changes
to the Long Term Plan
or Annual Plan by the
deletion of these
policies

N/A

There are no statutory
requirements in this
decision.

Supports Council’s
Governance Policy
Framework

Retain the Policies

There are no obvious
financial implications.
The operational
implication is that
Council has
contradictory and
lapsed policies in place.

There are no changes
to the Long Term Plan
or Annual Plan by the
deletion of these
policies

N/A

There are no statutory
requirements in this
decision.

Does not give effect to
the Governance Policy
Framework

Item 6.5
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Recommended Option

This report recommends Option 1 — Delete the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy and the
Swimming Pools Policy.

NEXT STEPS

Officers will work with the governance officer to ensure deletion from Councils website and other
locations.

RECOMMENDATION
That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) That Council delete the Indoor Heated Swimming Pool Policy and the Swimming Pools
Policy.
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PoLicYy MANUAL

Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

Document # 6.10

Approved by: Council

Adoption Date: 01-11-2017
SWIMMING POOLS POLICY Last Amended: 01-11-2017

Review Date: November 2020

Page: Page 10of1

Council will maintain a pleasant, safe and hygienic swimming facility in Waipawa within the financial
constraints of the LTP.

1. The pool is made available to the public during the warmer weather - usually from November to
March of the following year.

2. The pool is available to all schools within the District.
Council will also provide an annual grant to the Central Hawke's Bay Pool which is in

Waipukurau which ensures the provision of an indoor aquatics facility for the Central Hawke's
Bay Community.

CHBDC Policy Manual - Document # 6.10 SWIMMING POOLS POLICY - Adoption Date 01-11-2017
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. . . PoLicY MANUAL
Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

Document # 6.5
Approved by: Council

INDOOR HEATED SWIMMING POOL | Adostion bate: | 06052014

POLICY Review Date: May 2017

Page: Page 1 of 1

1. Council and the Central Hawke's Bay Community Trust have a Service Contract setting out the

conditions under which Council will contribute the annual operating grant.

2. Council's operating grant being limited to $75,000 per annum adjusted for inflation from 1 July
1997 ($151,437 at 2014/2015). An additional grant of $47,118 (2014/2015) has been made for

energy costs.

3. Council to review Trustee appointment to the Central Hawke's Bay Community Trust (x 2
Trustees) following the Local Government Triennial Election.

4.  That Council nominees for Trustees to the Central Hawke's Bay Community Trust for the Indoor

Heated Swimming Pool will not be Councillors or staff.
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6.6 REVIEW OF SMOKEFREE AND VAPEFREE POLICY

File Number: COu1-1411

Author: Lisa Harrison, Customer Relationships and Experience Manager
Authoriser: Monigue Davidson, Chief Executive

Attachments: 1. Smokefree and Vapefree Policy 4

PURPOSE

The matter for consideration by the Council is the adoption of the reviewed Smokefree and
Vapefree Policy.

RECOMMENDATION FOR CONSIDERATION

That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) That the reviewed Smokefree and Vapefree Policy, as attached, is adopted.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Council currently has a Smokefree Policy, which the intent of the Policy was to articulate Council’s
duty of care to ensure a safe environment for people on its premises. It recognised that exposure
to second-hand smoke is a significant health risk and had adopted a “Smokefree” Policy in
accordance with the provisions of the Smokefree Environments Act 1990 (the Act) and the
Smokefree Environments Act 2003.

The Smokefree Environments Act 1990 was amended to the Smokefree and Regulated Projects
Act 1990 in late 2020. The amendment to this Act included Vaping in the prohibited smoking
legislation alongside Tobacco.

The revised Smokefree and Vapefree Policy is intended to meet the purposes of the Act.

BACKGROUND

The current Smokefree Policy was adopted in April 2017. The purpose of the policy was to ensure
that Council took on duty of care to ensure the safe environment for people on its premises.

There was a focus to educate the public and send a positive message to our community that our
children’s health and the environment should be protected from the effects of smoking. The key
premises/areas that are identified in the current policy are:

. Council owned swimming pools and outdoor surrounds
. Council owned playgrounds and parks, including sportsgrounds and complexes.

In 2011 the government set a goal for New Zealand to be smokefree by 2025 (with fewer than 5%
of New Zealanders will be smokers). Since then, smoking rates have continued to decline;
however, much work still needs to be done, particularly to reduce smoking rate amongst Maori and
Pacific peoples and those living in our most disadvantaged communities.

The Ministry of Health has recently launched a process for an Action Plan to help meet the 2025
goal. Proposals for a Smokefree Aotearoa 2025 Action Plan: discussion document, was released
in April 2021 and submissions have now closed (31 May 2021).

Legislative Changes

Since this policy was adopted, the Smoke-Free Environment Act 1990 was amended to the
Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 (commenced on the 11 November
2020). This amendment included vaping to Council owned and public areas deemed to be
‘Smokefree’.
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More recently the government has incorporated a harm-reduction objective, with the passage of
the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products (Vaping) Amendment Bill in November
2020. The programme includes:

° Prohibition on sales to those aged under 18 years.
o Tobacco excise tax

° Legislated smokefree and vapefree areas (indoor workspaces, early childhood centres and
schools)

° Outside smokefree and vapefree areas (decided by Local Authorities)
° A prohibition on advertising, sponsorship, and promotion (including display tobacco products)

. Help for smokers to quit (stop-smoking medicines, nicotine replacement therapy and
behavioural support

° Standardised packaging, including graphic warnings on cigarette packs.

The provisions of this Act are being phased in over a 15-month period.

DISCUSSION
The current Smokefree Policy was adopted in April 2017 and is due for review.

Council is required under the Act to prohibit smoking, including vaping in the workplace. This
includes libraries and pools by definition (in enclosed spaces and courtyards).

The purposes of the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 are:

. to prevent the detrimental effect of other people’s smoking on the health of people in
workplaces, or in certain public enclosed areas, who do not smoke or do not wish to smoke
there; and

° to prevent the normalisation of vaping; and

. to prevent young people who are being taught or cared for in registered schools or early
childhood education and care centres from being influenced by seeing other people
smoke or vape there; and

. to prevent the detrimental effect of other people’s smoking on the health of young people
who are being taught or cared for in registered schools or early childhood education and care
centres.

The changes being recommended to the Smokefree Policy include:

. Updated references and requirements of the Smokefree Environments and Regulated
Products Act 1990

. Clarification around the Policy objectives and application of the Policy.

While the intent of the Policy is to educate the community, Council is unable to enforce the Policy.
The only way in which Council can enforce smokefree and vapefree areas is through
establishment of a Bylaw.

RISK ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION

The changes recommended are minor in nature, with no material changes to the current policy.
Therefore, there is minimal risk to approve the amendments to the Smokefree and Vapefree
Policy.
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FOUR WELLBEINGS

The Smokefree and Vapefree Policy strongly supports the four wellbeing’s of local government
with a strong focus on environmental, cultural, and social factors.

DELEGATIONS OR AUTHORITY
The Strategy and Wellbeing Committee has the delegations to approve this amended policy.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT

In accordance with the Council's Significance and Engagement Policy, this matter has been
assessed as minor.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS
Three possible options for Council to consider are:

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Retention of Status  Adoption of Policy (as Deletion of Policy
Quo drafted, or with minor
changes)
Financial and None. Minimal. None.
Operational
Implications
Long Term Plan  None. None. None.
and Annual Plan
Implications
Promotion or The Smokefree and The Smokefree and The Smokefree and
Achievement of Vapefree Policy supports  Vapefree Policy supports  Vapefree Policy supports
Community promotion of community promotion of community promotion of community
Outcomes outcomes by adequately outcomes by adequately outcomes by adequately
ensuring community ensuring community ensuring community
views are considered. views are considered. views are considered.
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Statutory
Requirements

Consistency
with Policies
and Plans

We are not required by
legislation to have a
Smokefree and Vapefree
Policy

This option is consistent
with policies and plans
and aligns with Councils
Governance Policy
Framework.

We are not required by
legislation to have a Local
Approved Products Policy
in place.

This option is consistent
with policies and plans
and aligns with Councils
Governance Policy
Framework.

We are not required by
legislation to have a Local
Approved Products Policy
in place.

This option is consistent
with policies and plans
and aligns with Councils
Governance Policy
Framework.

Recommended Option

This report recommends Option Two, adoption of the Smokefree and Vapefree Policy as drafted,
or with minor changes, for addressing the matter.

This recommendation will ensure that the current Policy is brought up to date with the relevant
changes to the Act, which now includes vaping.

The review of current policy suggests that the principles of the policy are still in line with Councils
Governance Policy Framework. The current version was created with regard to the Smokefree
Environments Act 1990.

There is no current legislative requirement to have a Smokefree and Vapefree Policy, however
across a number of other local authorities, there has been a decision made to have a Smokefree
and Vapefree Policy.

NEXT STEPS
If the recommended option is approved, we will ensure it is updated internally and on our website.

Council currently does not do any promotion of and has very limited signage on ensuring parks and
open spaces are smokefree. This could be something that Council wants to consider further
investment in or seek liaison with the Hawke’s Bay District Health Board on what funding they may
have available for signage support.

RECOMMENDATION

a) That the reviewed Smokefree and Vapefree Policy, as attached, is adopted.
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Smokefree and Vapefree Policy

Introduction

Council has a duty to ensure a safe environment for people on its premises. Council recognises that exposure to
second-hand tobacco and vaping smoke is a significant health risk and has adopted a “Smokefree and
Vapefree” Policy in accordance with the provisions of the Smoke Free Environments and Regulated Products
Act 1990 (the Act) and the Smoke Free Environments Amendment Act 2003.

Council also supports the government's Smokefree 2025 goal. The Government defines ‘smokefree’ as less than
5% of the population regularly smoking.

The key areas will be —
e Council owned swimming pools and outdoor surrounds
e Council owned playgrounds and parks, including sport grounds and complexes
e  Public areas around the entrances to Council owned public facilities.

Application

The Policy intended to educate the public and send a positive message to our community that our children’s health
and the environment should be protected from the effects of smoking and vaping. The public will be encouraged
through appropriate signage and publicity to maintain a clean, healthy environment in areas deemed smokefree
and vapefree.

All Council owned workplaces are required by the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 to
prohibit smoking and vaping. The following places must be smokefree and vapefree at all times:

e the buildings and grounds of schools and early childhood centres

e indoor areas of licensed premises and workplaces — ‘licensed premises’ includes bars, restaurants, cafés,
sports clubs and casinos, ‘workplaces’ includes offices, factories, warehouses, work canteens and ‘smoko’
rooms.

Under the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 Council is required to ensure that
smoking and vaping is not allowed in a Council workplace.

Policy Objectives

The purpose of this policy is to encourage residents and visitors to Central Hawke's Bay to be
smokefree and vapefree in public spaces. Because the role of local government on smoking is limited,
the policy focuses on positive actions to promote the policy outcomes, such as education and signage.

The Council, in partnership with partner organisations, will work towards achieving the following
objectives:

e Fewer people smoke and vape in public places;
e Businesses and other organisations designate their premises “Smokefree and Vapefree”.
e The prevalence of smoking and vaping in Central Hawkes Bay continues to decrease over time.

Smoke-Free Policy

_ . !
ADOPTED 06/04/2017 - REVIEW Currently Under Review £ oro. ugnta‘lla Q.
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Policy Guidelines

1. The following Council-administered areas in Central Hawke’'s Bay are designated Smokefree
and Vapefree:

a. Playgrounds

b. Parks

c. Sports grounds
d. Skate parks

1l The outdoor areas of all Council facilities are designated smokefree and vapefree.

Il. Council funded events and functions are designated smokefree and vapefree, by requiring the
display and announcement of smokefree and vapefree messages when advertising the event or
function as well as during the event or function.

References
® Smoke-Free Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 and Smoke-Free Environments Amendment

Act 2003
e Health and Safety at Work Act 2015

Smoke-Free Policy

~ . {
ADOPTED 06/04/2017 - REVIEW Currently Under Review £ ora, ngototi Ol

Item 6.6- Attachment 1 Page 42



Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting Agenda 1 July 2021

6.7 REVIEW OF LOCAL APPROVED PRODUCTS POLICY

File Number: COu1-1411

Author: Lisa Harrison, Customer Relationships and Experience Manager
Authoriser: Doug Tate, Group Manager Customer and Community Partnerships
Attachments: 1. Local Approved Products Policy (LAPP) &

PURPOSE

The matter for consideration by the Council is the review of the amended Local Approved Products
Policy for adoption.

RECOMMENDATION FOR CONSIDERATION

That having considered all matters raised in the report:

a) The amended Local Approved Products Policy, as attached, is adopted.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Local Approved Products Policy (LAPP) provides the Council with a policy framework when
making decisions on licence applications to enable the Council to better meet the purpose of the
Psychoactive Substances Act 2013 (the Act), which states that:

“The purpose of this Act is to regulate the availability of psychoactive substances in New Zealand
to protect the health of, and minimise harm to, individuals who use psychoactive substances”.

The LAPP sets out a simple Policy, (using section 68 of the Act) which states:
- No sales locations within 300m of each other
- Not to be established within 200m of a sensitive site

- Must be in the Business Zone as per the District Plan

BACKGROUND
The Legislation

New Zealand experienced a wave of new synthetic drugs prior to 2013. As they were not listed
under the Misuse of Drugs Act 1975, they were being legally sold from various retail shops
(between 200 and 300 unregulated psychoactive substances according to the Ministry of Health).

The Psychoactive Substances Act 2013 (the Act) was passed to try and control the issue. Rather
than test and list the drugs that were acceptable, the Act bans all this type of product. The Act
made all psychoactive substances illegal by default. However, if a substance could be proven to
pose no more than a low risk of harm, it could be approved for sale under strict regulations.

The Act was created on the understanding that a regulated market is much safer than an
unregulated black market where profit is the only motive. In a black market, products are not
tested, and no one is accountable if a product causes harm or even death. In response to a large
petition, parliament decided to insert a clause banning animal testing of any new drugs in an
amendment in 2014.

This meant that the Psychoactive Substances Expert Advisory Committee can only consider the
evidence from animal testing to ban a product, not to approve it. The Psychoactive Substances
Regulatory Authority that approves and license psychoactive products cannot approve or license
any product until an appropriate alternative to animal testing is available. This rendered the Act
unworkable, and no products have been approved for sale under this Act.

There are no approved products - no licence applications for retailing, manufacturing, or
wholesaling products have been received by the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority.
Licences have been issued for research and import (for research purposes). The market has
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effectively been driven underground, which in turn means there is very limited ability to monitor or
manage risks to health of users, and other harm. There is no reliable data but there are numerous
reports of harm and deaths.

Currently there is no need for a Policy as there are no products licensed for sale, or any expected
to be under current rules.

The Ministry of Health reviewed the Act in late 2018. There are no changes to the legislation
currently underway, except to increase the penalties for selling Psychoactive Substances that are
not approved products. The Drug and Substance Checking Legislation Act 2020 allows drugs to
be tested for safety at events (for the 2020/21 summer season only — but a follow up Bill to
continue this, is in process).

Current Policy Status

In November 2015, the Council adopted the current LAPP. This policy was due for review in
November 2020.

The objective of the current LAPP is to:

. Minimise the harm to at risk groups within the community caused by psychoactive
substances by defining the permitted location and density of the retailers of approved
products.

. Ensure that Council and the community have some influence over the location and density of
retailers of approved products in the district.

. Minimise the potential for adverse effects from the sale of psychoactive substances in
residential areas, near sensitive facilities and locations.

. Minimise the exposure and potential for harm to risk groups from the sale of psychoactive
substances.
DISCUSSION

The LAPP is being reviewed a per the requirements of section 69 of the Psychoactive Substances
Act 2013 which states:

1. A territorial authority that wishes to have a local approved products policy must adopt the
policy in accordance with the special consultative procedure in section 83 of the Local
Government Act 2002.

2. Alocal approved products policy may be amended or replaced only in accordance with the
special consultative procedure, and this section applies to that amendment or replacement.

3. A territorial authority must, as soon as practicable after adopting or amending a local
approved products policy, provide a copy of the policy to the Authority.

4. A territorial authority must complete a review of a local approved products policy within 5
years after the policy is adopted and then at intervals of not more than 5 years.

5.  Alocal approved products policy does not cease to have effect because it is due for review
or is being reviewed.

There are only minor changes being recommended to the LAPP which include:
. Minor wording changes and referencing of the Psychoactive Substances Authority
o Inclusion of Waipawa township in the Schedules

. Updated Maps

RISK ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION

The changes recommended are minor, with no material changes to the current policy and no
current or likely vendors to establish based on the significant limitations of the legislation.
Therefore, there is minimal risk in approving the reviewed LAPP.
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FOUR WELLBEINGS

The Local Approved Products Policy strongly supports the four wellbeing’s as it gives effect to
them through a decision-making framework that ensures appropriate engagement with the
community on significant issues.

DELEGATIONS OR AUTHORITY

The Strategy and Wellbeing Committee has the delegations to approve this amended policy.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT

In accordance with the Council's Significance and Engagement Policy, this matter has been
assessed as minor.

With there being no current vendors and the likelihood of the establishment of any vendors
occurring based on the significant limitations of the legislation being very low, there are limited
directly affected people.

Similarly, while a matter that would be of significant high public interest when a material issue, on
the basis the legislation has significant barriers to prevent the implementation of the policy, the
review of the policy is a matter of minor significance.

In the event that the legislative basis changed, the review of the policy would trigger significance
requirements to more widely consult the community.

OPTIONS ANALYSIS
There are three possible options for Council to consider:

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Retention of Status Adoption of Policy (as Deletion of Policy
Quo drafted, or with minor
changes)
Financial and None. None. None.
Operational
Implications
Long Term Plan  None. None. None.
and Annual Plan
Implications
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Promotion or
Achievement of
Community
Outcomes

Statutory
Requirements

Consistency
with Policies

The LAPP supports
promotion of community
outcomes by adequately
ensuring community
views are considered.

We are not required by
legislation to have a Local
Approved Products Policy
in place.

This option is consistent
with policies and plans.

The LAPP supports
promotion of community
outcomes by adequately
ensuring community
views are considered.

We are not required by
legislation to have a Local
Approved Products Policy
in place.

This option is consistent
with policies and plans.

The LAPP supports
promotion of community
outcomes by adequately
ensuring community
views are considered.

We are not required by
legislation to have a Local
Approved Products Policy
in place.

This option is consistent
with policies and plans.

and Plans

Recommended Option
This report recommends Option Two, adoption of the LAPP as drafted or with minor changes,
for addressing the matter.

This recommendation will retain the fundamentals of the current policy, and reflects the updated
business zones, with the inclusion of Waipawa township.

The review of current policy suggests that the principles of the policy are still in line with Councils
Governance Policy Framework. The current version was created in response to the changes that
New Zealand experienced with the new wave of psychoactive substances that were unregulated.

There is no current legislative requirement to have a LAPP, however across a number of other
local authorities, there has been a decision made to retain a LAPP.

NEXT STEPS

If the recommended option is approved, we will ensure it is updated internally, on our website and
that a copy of the LAPP is provided to the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority.

RECOMMENDATION

a) The amended Local Approved Products Policy, as attached, is adopted.
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Local Approved Products Policy

Introduction

This policy is made under the provisions of Section 66 of the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

A Local Approved Products Policy (LAPP) is a set of policy criteria and decisions made by a Council in
consultation with its community which may restrict the location of premises selling psychoactive
products in its geographical area. This policy addresses community concerns regarding the location
of premises selling psychoactive products, while meeting the statutory requirements of the
Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

A LAPP provides the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority with a policy framework when
making decisions on licence applications to enable the Authority to better meet the purpose of the
Psychoactive Substances Act2013 (the Act) which states that “The purpose of this Act is to regulate
the availability of psychoactive substances in New Zealand to protect the health of, and minimise
harm to, individualswho use psychoactive substances.”

Objectives

The purpose of this policy is to set a clear framework to be applied to all applications that the
‘Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority’ considers when granting licences for premises that
sell approved products in the Central Hawke’s Bay District.

The objectives of this policy are to:

e Minimise the harm to at risk groups within the community caused by psychoactive
substances by defining the permitted location and density of the retailers of approved
products.

e Ensure that Council and the community have some influence over the location and density
of retailers of approved products in the District.

e Minimise the potential for adverse effects from the sale of psychoactive substances in
residential areas, near sensitive facilities and locations.

¢ Minimise the exposure and potential for harm to risk groups from the sale of psychoactive
substances.

Application
This policy applies to:

e Any application for a licence under Section 16 of the Act to sell approved products from a
retail premises from the date that this policy comes into force; and

e Anyinterim licence granted under Clause 8 of Schedule 1 of the Act.

Local Approved Products Policy - * ann (4
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

The requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991 and Hazardous Substances and New
Organisms Act 1996 must be met in respect of any premises holding a licence.

Definitions
For the purpose of this policy, the following definitions shall apply:

Approved Location
Means an area identified under Schedule 1 where premises from which approved products may be
sold are permitted to be located.

Approved Product
Means a psychoactive product approved by the Authority under Section 37 of the Act

Authority
Means the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority established under Section 10 of the Act.

Licence
Means a licence, granted under Section 16 of the Act, that is in force and an interim licence granted
under Clause 8 of Schedule 1 of the Act.

Psychoactive Product
Has the meaning given in Section 8 of the Act.

Psychoactive Substance
Has the meaning given in Section 9 of the Act.

Retail Premises
Means premises for which a licence to sell approved products by retail has been granted.

Sell
Includes every method of disposition for valuable consideration, for example:
a) offering or attempting to sell or giving in possession for sale, or exposing, sending, or
delivering for sale, or causing or allowing to be sold, offered, or exposed for sale;
b) retailing;
c¢) wholesaling and sale and sold have corresponding meanings.

Sensitive Site
Includes:
a) any community facility including library, museum, community hall, recreational facility,
marae or place of worship;
b) any school, kindergarten, childcare centre, or other educational institution;
c) any premises occupied by a social welfare agency such as Work and Income, Salvation Army,
Food Bank, or similar agency;
d) Any medical centre, medical practice, or health facility.

Local Approved Products Policy - * ann (4
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

The Act
Means the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

Location of Retail Premises from which approved product may be sold.

The location of retail premises from which approved products may be sold is restricted by this policy
to the Business Zone 1 as set out Schedule 1 and 2.

Retail premises must be located within the business zone 1 identified in the Central Hawke's Bay
District Plan and are restricted to the areas to comply withthe proximity requirements to other
retail premises and sensitive sites.

Location of Retail Premises in relation to other retail premises from whichapproved products
are sold.

Retail premises from which approved products may be sold are not permitted within a 300 metre
radius of another retail premises from which approved products may be sold.

Location of Retail Premises in relation to premises or facilities of a particularkind.

Retail premises from which approved products may be sold are not permitted within a 100 metre
radius of a sensitive site.

Policy Review

This policy will be reviewed:

i every five (5) years as required by the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013; or
iil. at the request of Council; or

ii. in response to legislative requirements; or

V. in response to any issues that may arise.

Local Approved Products Policy - * ann (4
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Schedule 1 — Waipukurau Business Zone

Local Approved Products Policy - . !
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Schedule 2 — Waipawa Business Zone
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6.8 REMITS FOR CONSIDERATION AT LGNZ 2021 AGM
File Number: COu1-1411
Author: Monique Davidson, Chief Executive
Authoriser: Monigue Davidson, Chief Executive
Attachments: 1. Remits for 2021 LGNZ AGM §
PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is for Council to consider its position in relation to the 2021 LGNZ AGM
Remits.
RECOMMENDATION
That, having considered all matters raised in the report, the report be noted.

2. Remit 1: 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.

3. Remit 2: 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.

4. Remit 3: 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.

5. Remit 4: 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.

6. Remit 5: 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.

7. Remit 6: That LGNZ works with the Government to:

e Conduct an urgent review of the Work and Income New Zealand (WINZ)
Accommodation Supplement (AS) system zones in partnership with
Territorial Authorities.

e Schedule a two yearly review of the WINZ AS system zones in
partnership with Territorial Authorities ongoing.

8. Remit 7: 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 Kainga Ora), as any such costs should not be borne by
ratepayers.

SIGNIFICANCE AND ENGAGEMENT

This report is provided to allow guidance from Council ahead of the LGNZ AGM and has been
assessed as being of some importance.
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DISCUSSION
Council’s process for determining support for remits is:
That any remits to be considered at each Local Government NZ Annual General meeting be

brought to the Council, prior to the Annual General meeting, to consider any recommendations to
our representatives at the Local Government NZ Annual General Meeting in regard to voting.

At the meeting, the Councils will be asked whether they agree or disagree with each remit or
whether they wish to abstain from voting.

The intention is for Councils decision to be used as guidance to the two appointed Elected
Members. This will allow for a change of decision, should the wording or intent of the remit change
throughout the debate.

An overview of each remit has been provided in the attachments.

If these remits are successfully passed at the LGNZ AGM then further decisions may be required
by Council in terms of suitable programmes and policy approaches so that these initiatives can be
addressed.

Mayor Walker and Deputy Mayor Annand have voting rights on behalf of Central Hawke’s Bay
District Council at the LGNZ 2021 AGM.
FINANCIAL AND RESOURCING IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial and resourcing implications at this stage.

IMPLICATIONS ASSESSMENT

This report confirms that the matter concerned has no particular implications and has been dealt
with in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002. Specifically:

. Council staff have delegated authority for any decisions made;

. Council staff have identified and assessed all reasonably practicable options for addressing
the matter and considered the views and preferences of any interested or affected persons
(including Maori), in proportion to the significance of the matter;

o Any decisions made will help meet the current and future needs of communities for good-
quality local infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in
a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses;

. Unless stated above, any decisions made can be addressed through current funding under
the Long-Term Plan and Annual Plan;

. Any decisions made are consistent with the Council's plans and policies; and

. No decisions have been made that would alter significantly the intended level of service

provision for any significant activity undertaken by or on behalf of the Council, or would
transfer the ownership or control of a strategic asset to or from the Council.

NEXT STEPS

Any relevant proposals or necessary next steps would be brought back to Council for discussion
and approval following the AGM.
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Te Kihui Kaunihera & Aotearoa.

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 analysisindicate 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.

Itis 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.

Item 6.8- Attachment 1 Page 59



Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting Agenda 1 July 2021

We are.
LGNZ.

Te Kihui Kaunihera & Aotearoa.

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, hapu, iwi, whanau, 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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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)
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Attachment A

Memorandum 7 August 2020

Item 15

Ta: Planning Committee, Environment and Climate Change Committee
and Local Board Chairs

Subject: The current costs of adding trees to the Auckland Unitary Plan's
Notable Tree Schedule (Schedule 10)

From: Teuila Young, Planner, Auckland-wide Unit, Plans & Places

Contact information:  teuila. young@aucklandcouncil govt.nz

Purpose

This purpose of this memo is to provide you information about the approximate current costs,
timeframes and processes asscociated with adding trees to the Auckland Unitary Plan, Schedule 10
Motable Trees Schedule. It identifies possible efficiencies to reduce these costs. It also advises on
interim changes to aur website.

Summary
The costs to council of adding trees into the sched ule of notable trees have been calculated at
$1484.00 per tree. This reflects the process steps and expertise required to support the plan
change process necessary to enable the addition to trees into Schedule 10 of the Auckland
Unitary Plan.

Possible methods for achieving cost efficiencies to this process have been considered however
the coste will still remain largely unchanged.

Officers remain on track to report on this matter to Committee later this year so that
consideration can be given to the timing of a full review of Schedule 10 in the context of
resource constraints and priorities.

The council website will be updated to alert people to the fact that the nomination of a tree for
pratection does not automatically protect a tree and that a plan change is needed for this to
occur. The website will then be updated again later this year once direction is received from
Committee on the timing of a plan change to review Schedule 10.

Attachment H

Context

1. Al the Envirenment and Climate Change Committee meeting on 21 July 2020, you requested a
memo about the estimated $1500 cost for each tree included within the Auckland Unitary Plan
(AUP).

2. Prior to the creation of the AUP, each legacy council had its own schedule which listed
heritage/notable trees or groups of trees. These were evaluated using different sets of criteria
(depending on the council involved) at the time that they were included in the legacy district
plans. As part of the development of the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) these
schedules were consolidated. 519 submissions were received seeking additions to the PAUP
schedule and 60 submissions were received seeking deletions.

3.  The decisions council made in response to the recommendations from the Independent
Hearings Panel (IHP) added several trees to Schedule 10 and several trees were removed.

4. The FAUF submissions seeking additions to Schedule 10 remain in a database along with new
nominations received since 2016 for trees to be added to the schedule. As at 5 August 2020, a

Attachments age 65
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further 68 unsdlicited nominations for trees to be added to the Schedule have been received.
These are proposed to be considered as part of a future plan change process for additions to
Schedule 10.

Since the AUP became operative, Schedule 10 has been amended once via plan change 29
(PC29). This only included correcting errors such as mapping (e.g. tree identification is mapped
at the wrong location), incomect information in the Schedule (e.g. address and/cr legal
description is incorrect, the number of trees is missing/incorrect, the botanical andfor commen
names are incorrect or do not align), or items missing from the schedule or included in error.
This process is currently ongoing and the hearing of submissions on PC29 is scheduled for 18
September 2020.

At the time PC29 was approved for notification by the Planning Committee, it was resolved that
nominations for additions and/cr removal of trees do not form part of the plan change process.

Subsequently the Envirenment and Climate Change Committee noted (reselution ECC/2020/30)
that staff will consider the timing of a full review of Schedule 10 — Notable Trees in the context of
resourcing constraints and pricrities and report back to Planning Committes.

Process, timeframes and cost

It is difficult to quantify the cost of scheduling trees because there are many contributing factors.
For the purpcse of this exercise it has been necessary to make some key assumptions. These
are outlined below:

s The scope of any potential future plan change is limited to additions of new trees to
Schedule 10 and excludes the re-evaluation of existing listings.

= There are no duplications in the 587 nominations.

= The 587 nominations are all individual trees and there are nc groups of trees proposed
to be evaluated or scheduled through this process as this would increase the
timeframes and resources associate with a future plan change. All 587 nominations
would be evaluated and proceed through a plan change.

+ Council would not be publicly calling for new nominations as part of this process, as
timeframes and resources would correspondingly increase.

* FRequired Flans & Places staff and specialists have available capacity to complete this
work. This assumption relies on the ability to recruit te the Heritage Arbarist vacancy
given Emergency Budgest constraints.

= That arboncultural consultants can be used to backfill the Heritage Arborist roles so they
can undertake the review and assist where required.

+ Calculations are limited to the 587 items' for consideration. If many new nominations for
both additions and removals were considered as part of this process, timeframes and
resources would correspondingly increase.

* Staff costs are taken from the mid-peint of each role’s salary band.

Based on the information pravided in Attachment A, coupled with the assumptions applied to the
data, the current cost to schedule 587 trees is $871,000 (including ongoing Schedule
maeintenance costs for up to 12 months — this includes input on consents, monitering conditions,
attendance at notified hearings). It is estimated that from start (Step 2) to finish (Step 6). the
process of adding trees to Schedule 10 and making the plan change operative would take
between 34 to 42 months. Based on this information, the estimated average cost of scheduling

! 519 additions to the schadule were requested through the PAUP process and 68 nominations for additions
have been recevad since 2016
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a single tree is currently $1484.00. it is important to note, that it would be both cost and time
efficient if additions to Schedule 10 oceurred by evaluating large batches of tree nominations at
once rather than individually and the cost of scheduling “per tree” does not adequately reflect
the scale of the precess.

Tree schedules are highly dynamic and are not as easily maintained as other AUP schedules
which are static (e.g. Outstanding Natural Landscapes Qveray Schedule, Outstanding Natural
Features Overlay Schedule) meaning that they fall further out of date over time. This is because
(given the large number of properties it affects) subdivision, development and consents for
rermnoval/alteration as well as emergency works affect the description of listings on the Schedule.
Updates will therefore be required, and errors will still be identified from time te time given the
number of listings contained in the Schedule. To update Schedule 10 requires a plan change at
cost to the ratepayer and the larger the number of items on the Schedule the more complex a
maintenance plan change would have to be. These changes cannot be addressed through any
other process.

If the decision was made to invite submissions on trees that may merit inclusion in the
Schedule, this could precipitate a review of the current Schedule 10 listings. This would
substantially increase the cost and timeframe required to deliver the plan change (that initially
only scught to add trees) significantly. Given that a number of the current scheduled trees would
nat meet the criteria under the AUP (i.e. weed species or damaged/dead tree) it is also possible
that the number of currently scheduled trees would be reduced. New nominations would also
not have immediate legal effect (ie no immediate protection) under s.86B of the RMA seo those
trees would be under threat of removal until a decision on the plan change is putlicly notified.

Potentially, there are two council grants available to assist with the ongoing maintenance of
notable trees on private property, the individual Local Board grants and Regional Historic
Heritage grant. However, the funding criteria for the Local Board grants is at their discretion and
may not include scheduled trees as a prierity for funding. Funding is available for netable trees
under the Regional Historic Heritage grant however, it is important to note that this grant has
been oversubscribed.

Possible efficiencies

13.

Possible methods for achieving cost and time efficiencies for future additions to Schedule 10
have been considered below:

* Approaching other areas of council for assistance, such as Consents and Community
Facilities arborists to reduce the external cost for consultants. However, consultants
would still be required if the scope of the plan change extended beyond the addition of
587 existing nominations. The process would require the timeframes outlined in
paragraph 9 above.

+ Creating a system prioritising the £87 nominations by only considering against a single
criterion (as per the evaluation form found on page 11 of Attachment B). For example,
limiting evaluation out in the field to only those which have heritage significance as
indicated by the nominator. In terms of heritage specialist time these could be evaluated
in conjunction with ather work being done on site. This approach could possibly create
cost and time savings in the evaluation of nominations stage when addressing heritage
significance. However, it would not affect the cost of the remaining steps in the schedule
1 process. Also, assessing trees against a single criterion would potentially not provide a
robust assessment and other criteria would need to be assessed moving forward and
thus the cost and time would be multiplied for each assessment criterion.

s« Undertaking the work in tranches as opposed to one |large plan change. This would still
require a process which may be inefficient as it would require several plan changes over
the course of several years and may likely be perceived as unfair in terms of which trees
are scheduled first when compared with other equally meritorious trees. The cost and
time of the process would be multiplied by the number of plan changes required to

Item 15
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schedule the nominated trees. Piecemeal reviews may also not provide an apportunity to
be more strategic in addressing the unequal distribution of tree cover across the region.

* General tree protection. Currently the schedule protects an extremely small number of
trees in comparison to what general free protection could. RMA reform Panel
recommendations are silent on the matter of general tree protection (and s76(4A)) and
whether the new system should specifically rule out the use of the general tree
protection district rule.

The costs per tree of scheduling will remain high even after the consideration of possible
efficiencies. As mentioned in paragraph 7, on 271 July 2020 the Environment and Climate
Change Committee resclved that a repert on the full review of the Notable Trees Schedule 10
be provided to the Planning Committee. It is likely that that report will be taken to either the
October or Noevember 2020 Planning Commitiee meetings. That report will provide a fuller
consideration of all alternatives alongside a full review of Schedule 10.

Current nomination webpage

15.

Currently the Auckland Council website contains nomination information required to nominate a
tree or group of trees to be scheduled. It does not outline the timeframe it takes to complete this
process. It also does nat state that trees or groups of trees are not given automatic protecticn
when they are nominated, though this information is provided in the guidance document
(Attachment B). Please see Attachment C for the current wording on the website. A interim
amendment is to be made to this wording to alert pecple to the delays between their
nominations being received and a change being made to the AUP (including the Hauraki Gulf
Islands District Plan). Longer term, once the Planning Committes resolve a way forward in
relation to the notable trees schedule, further changes to the text can be made to the website.

The following wording is proposed to be inserted on the webpage:

Please nate that the namination process does not afford automatic protection. Any new trees ar
groups of trees nominated for inciusion fo the schedule need to go through a full process under
the Resource Management Act via & Plan Change, and this is quite a significant pracess which
involves professional assessment and a public submissicn process. Any nominated tree or
groups of trees need to meet specific criteria for protection, which inciude features such as
botanical significance, amenity or historic vaiue. There is currently no plan to initiate a plan
change that enables the public to nominate new trees for inclusion on the Schedule, although
there may a procese like that in the future. Campleting the nomination farm would be a positive
course of action for you to take so that we have the details of the tree (or group of trees) on file
should a pfan change to add trees to the Schedule of Notabie Trees be commenced.

Next steps

7.

18.

A report on a full review of Schedule 10 Notable Trees Schedule will be reported back to
Planning Committee in either October or November.

The Notable Trees web page will be updated to include wording which reflects the delay
between nominations of trees or groups of trees and scheduling. This change will be made by
the end of this month.

Attachments

Attachment A: Process, timeframes and cost of adding trees to Schedule 10 spreadsheet

Attachment B: Guidance for Nominating a Natable Tree for Evaluation

Attachment C: Current Auckland Council webpage regarding Motable Tree nominations

Attachment D: Resource consent fee schedule associated with Notable Trees

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

Step Process Tlmeframr::::;‘r:ate +/-2 Explanation Staff resource required |Estimated cost +/- $1000
Currently a nomination can be made by
1 completing the nomination form and and
M - administrative task which requires emailing it to the Plans and Places MA - administrative task which
Momination minimal staff time Heritage Information team. requires minimal staff time A
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.
2 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, Senior planner (0.5 FTE)
Evaluation of trees held in the desktop analysis of any existing Planner (0.5 FTE}
nomination database 6- 10 months information available on file. 2 x Arborists (1.0 FTE) 5203,000
Preparation of a plan change
Section 32 evaluation report Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
3 Scope Planner (0.5 FTE}
Reporting 3-4 months Arborist (0.2 FTE) $56,000
This cost of notification letters for 587
property owners and 587 residents at
$1.30 per letter comes to a total cost of
4 $1526. This cost is included in the total.
Evaluation of submissions on plan
Motification changes of this nature require significant
Submissions & further submissions amount of time as they often involves site
Evaluation of submissions and any visits and in-depth desktop analysis in Senior planner (0.2 FTE)
supporting information provided by order to determine the accuracy of Planner (0.5 FTE)
submitters in relation to nominated trees |16-18 months information provided in the submission. |32 x arbarists {0.5 FTE) $327,000
Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
5 Mediation hearing, reporting, public Planner (0.5 FTE}
notification of decisions etc. 3-4 months 2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) 578,000
6 Appeal period (appeals to Environment Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
court, approval of plan change, make plan Planner (0.5 FTE)
change operative or operative in part) 6 months + 2 xarborists (0.5 FTE) $115,000
Maintenance and delivery of a larger
schedule (heritage inventory team,
7 arborist input, not just consents but also
monitoring conditions when arbarist is Calculations are based on 12 months of
required on site to supervise, attendance maintenance and delivery. Arborist (0.8 FTE)
at notified hearings etc.) Ongoing Planner (0.1 FTE) $92,000
Total process cost $871,000
Cost per tree $1,484.00
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Nomination
Guidelines

Theseguidelinesoutline the requirementsfor 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 orgroup
of trees for evaluation by completing and submitting the
nomination form.

Before you submit a nomination, please read these
guidelinesto checkwhether nominationis 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 TreeSchedule.

Purpose of evaluation

The purpose ofthis evaluation is to identify notable trees
forinclusion in Auckland’s Notable Tree Schedule, or for
otherappropriate managementto protectthe 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)andtothose
thatare notalready 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 thetree.

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
asbeingnotable, significantordistinguished. ltisthose
treesthat, forvarious reasons, are selected by territorial
local authorities, throughout New Zealand, forinclusion
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 eventsina 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 Scheduleis a listof significant
treesorgroupsoftreesintheAucklandregion. Inclusion
of atree or group of trees in the Schedule means that:

+ lthasbeenofficially recognisedbythe Auckland
Council as being a Notable Tree

+ ltis protected by provisions in district or unitary
plans to ensure it is not damaged or destroyed

+ ltmaybeeligible for grants and otherincentives.
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Criteria for scheduling Notable Trees

Auckland Council has proposed criteria for evaluating
theimportance of trees and the level of significance
required to be considered forinclusion in the Notable Tree
Schedule. There are three types of criteria: Special factors
(stand alone), Negative factors and Tree Specificfactors.

The special factor criteria are stand alone which means
that if a tree or group of trees meets any one criterion
thenitisdeemednotable. The tree-specificcriteriarequire
a cumulative assessment.That means, for atree 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.

Boththe specialfactorand tree-specific criteriaare 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 thenthese must
be offset against the benefits of protecting a notable
tree. This methodology does notprovide adefinitive way
to make this decision but it relies on the expertise of
trained arborists assessing the risk of the negative effects
occurring andthe overallsignificance ofthetree.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)

. Heritage

Is associated with or commemorates an historicevent
(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

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

Is asignificantexample of a species rarein Auckland or a
native speciesthatis nationallyorregionallythreatened
(as assessed by the Department of Conservation (DOC)
or on the regional threatened species list)

Has outstanding value because of its scientific
significance

. Ecosystem service

Provides criticalhabitat for athreatened nativespecies
population e.g., bats, chevron skinks, kiwi, yellow
mistletoe etc

. Cultural

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

Hasanimportantrole in definingthe communalidentity
and distinctiveness of the community through having
special symbolic, spiritual, commemorative, traditional
orother culturalvalue or represents important aspects
of collective memory, identity or remembrance, the
meanings of which should not be forgotten

Is alandmark, 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

Negative Effects

F. Negative effects

Are there any matters that may weighagainstthe tree’s
long term protection at this location?

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

Are these negative effectsmanageable through
arboriculturalorpropertymanagementmeans?
Isthetree specieslistedinthe RegionalPest 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 inAuckland) 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)

. 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)

. Visual contribution

ltmakesasignificantcontributiontothevisualcharacter
of an area or to the vista from elsewhere in Auckland
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Thresholds

When applyingtree-specificfactors to groups of trees an
average assessment for all trees in the group should be
used.Atleast one individualin a group must be scheduled
independently as notable and all trees in the group must
be physically close to each other or form acollective

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

What trees can be nominated?

Any tree or groups of trees may be nominated including
thoseintowns, 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:

* Anytreeor groups oftreesthat has beenplantedand
is less than 20 years old, other than in exceptional
circumstances

1 July 2021

Notable Tree Schedule, atree orgroup of trees mustmeet  * Moveableor portabletrees suchasthoseinplanter
atleast one of the special factor criteria orachieve ascore boxes.

of 20 or more for tree-specific criteria. + Anytree that cannot be accurately located or identified.

Other tree specific factors are also takeninto 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,itmay be
part of a significant indigenous plant community and it
would be more appropriate to schedule asa Significant
Ecological Area (SEA) or it may already be within one of
this SEAs and therefore a lower priority for evaluation.
Thefinaldecision overwhetherto schedule a notable tree
or group of trees is made by the Council after assessing
the information obtained from this process.

Priority will be given to trees nominated forinclusionin
Auckland’s schedule of Notable Trees that occur on the
property of the nominee orina public reserve. Detailed
nominations supported with good information will
have an increased chance of being processed quickly for
acceptance into theschedule 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 theform

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 informationifneeded, and keepyou
informed. We cannot accept anonymous nominations.

Section 2 (Address)

Weneedtoknow wherethetreeis. Ifitdoesn'thavea
street address, you can provide the legal description or
gridreference (using NZTransverse Mercatorcoordinates).
You can access these throughthe 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 treeis
located.

SN PRPURSU—y <
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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 forthe tree.

Section 5 (Threats)

Itis useful toidentify 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 (Treespecificand special factors and
negative effects)

Youshould 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

Ifyouneed assistance withthe 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 | provide information in confidence?

Generally not. Evaluation of Auckland’s heritage is a
public process. All members of the public, including the
owner of atree, 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 totangatawhenua as thisis astatutory
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
publicuponrequest. Ifyouhave concerns aboutproviding
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
unlessthere arereasonswhyitshould notbedisclosed. If
you have concerns, you should refer to the relevant Acts,
and seek independent advice.

What if| 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
personneland resources. Aswellas publicnominations,
the council identifies potentially significant trees
through its own work. All nominations receive an initial
appraisal. Thosethatare unlikely to meetthe significance
thresholds or lack sufficientinformation willbe assigned
alow priority or may not proceed. In some cases
nominatedtreeshave 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?

Electronicfilesare preferred.Original photographsor
documentsshouldbe scanned orcopied. Ifyou havelarge
files (over 10MB) send themin parts or convertthemto
smallerfile sizes (e.g. by converting them to PDF files) or
copy them onto a CD.

Can | protect my tree even if my tree is not
notable?

Ifyou haveatree andyouthinkitisspecialbutisunlikely
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 formis to be used for assessing trees or groups oftrees. 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

Score

(seeexplanatory notes)
Age and health
Isnotable becauseofitsage (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 asits age)

Character and form

Is an exceptional example ofthe 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

Itis an exceptional size for the speciesinthis
location (including height, girth or lateral
spread)

Visual contribution
It makes a significant contribution to the
visual character of an area or to thevista

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 YES NO

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

Are these negative effects manageable

through arboricultural or property |:| D

management means?

Is the tree species listed in the Regional Pest

Management Strategy as a Total Control |:I |:|
or Containment Plant or listed under the

Biosecurity Act 1993 as an Unwanted

Organism?

Comments
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Scoring of tree specific factors

These scoring systems are tobe usedwhen evaluating atree againstthe tree-specificfactorsin Section 6 (see page 10).

Age and health

This scoring system should be used when assessing the

Vlgdour High |3 > 6 8 0 age andhealth of atree. Itallows for treesthatare old
a.r; i 2 4 6 8 8 and healthy to score much more highly than trees that
vitality 2 4 6 6 7 are eitherunhealthy oryoung.The degree ofvigourand
2 4 4 5 5 vitality for any tree is assessed given the age of the tree.
Low 5 5 5 3 3 Therefore, atree ‘.chajc is over 100 yearsold and. showing
- high vigour and vitality, for a tree that age, will score a

Agein [<40 |[41- 61- |81- >100 10

Years 60 (80 [100 ’

Character or form

This scoring system should be used when assessing the
characterorform of atree. ltallows fortrees that are

exceptional examples at two spatial scales (from local to
Exceptional example in Auckland | 10 Auckland-wide) to score more highly than trees thatare

regarded as normal.

Not exceptional

Exceptional example locally

Size

0 This scoring system should be used when assessing the
size of atree (including height, girth and lateral spread).

Itallows 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.

Average size for the species in this
location

Greater than average size (upto |5
25% larger)
Substantially greater than average| 10
size (>25% larger) el

Visual contribution

In backyard or gully 5 e.g. fewer than This scoring system should be used when assessing the
100 people see the visual contribution of a tree. It allows for trees that are
tree daily st.een by more people on a daily basis to score more

Local park/community/ | 5 o8 between 100 highly than trees that are rarely seen.

beside minor road or and 5000 people

feeder road/catchment see the treedaily

Main Road/motorway or | 10 e.g. more than

higly visible landform 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 YES NO Comments

Heritage

Isassociated withorcommemoratesan historicevent
(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 alocal historic feature and now
forms a significant part of that feature

[]
[]

Scientific

Isthe only example ofthe speciesin Aucklandor the largest
known specimen ofthe species in Auckland (including height
and lateral spread) (only applies to individual trees)

Isa significant example of aspeciesrarein Auckland ora
native species thatis 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
populatione.g.,bats, chevron skinks, kiwi, yellowmistletoe etc

O o o O
O O 0O 0O

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 animportantrole in defining the communalidentity

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

Isalandmark, ormarker 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
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Section 9: Conclusions

Include your final assessmentof whether or not the tree is notable and any additional comments. Note thatunder the
Tree-Specificfactors, a score of 20 or more is needed before itcan be scheduled or Notable.
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Guidelines fornotable tree evaluation

To find out the criteria for evaluating the importance of treesand their level of significance, see the Guidelines
for nominating anotable tree for evaluation document.

You could ask your local board, bota nical society or another community group to help you with the nomination,
or to make it on your behalf.

@Guidelines for Nominating a NotableTreefor Evaluation

PDFdownload1.6MB

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

Howto 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 aNotableTree for Evaluation

PDF do wnload 1.6 MB
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Fees and charges

Consentingandpropertyinformation
fees and charges

Effective from 1 July 2020
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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 hasaimed to provide a complete and accurate schedule of
charges, ifany errors oromissions are identified, charges will be calculated
by reference to the appropriate underlying authority/resolution. Council
reserves theright to varyand introduce fees and charges at its discretion.

!‘
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Building consent fees

Type

Pre-application
meeting

All other building
applications

Amended plans

Code Compliance
Certificate (CCC)

Certificate of
Acceptance

Description

Pre-application: standard

| Pre-application: complex

Project value up to $4,999

' Project value $5,000-519,999
Project value 520,000-$99,999

' Project value $100,000-$499,999
Project value $500,000-5999,999

| Project value 51,000,000
and over

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

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

Amended building consent
applications: project value
5100,000 and over

Project value up to 519,999

Project value $20,000 and over

Project value up to 519,999

Nete: Prosecution and Infringements
may also apply for work undertaken
without consent

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

Building application | Building application: national

Building inspections”

multiple use approval
(based on project value

$0-$499,999)

Building application: national multiple
use approval (based on project value
5500,000 and over)

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

Base Feg/

Fixed Fee*®

$311*

$311
$790*

$200

$595
$1,200

$2,000

Processing
deposit

$1,200
$2,000
$3,200
$5,000
$7,200

5400

$700

51,200

$170

$170

51,309 Based on

project
value

52,726 Based on

project
value

$170

$311

$311
$1,130

$1,880
52,850
$4,730
$7,040
$9,750

5400

$700

$1,200

$200

$595
$1,370

$2,170

$1,309

$2,726

5170
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Building consent fees

Type

Building inspections-
same day

cancelation

Fire engineering
briefs (new)

LINZ registration
(Land Information
New Zealand)

Solid fuel heating
appliances (fee per
appliance)

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

Injected wall
applications

Temporary structures

Exemption

Minor Plumbing

Minor Alteration
for structural
engineering design

Description

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

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

Where land is subject to natural
hazards, or when buildingis across
more than onelot

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

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

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

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

If installed by a personwho is not
an approvedinstaller ** (plusone
inspectionfee payable at time of
application)

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

Ifinstalled by a personwho is not
an approvedinstaller ** (plusone
inspectionfee payable at time of

application)

Application for a temporary structure

Application for exemption from
building consent requirements base
charge

Minor plumbing with a producer
statementwherevalue of workisless
than 55,000

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

5170*

5311

5377*

$280*

$280*

$280*

$295*

$295*

$280*

$280*

5470
5440

$295*

$245

Base Fee/ Processing
Fixed Fee*

deposit

Ins pection
deposit

5170

$170

$170

$170

$170

Total

5170

5311

$377

$280

5450

$450

$295

$465

$280

$450

$470
$440

$295

$415
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Building consent fees

Type Description

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

Issuing Project Information
Memorandum

Project Information
Memaorandum (PIM)

Filing fee Receiving third party reports or
anyother information to placeon a
propertyfile atthe owner srequest,
orSchedule 1 exemption filing

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

consent
Lapsing Lapsing of building consent
Refusing | Refusing of building consent
Waiver Building consent subject to waiver
or modification of building code
Issuing compliance | Base charge
schedule

Additional charge per specified
system

| Amendment to compliance
schedule base charge

Building Warrant of | Annual Renewal

Fitness (BWOF)
| Advisory inspection
BWOF Audit
Independent | Registration costs for IQP

Qualified Person
(IQP) Register

Registration renewal for IQP (3 yearly)

Notice to fix | Issuing notice to fix
Certificate for Public | Certificate
Use (CPU)

| Extension of time for CPU
Issuing consent Weekly (annual subscription)
report

| Monthly (annual subscription)

Single request (monthly or weekly
report)

Base Fee,
Fixed Fee*

$548

$445

5253*

S150*

5167
$165
$300

5125
$30

$110

5150

$124
$345*

$195*
$262*
$520

5244

$1,595*

$765*
$150*

Processing
Deposit

Inspection
Deposit

$170

Total

5548

5445

5253

$150

$167
$165
$300

$125
$30

$110

5150

$170
$124
$345

$195
5262
$520

$244
$1,595

5765
5150
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Building consent fees

L

Type Description Base Fee/ Processing Inspection
Fixed Fee®  peposit Deposit

Title Search | Record of Title 550#
Alcohol licensing Certificate that proposed use of 5990
building and premises meets requirements
planning certificate | of building code and Resource

Management Act
Construction of ‘ Vehicle crossing permit (application $340
vehicle crossings processing and inspection)
Producer statement | Registration as a producer §345*
author register statement author

Renewal of registration (3 yearly) $200*
Swimming/spa Swimming/spa pool inspection [each)|  $132*
pool compliance
inspection

' Owner sends photo $65*
Independently Qualified Pool 566*

Inspectors (IQP) record —
administration of 1QPI records

Industrial cooling Industrial cooling towers $175*
tower registration
Industrial cooling towers inspection 5170
| Industrial cooling towers renewal §112#
Earthquake Prone Extension of time to complete 5148*
Buildings seismic work on certain heritage

buildings or part of

| Exemption from the requirement $350*
to carry out seismic work on the
building or part of the building

Please referto notes section for more information.
Allfixed fees non-refundable and no additional charges will be applied.

$50
$990

$340

5345

$200*
5132

SB5
566

5175

$170
$112
$148

$350

** Installer must be listed on Auckland Council's producer statement authors register.

All fees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

All base chargesare non-refundable and additional charges may apply andwill be based

onthe actual processing and inspection time that occurs forthe specific application.

Fordeposits, actualcostsfor each application will be determined based on the proce
and/orinspectionhoursthatoccur forthe application.Additional charges may apply
onthe actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.

ssing
based
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Resource management and other lodgement fees

Type
Pre-application

Land use

Subdivision

Combination

Regional

Other

Description

Resource Consent appraisal

Residential land use (infringing development standards)
Non-residential

Exemptions and approvalsunderthe Auckland Council Signage
Bylaw

Waiver of outline plan

Treeworks (excludes pruningorto undertake works withinthe
protected root zone of notable (scheduled) trees, which does
not incur a deposit or charge)

Subdivision (with the exception of those below)
Cross-lease; unit title; boundary adjustment

Right of way and other non-resource consent matters relating
to subdivisions e.g. cancellation of easements

Multiple/bundle applicationsfor anycombinationof twoor
more: land use, subdivision or regional consent

Coastal structures, activities and occupation

Dischargeofstormwater, 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

Variationor cancellation underRMAs127 ors221,
review of conditions

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

Drill or alter a bore

Deemed Permitted Boundary Activity; Forestry Permitted
Activity

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

Consent transfer or consent surrender

5357 Objection hearing deposit

Deposit

$505"
$4,000
$4,500
$1,490*

$500

$600*

$4,000
$2,000
$1,100

$9,500

$7,000

$5,000
$1,500

S600
5500

$250

$229*
$1,500
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Resource management and other lodgement fees

Type
Notified

Monitoring

Private plan change

Notice of requirement

Consent report

Description
Fully notified
Limited notified

Hearing (where complex a higher deposit will be required)

Treeworks (excludes pruningor to undertake workswithin

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

Dairy Farm monitoring inspection deposit.

Actual charges are calculated on the inspection time and

hourly rate(s).

All other monitoring activity:base fee applied on
application approval

Simple projects

Complex projects

Pre-application appraisal

Uplift an existing notice of requirement

Minor alteration to existing notice of requirement
Simple new notice or alteration

Complex new notice or alteration
Weekly (annual subscription)
Monthly (annual subscription)

Single request (monthly or weekly report)

" Please referto 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
monitoringinspections.Additionalwork overandabovethe base fee willbe charged per hour.

+ Allfees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

+ Fordeposits,actual costsfor eachapplicationwillbe determined basedontheprocessingand/
orinspectionhoursthatoccurforthe application. Additional charges may apply basedon the
actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.

Deposit

$20,000
$10,000

$3,000
$1,000*

$170

$170**

$10,000
$30,000
$500°
$1,000
$5,000
$10,000
$30,000
$1,595*
$765*
$150*
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Regulatory Engineering lodgement deposits
Consents may require further charges that exceed the initial lodgement deposit™*

Type Description Deposit

Engineering Majorengineeringapprovalfor new publicinfrastructureassetsand $2,500
enabling works; Section 181 and 460 LGA applications requiring
access to adjoiningland

Minorengineeringworks—common accessways, new stormwater S600
connections and activities over public stormwater pipes

+  All fees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

*  Fordeposits, actualcostsforeach application will be determined based onthe processing
and/orinspectionhoursthatoccurforthe application. Additional charges may apply based
onthe actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.

Hourly rates”

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

Technical Level 2 Building— Residential 2,3 andall Commercial, Planning, Engineering, $197.40
Monitoring, other —Senior, Intermediate, Principal, Team leader

Technical Level 1 Planning, Subdivision, Urban design, Compliance, Monitoring, $169.80
Investigation, Erwironmentalhealth, Licensing, Buil ding—Residential
1, other
Administration Administration (all areas) §111
Note:

1. The particulartechnical hourly rate levelis determined by staff competency levels.

2. Position titles vary across Auckland Council.

3. Wherethe cost oftheexternalresource involved does not exceedthe Auckland Council
staff rate, external resource(s) will be charged at the senior/intermediate rate.

4, Wherethe cost of the external resourceinvolved exceedthe Auckland Councilrates,
it will be charged at cost.

5. Externalresourcesmaybeengagedtoaddresseither expertise or capacity thatis not
available internally.

6. Forguidance onthe Building Consent definitionsfor Residential and Commercial please
referto the following link: Residential and Commercdial Consent

10
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Accreditation levy

Base Fee

Building inspection

Building research lewvy

Contaminated land site
enguiries

Compliance monitoring
inspections

Deposits

Fee changes

Financial and development
contributions

Fixed Fee

An accreditation levy is payable on all building consents to cover the
council'scostsof meeting the standardsand criteria required under the
Building (Accreditation of Building Consent Authorities) Regulations
2006. The levy is 50 cents per 51,000 value of works.

A base feeis the minimum fee whichwillbe charged for an

application/service. A base fee is:

* non-refundable

¢ additional charges may apply andwill be basedontheactual
processing and inspection time that occurs for the specific
application

Standard inspection fee includes charges for:

Preparation, system updating, travel time, review of associated
documents, minor variation assessments, inspections waived, or
inspectionscarried out using Artisan App and anybuilding consent
refusalinspection. Ifan inspection has taken longer than 45 minutes,
additional charges apply.

TheBuilding Research Levy Act 1969 requires the council to collect a
levy of 51 per 51,000 value (or part thereof) of building work valued
over $20,000. G5T does not apply to this lewy.

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 correspondingfiles. The fee varies, depending
onthe time spenton collatingthe information. Thefeeis charged upon
the completion of a response letter to the party making the enguiry.

A non-refundable base fee will be charged for resource consent
monitoring inspections. Additionalwork over and above the basefee
will be charged perhour.

* Theprocessingdepositandthe inspectiondeposit are payablewhen
the application/service requestislodged. The depositis anupfront
payment for the processing and inspection time that will occur.

+ Actual costs will be determined based on the processingand
inspection hoursthat the Council spends. The original depositwill be
credited against the actual chargesto arriveat a refund oradditional
fees topay.

¢ Interiminvoices maybe also issued throughthe life of the application.

* Forcomplexandsignificant applications (includinghearing deposits) if
specialist inputis needed orthe applicanthassignificantoutstanding
fees, the council may require a higher deposit payment before
proceeding. Thiswill be discussed withthe applicantin advance.

Feesand charges maychange. Pleasecheck ourwebsiteaucklandcouncil.
govt.nz or your nearest service centre for up todate information.

Financialand/or development contributionsmaybe payableinadditionto
theconsentprocessingcharges. Pleasereferto thedevelopmentorfinancial
contributions policy and relevant district plan foryour development.

Afixedfee isthe amountcharged foranapplication/service.
Afixedfeeis:
» non-refundable

* no additional chargeswill be applied

11
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ODIC

Hearings

Hourly rates

Ministry of Business
Innovation & Employment
(MBIE) Levy

Other services

Private plan change
pre-application appraisal

Resource consent
pre-application appraisal

Value of work

The hearingdeposit feeis payable priorto the hearingproceeding. Any
actual costs of the hearing that exceed the depositfee will be charged
as an additional charge, e.g. costs arising from the use of a specialist
consultant, independent hearingcommissioner(s).

The hourlyrates displayed in the hourly rates table above apply to all
services including private plan changes and notices of requirement.
Wherethecost of the external resourceinvolved does not exceedthe
Auckland Council rates, external resource will be charged at Senior/
Intermediaterates. Wherethe costof the external resource involved
exceed the Auckland Council rates, it will be charged at cost.
Externalresources may be engagedto address eitherexpertise or
capacity that is not available internally.

' 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 will be charged at cost.
WhereAuckland Council committee members are engaged, fairand
reasonable costs will berecovered.

' The initial pre-application meeting will be free of charge.
Adepositis requiredto coverall subsequentpre-application meetings.
Planning and other specialists will be charged per hour as required.

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.

Thevalue 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)

LIM reports—residential and
non residential

LIM reports — additional copies

Property information

Maps, reports
and certificates

Photocopies
Courier charges

®

Standard service (10 working days)

Urgent service—where serviceisavailable
(threewaorking days)

Copy of LIM at the time of purchase of original LIM
Property file online: standard (10 working days)*

Property file online: urgent (three working days)*

Hard copy propertyfile viewing [where service is
available)

Electronic propertyfileviewing (where serviceis
available)

Building consent status report per property

Site remediation report

Soil reports

Private drainage plan

Valuations certified copy

Building inspection report

Site consent summary

Copy of Code Compliance Certificate (CCC)
Copy of Building Warrant of Fitness (BWOF)
Combined public drainage and contour map
GIS maps (including aerial maps): A4

GIS maps (including aerial maps): A3

District plan: zoning/designation maps

Black and white paper sizes AQ, A1, A2, A3 & Ad: Add

$0.50 extra for colour copy

Courier charges will be charged at cost

Working days (Monday toFriday).

** Working hours (8.30am to 5pm).

Note:

AO/AL/AZ size printing/photocopying may not be available at all service centres.

5307

5415

513
S64
596
$33

523
513

513
513
513
$13
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9 April 2019

Attachment B

Hon David Parker
Minister for the Environment

By email: D.Parker@ministers.govt.nz
Téna 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, | have received correspondence raising concerns about urban tree loss in Auckland and
about the protection of trees under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). | 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 keyfindings.

In 2016/2017, new LIiDAR 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, Mangere Bridge, Mangere 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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.

| 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. |
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).

Percant Cover
Il Bare Cover: 1% - 10%
0 Low Saver: 10% - 15%
| Modzrate Cover: 15% - 20%

I Good Covar: 20% - 20%
I Forested Suburk: »30%

=== Matrcpelitan Urban Limits —w

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

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, Mangere Bridge, Mangere East and
Flat Bush) showed a net gain in urban tree canopy cover (Table 7). 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.

Year % change
Suburb 2013 | 2016 ¢
Mellons Bay 23% 24% + 1%
Howick 16% 17% + 1%
Mangere Bridge 11% 12% + 1%
Mangere 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 Mangere East and Mangere
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.

o % gain in new canopy
over flam 2013 09016 | _cover based on 2013
area) from 2013 to 2016

Mellons Bay 20% 24%

Howick 24% 30%

Mangere Bridge 16% 29%

Mangere 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.
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Appendix 3: Tree loss in the Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 <0.01hain 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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Attachment C

20 July 2020

Hon David Parker
Minister for the Environment

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

Téna 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

\j : !
N YA
Phil Goff Richard Hills
MAYOR OF AUCKLAND CHAIR, ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE

COMMITTEE
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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; Manawati District
Council; Ruapehu District Council; Whakatane 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 Tairawhiti 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.

%
8

Ry
FS
3

(B88

Dairy Forestry Drystock

Annual Cash Surplus ($/ha) -
10 year average since 2005

Notes
1 These export return figures do not take into account the different |

ndustry categones, nor the shift of produ
2 Neither charges nor paymen

nd class ratios used for the four listed

across categories, such as beef from dairy cows.

f nissions Trading Scheme are calcul

3 These are export figures alone and do not reflect the different domestic consumption levels across the primary
sector. Nor do they reflect different ROI levels,

x Dairy and Forestry is 10 year averages since 2005. Drystock is for East Coast hill country. Beef & Lamb NZ data.

ted into these figures.

(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 accountin
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.
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(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.
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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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Income

1 2022 50.00 $45.14 $22.57

2 2023 250.00 $52.25 $130.53

3 2024 £00.00 $60.48 A $362.89

4 2025 2500.00 $70.01 v $1,750.20

5 2026 3136.15 $81.03 E $2,541.36

6 2027 3983.62 $93.80 R $3,736.53

7 2028 5396.10 $108.57 $585,856.87 $5,858.57

8 2029 5536.19 §12557 $695,735.21 A $6,957.35

9 2030 2717718 $140.00 G §3,887.96

10 2031 3411.63 14413 ! $4,917.06

11 2032 3780.23 £148 38 N 4$5,609.05

12 2033 1047.57 $152.76 G $6,182.89

13 2034 4205.94 $157.26 $6,614.34

14 2035 431588 5161.90 ﬁh,‘lﬂldﬁ

15 2036 4383.68 $166.68 $7,306.59

16 2037 441815 $171.59 $758,128.78 $7,581.29

$7,824,970.21
17 2038 4417.03 $176 66 $780,295.19 $7,802.95
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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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Paired property valuations (per hectare) -Gisborne Region
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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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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; Whakatane District Council; and Opotiki
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 turnoutin 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 Maori 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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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: Maori 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.

Item 6.8- Attachment 1 Page 119



Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting Agenda 1 July 2021

We are.
LGNZ.

Te Kihui Kaunihera & Aotearoa.

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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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 meet™.

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 (5120 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.

! hitps:/ fwww.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 thatthe 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 numbersin the past ten years. Even post COVID 19, demand projections
indicate a return to similar levels of growth in the near future?.

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.gldc.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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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
Kainga 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; Waipa District Council,
Otodrohanga District Council; Thames-Coromandel District Council; and
Hamilton City Council.

Background information and research

1. Nature of the issue

Consentium (an internal division of Kainga 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 Kainga Ora is disestablished via a change in government or change in government approach
or if the Kainga 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

Kainga 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 Kainga 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 Kainga Ora/Sale of the Properties

There is a risk that due to a change in government or government approach that Kainga Ora
could be disestablished thereby taking Consentium with it; or could sell the properties.

If Kdinga 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 Kainga 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 Kainga 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.

Kainga 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, Kainga 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, inthe
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
Kainga 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. Inits 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 Kainga Ora is
disestablished, in favour of subsequent owners of Kainga Ora properties, covering any and all
liability Kainga 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: Manawatu 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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Te Kdhui Kaunihera & Aotearoa.

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, Manawatt District Council, Ruapehu
District Council, Napier City Council, Rotorua District Council, Whakatane District
Council, Wairoa District Council, Waikato District Council; and Whanganui District
Council.

Recommendation: That the remitis 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 remitis 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 remitis referred to the National Council for action.

Item 6.8- Attachment 1 Page 130



Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Meeting Agenda 1 July 2021

7 DATE OF NEXT MEETING
RECOMMENDATION
THAT the next meeting of the Central Hawke's Bay District Council be held on 26 August
2021.

8 TIME OF CLOSURE

Together we Thrive! E ora ngatahi ana! ;1371
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Strategy and Wellbeing Committee Resolution Monitoring Report June 2021

Progress Report

On Track - Hunter Park Kindergarten are
continuing the build of their sustainable water
use / rain garden and environmental outdoor
area. Council has paid invoices to date for
composting facilities and is expecting a further
and final invoice for completed work.

Completed
On Track
Off Track
Item Number Item Council Resolution Resolution |Responsible
Date Officer
6.60 Environmental a) Approve the Hunterpark Kindergarten 22/10/2020 [lordy Wiggins
Sustainable Fund Environmental and Sustainability funding
Application Application up to a maximum funding of
$10,000.
6.20 Committee Priority [That the Strategy and Wellbeing Committee write to, 6/05/2021 |Monique
Report the Ministry for the Environment to champion to Davidson
increase the size of symbol and numbers on
recycling products.






6.30 Environmental and [a) that the Committee approve up to $10,000 from | 6/05/2021 Josh Lloyd /

Sustainability Fund  the Environmental and Sustainability Fund for the Jordy Wiggins
application — creation of a customised trailer that will be owned
Sustainable Ewe Council and leased to Sustainable Ewe at a

'peppercorn' rental for environmental purposes,
subject to conditions including lease costs and term
to be negotiated.

b) that report updates through the Strategy and
Wellbeing Committee on an annual basis are
provided and picked up through monitoring reports.

6.40 Community Funding [a) that Council adopts the proposed amendmentto | 6/05/2021 [Bridget Cover
and Grants Policy = the Community Funding Policy for Community

Ability for UnderwritelFunding Underwrites.
Funding Provision







Solid Waste Dashboard - May 2021

@ smart  systainable Ewe to receive $10,000 from CHB District

environmental R . . . . Monthly KPI
§ . Council Environmental and Sustainability Committee
Refuse and RQCVC' Ing The percentage of kerbside collection complaints that are resolved
o ) ) ) N within agreed timeframes.
CHB Recycling Tonnages (MT) Central Hawke’s Bay District Council’s Environmental and Sustainability Target 90%  Actual 93%
Glass tonnage sold Jul-20] Aug20] Sep-20] Oct-20| Nov-20| Dec-20| Jan-21] Feb-21] Mar-21| Apr-21] May-21| Jun-21 Fund will grant up to $10,000 for a sign written trailer, to help local
Amber Unprocessed Glass 29.4 11.5 . . . . . .
Flnt Unprocessed Ghass i %o community group Sustainable Ewe in their bid to reduce waste going Quarterly KPI (Apr/Jun)
Green Unprocessed Glass 19.8 14.0 26.1 into local Iande//S
Mixed Unprocessed Glass
Enntamiiatesliblsslfandhl) S0I0'6 . . A minimum of two Waste Free CHB events in CHB per quarter
Totzl Glass (MT) 00 00 00 00 00 00 462 434] 00| 00 745 _ 00 Sustainable Ewe runs a website and Facebook page devoted to f Target 100% Actual 100% A2
. . . . . . . . 0

Commingle & Fibre 1u-20] Aug-20] Sep-20] Oct20) Now-20 Dec-20] Jan21] Feb21 Mar21] Apr21 May2l] Jmz1]  SUStainable living - including recycling and reducing waste, preserving,
Landfill (contaminated) 10.5 2.2 [ i q a q q
o ('Ea nhcm;" i ol a2 gardening, water conservation and more. Bees Wax Wrap Workshop (Libraries) + Waipukarau Composting
Total Commingle & Fibre MT) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.7' 30.1 14.4/ 19.0] 37.4' 0.0
| CHB Refuse T (1) Four-years-ago, their campaign for a more sustainable future saw
Refuse Jul-20] Aug-20] Sep-20| Oct-20] Nov-20] Dec-20] Jan-21| Feb-21] Mar-21| Apr21]may-21] wn-21  them launch ‘The Great Bucket Rescue,” which recycles more than 200,
Gr (contaminated) 8.7 _Ii : : ; :
il s5e 201l e %0 15-litre food grade buckets per week into Bokashi composting kits,
Total Commingle & Fibre MT) 00 00 o0 oo oo o0 oo 3186 201] 2152 350 00 worm farms and chook feeders.

Clean Up Week 2021

The kits are distributed throughout Central Hawke’s Bay and beyond,
with profits from their sale used to provide free kits for more than 30
schools in the district.

~
13-19 SEPTEMBER |

CHBE May2021 Summary

Refuse: Refuse/Green waste Comingled: Grand Total: Council will identify areas through out our district to help facilitate

217.00 18.04 37.83 272.87 A designated trailer will not only make it easier to transport the communities who want to take part in Clean Up Week 2021.
buckets, but will also serve as a one-stop education hub, to

share knowledge about the management of green waste, food waste
and recycling.

metric tonne Through our social media platforms, we will advise communities of areas

that they could 'clean up' and flow all clean up week activities through to

e
Central Hawkes's Bay Waste Track the Keep NZ Beautiful Week for full community ownership.
FolEs B G TBEL LT » Solid Waste team will provide free Council rubbish bags and offer pick
Categoy  Refuse __MetalsPlasticlFiber ___ Glass ___ [Totals | .
Bin Not Out 1588 4527 5657 11 up of waste for free disposal.
Cardboard no flattered 0 2 0 2 e Our communications teams will run competitions through out the week
Contamination 0 39 39 8 . : .
Non Recycates 0 0 ; o to encourage part;c;pat{on. ' o
Incorrectly mixed Recyclables D a a7 54 * Customer and Community partnerships team to help with liasingand
g’;‘;ﬁiﬁ‘é’gz’:m Recyclables g i g f organising community groups, inviduals, schools etc with sites identified
Too Heavy 1 1 28 20 e b= - through out the district
Tree Cut Req. 1 0 0 1
Unofficial Bag 0 18 13 A Waste F. CHB will host b ¢ th k that ties i
Total Exception = i — TR aste Free will host a number of events over the week that ties in

Timber bay has been filled and compacted at Waipukurau.
All runs being completed in a timely manner with little service errors.

V£
CHB

RFS numbers continue to drop during the month of May which is showing a
downward trend.

Internal traffic management risk assessments have been completed at all RTS
sites.

Great teamwork between CHBDC (Themba) and SEL team when dealing with
collection issues such as heavy or overfilled crates - camera footage from
fleet working well.

* Bale Wrap Recycling Week - A&P Showgrounds 13th-17th
* E Waste Day - Saturday 18th September - Waipukurau RTS
* Haz-Mobile - Sunday 19th September - Waipukurau RTS

* Second Hand Sunday - Sunday 19th September - DW




The Standardising-Kerbside-Collections Report has just been published and is a fascinating read. This report was commission by the Ministry for the Environment (MfE) to provide recommendations to the Minister  (undertaken by WasteMInz) on opportunities to standardise domestic kerbside collections to increase consistency, reduce confusion for householders, improve material quality and reduce residual rubbish to landfill’



Solid Waste Dashboard - May 2021
Farm Road Landfill - Higgins

Work Plan - 2021 CENTRAL HAWKES BAY LANDFILL
QUANTITIES OF LEACHATE IGGINS®
MONTH LOADS TOTALS
Dec-20 62 743,000 Cover Volumes
Increased visibility and communication with Solid Waste Jan-21 45 534,000 Vo
a olume
Contract Partners to ensure levels of service and Feb-21 a6 552,000 Date bought in
operational issues are being managed to a high standard Mar-21 65 754,000 bought In Source (m3)
and to industry best practice. Apr-21 30 361,000
May-21 19 302,000
Jun-21 Temporary May Internal 86
Jul-21 Volume
Aug-21 Date bought in
Sep-21 bought in Source {m3 loose)
Proposed review of the Smart Environmental Oct-21 | Nehw
. eacnate
CoQtract, update the Landfill Management Plan and Nov-21 Intermediatd Ay pord limer 63
Solid Waste Bylaw.
TOTAL 267 3,246,000 May-21
CENTRAL HAWKES BAY LAMDFILL Toolbox meetings held 21
CONDUCTIVITY READINGS - MAY 2021 s s s P
CATE —ubson — === Safety ?hservatlons / conversations with visitors 1
B3-May-21 1199 891 Near misses 0
Work in partnership with the CHB community to bring B a2 =
Waste Free CHB to life and to deliver on actions and B-May-21 1140 890
- B 5 - T-May-21 1151 SO3
objectives set out in the WMMP and Environmental oA e o
and Sustainability Strategy. 11-May-21 1144 886
12-May-21 1131 S0 a8
13-May-21 1110 1003 o
14-May-21 1100 1007
A7 -Mlay-21 1083 1003
18-May-21 107 keysin]
19-May-21 1061 93
. 20-May-21 1067 o080
Support the schedule of school programming from S iy 54 A060 o8
Zero Waste and Enviroschools to ensure CHB tamariki Za-May-21 1152 1033 1=
. . . . . . . . 25 May-21 117e 1052
are receiving sustainability and waste minimisation SE May 51 1783 1066
H 27 -May-21 1161 1019
education. 28 May-21 1147 1000
31-May-21 1075 RO A0

Higgins - General Comments

All drains have been sprayed and water tabled, HBRC inspection -
Review/audit of the current weighbridge/ticketing work undertaken.
system.

Fire at 4 Square Waipawa. Some demolition waste disposed of at
landfill, mostly ash.

No asbestos received during May 2021

Waste Free CHB + CHB Permaculture
collaborated for the first Composting Workshop
for 2021 @ Hunter Park Kindergarten -
Waipukurau

Make landfill your last choice! WAsTE ‘REE *






Silent Movies LIVE

Reviews

- It was fantastic. We loved it. It was our first experience of a silent movie and we are hooked.
The live music really made it a wonderful experience. Thanks so much for allowing us to be
part of the circuit. - Nikki O'Leary Media Specialist NZME

- “David Selfe and Jeremy Fitzsimons set the scene and transported us to a bygone era with
live music from a gypsy caravan stage. The Movie Night, a first for us at Church Road, was a
film presentation of the 100-year-old Charlie Chaplin classic ‘The Kid’. A perfect evening
support by locals and many Church Road regulars seated on the lawn in front of our Cellar
Door. Great feedback from all who attended with visitors here on Sunday already asking
when the next one will be”, said Brent Pilcher, Precinct Manager - Church Road. - Nga mihi
nui Brent Pilcher Precinct Manager — Church Road & Brancott Estate

- What a fantastic evening. Hope you come back to HB! — Denise McBride concert goer

- The Kid. That was really fantastic, massive shout to Tararua District Council and all for a
great movie. my three kids loved it even had the smallest giggling away — Mike PO

- HiDavid - I'm passing on a rave review from one of our Waipukurau locals who told me this
morning the show was fantastic and he wants more. I'll add my two cents worth...I loved it
too! The weather was not on your side, but those of us who braved it had a rare treat. Thank
you and please do it again!

Rachel Wise News Director HB Community Newspapers Editor CHB Mail










Iconic silent movie gets new sound

ne hundred years have
passed since the iconic sil-
ent movie The Kid was
made.

To celebrate, a new musical score
has been commissioned and written
for live performances in Hawke’s Bay
and Tararua with David Selfe (The
Old Dairy Factory) on piano and
Jeremy Fitzsimons (Orchestra Well-
ington) on percussion and sound ef-
fects.

The Kid is a 1921 American silent
comedy-drama film written, pro-
duced, directed and starring Charlie
Chaplin. This was Chaplin’s first full-
length film as a director (he had been

~ mmirbar dm 1014 Tilin’e Damcthiivor

Romance). It was a huge success, and

The Kid was the second-highest-
grossing film in 1921, behind The Four
Horsemen of the Apocalypse.

In 2011, The Kid was selected for
preservation in the United States
National Film Registry by the Library
of Congress as being “culturally, his-
torically, or aesthetically significant”.
The Kid is widely considered one of
the greatest films of the silent era.

David Selfe said the live perform-
ances were something he had been
“plotting for a while”.

‘I had worked with Jeremy in
Wellington years ago and he is a
genius with this sort of stuff. We have
a hacnoke hig ontdoor screen that

& Where: Napier, Church Rd,
Saturday, March 13, outside,
7.30pm show at dusk. Eventfinda;
Waipukurau, Russell Park, April 2,
Good Friday, outside, 8pm show
atdusk.

was sponsored by New World
Waipukurau, which we will be
screening themovie on,and we have
an original 1968 Gypsy stage where
the musicians will be playing.

watch the movie and also watch and
listen to the musicians. It's heaps of
funand we'llbereachinga wholenew
generation who may not even be
aware of the magic of silent movies.”

In Australia, silent movie festivals
were huge, David said.

“But here no one is doing them at
all, so we thought we'd try and bring
this art form back”

Having received a grant from the
Central Hawke’s Bay District Council's
Vibrancy Fund, David is able to pre-
sent the movie at Russell Park in
Waipukurau free of charge.

“Russell Park can accommodate
up to 2000 people so it should be a
fabulous evening,” David said.
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PoLicy MANUAL

Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

SWIMMING POOLS POLICY Last Amended:

Document # 6.10

Approved by: Council

Adoption Date: 01-11-2017
01-11-2017

Review Date: November 2020

Page: Page 1 of 1

Council will maintain a pleasant, safe and hygienic swimming facility in Waipawa within the financial
constraints of the LTP.

1.

The pool is made available to the public during the warmer weather - usually from November to

March of the following year.

The pool is available to all schools within the District.

Council will also provide an annual grant to the Central Hawke’s Bay Pool which is in
Waipukurau which ensures the provision of an indoor aquatics facility for the Central Hawke’s

Bay Community.

CHBDC Policy Manual - Document # 6.10 SWIMMING POOLS POLICY - Adoption Date 01-11-2017







PoLicy MANUAL

Central Hawke’s Bay District Council
Document # 6.5
Approved by: Council
INDOOR HEATED SWIMMING POOL | Adoption bate:_| 08-052014
Last Amended: 08-05-2014
POL |CY Review Date: May 2017
Page: Page 1 of 1

1. Council and the Central Hawke’s Bay Community Trust have a Service Contract setting out the
conditions under which Council will contribute the annual operating grant.

2. Council's operating grant being limited to $75,000 per annum adjusted for inflation from 1 July
1997 ($151,437 at 2014/2015). An additional grant of $47,118 (2014/2015) has been made for
energy costs.

3. Council to review Trustee appointment to the Central Hawke’'s Bay Community Trust (x 2
Trustees) following the Local Government Triennial Election.

4.  That Council nominees for Trustees to the Central Hawke’'s Bay Community Trust for the Indoor
Heated Swimming Pool will not be Councillors or staff.
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Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

Smokefree and Vapefree Policy

Introduction

Council has a duty to ensure a safe environment for people on its premises. Council recognises that exposure to
second-hand tobacco and vaping smoke is a significant health risk and has adopted a “Smokefree and
Vapefree” Policy in accordance with the provisions of the Smoke Free Environments and Regulated Products
Act 1990 (the Act) and the Smoke Free Environments Amendment Act 2003.

Council also supports the government's Smokefree 2025 goal. The Government defines ‘smokefree’ as less than
5% of the population regularly smoking.

The key areas will be —
e Council owned swimming pools and outdoor surrounds
e Council owned playgrounds and parks, including sport grounds and complexes
e Public areas around the entrances to Council owned public facilities.

Application

The Policy intended to educate the public and send a positive message to our community that our children’s health
and the environment should be protected from the effects of smoking and vaping. The public will be encouraged
through appropriate signage and publicity to maintain a clean, healthy environment in areas deemed smokefree
and vapefree.

All Council owned workplaces are required by the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 to
prohibit smoking and vaping. The following places must be smokefree and vapefree at all times:

e the buildings and grounds of schools and early childhood centres

e indoor areas of licensed premises and workplaces — ‘licensed premises’ includes bars, restaurants, cafés,
sports clubs and casinos, ‘workplaces’ includes offices, factories, warehouses, work canteens and ‘smoko
rooms.

7

Under the Smokefree Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 Council is required to ensure that
smoking and vaping is not allowed in a Council workplace.

Policy Objectives

The purpose of this policy is to encourage residents and visitors to Central Hawke’s Bay to be
smokefree and vapefree in public spaces. Because the role of local government on smoking is limited,
the policy focuses on positive actions to promote the policy outcomes, such as education and signage.

The Council, in partnership with partner organisations, will work towards achieving the following
objectives:

e Fewer people smoke and vape in public places;
e Businesses and other organisations designate their premises “Smokefree and Vapefree”.
o The prevalence of smoking and vaping in Central Hawkes Bay continues to decrease over time.

Smoke-Free Policy

- * ’
ADOPTED 06/04/2017 - REVIEW Currently Under Review E oroL ngamlu ond..






Policy Guidelines

l. The following Council-administered areas in Central Hawke’s Bay are designated Smokefree
and Vapefree:

Playgrounds
Parks

Sports grounds
Skate parks

o o0 oo

Il. The outdoor areas of all Council facilities are designated smokefree and vapefree.

Il Council funded events and functions are designated smokefree and vapefree, by requiring the
display and announcement of smokefree and vapefree messages when advertising the event or
function as well as during the event or function.

References
e Smoke-Free Environments and Regulated Products Act 1990 and Smoke-Free Environments Amendment

Act 2003
e Health and Safety at Work Act 2015

Smoke-Free Policy

- * ’
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Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

Local Approved Products Policy

Introduction
This policy is made under the provisions of Section 66 of the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

A Local Approved Products Policy (LAPP) is a set of policy criteria and decisions made by a Council in
consultation with its community which may restrict the location of premises selling psychoactive
products in its geographical area. This policy addresses community concerns regarding the location
of premises selling psychoactive products, while meeting the statutory requirements of the
Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

A LAPP provides the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority with a policy framework when
making decisions on licence applications to enable the Authority to better meet the purpose of the
Psychoactive Substances Act2013 (the Act) which states that “The purpose of this Act is to regulate
the availability of psychoactive substances in New Zealand to protect the health of, and minimise
harm to, individualswho use psychoactive substances.”

Objectives

The purpose of this policy is to set a clear framework to be applied to all applications that the
‘Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority’ considers when granting licences for premises that
sell approved products in the Central Hawke’s Bay District.

The objectives of this policy are to:

e Minimise the harm to at risk groups within the community caused by psychoactive
substances by defining the permitted location and density of the retailers of approved
products.

e Ensure that Council and the community have some influence over the location and density
of retailers of approved products in the District.

e Minimise the potential for adverse effects from the sale of psychoactive substances in
residential areas, near sensitive facilities and locations.

e Minimise the exposure and potential for harm to risk groups from the sale of psychoactive
substances.

Application
This policy applies to:
e Any application for a licence under Section 16 of the Act to sell approved products from a

retail premises from the date that this policy comes into force; and
e Any interim licence granted under Clause 8 of Schedule 1 of the Act.

Local Approved Products Policy - 3 Qo '
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Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

The requirements of the Resource Management Act 1991 and Hazardous Substances and New
Organisms Act 1996 must be met in respect of any premises holding a licence.

Definitions
For the purpose of this policy, the following definitions shall apply:

Approved Location
Means an area identified under Schedule 1 where premises from which approved products may be
sold are permitted to be located.

Approved Product
Means a psychoactive product approved by the Authority under Section 37 of the Act

Authority
Means the Psychoactive Substances Regulatory Authority established under Section 10 of the Act.

Licence
Means a licence, granted under Section 16 of the Act, that is in force and an interim licence granted
under Clause 8 of Schedule 1 of the Act.

Psychoactive Product
Has the meaning given in Section 8 of the Act.

Psychoactive Substance
Has the meaning given in Section 9 of the Act.

Retail Premises
Means premises for which a licence to sell approved products by retail has been granted.

Sell
Includes every method of disposition for valuable consideration, for example:
a) offering or attempting to sell or giving in possession for sale, or exposing, sending, or
delivering for sale, or causing or allowing to be sold, offered, or exposed for sale;
b) retailing;
c) wholesaling and sale and sold have corresponding meanings.

Sensitive Site
Includes:
a) any community facility including library, museum, community hall, recreational facility,
marae or place of worship;
b) any school, kindergarten, childcare centre, or other educational institution;
c) any premises occupied by a social welfare agency such as Work and Income, Salvation Army,
Food Bank, or similar agency;
d) Any medical centre, medical practice, or health facility.

Local Approved Products Policy - 3 Qo '
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Central Hawke’s Bay District Council

The Act
Means the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013.

Location of Retail Premises from which approved product may be sold.

The location of retail premises from which approved products may be sold is restricted by this policy
to the Business Zone 1 as set out Schedule 1 and 2.

Retail premises must be located within the business zone 1 identified in the Central Hawke’s Bay
District Plan and are restricted to the areas to comply withthe proximity requirements to other
retail premises and sensitive sites.

Location of Retail Premises in relation to other retail premises from whichapproved products
are sold.

Retail premises from which approved products may be sold are not permitted within a 300 metre
radius of another retail premises from which approved products may be sold.

Location of Retail Premises in relation to premises or facilities of a particularkind.

Retail premises from which approved products may be sold are not permitted within a 100 metre
radius of a sensitive site.

Policy Review
This policy will be reviewed:
i. every five (5) years as required by the Psychoactive Substances Act 2013; or
ii. at the request of Council; or
iii. in response to legislative requirements; or
iv. in response to any issues that may arise.

Local Approved Products Policy - 3 Qo '
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Schedule 1 — Waipukurau Business Zone

Local Approved Products Policy - 3 ONno '
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Central Hawke's Bay District Council

Schedule 2 — Waipawa Business Zone
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LGNZ.

Te Kahui Kaunihera 6 Aotearoa.

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.





We are.
LGNZ.

Te Kahui Kaunihera 6 Aotearoa.
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.

o 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.

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

o 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.



https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/topic-based-plans-strategies/environmental-plans-strategies/Pages/urban-ngahere-forest-strategy.aspx

https://www.knowledgeauckland.org.nz/publications/auckland-s-urban-forest-canopy-cover-state-and-change-2013-20162018-revised-april-2021/
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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, hapd, iwi, whanau, 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.



https://infocouncil.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/Open/2020/07/ECC_20200721_AGN_9847_AT_WEB.htm
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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.





We are.
LGNZ.

Te Kahui Kaunihera 6 Aotearoa.

Attachment A

Auckland Unitary Plan’s Notable Tree Schedule (Schedule 10)
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Memorandum 7 August 2020

To:

Planning Committee, Environment and Climate Change Committee
and Local Board Chairs

Subject: The current costs of adding trees to the Auckland Unitary Plan’s

Notable Tree Schedule (Schedule 10)

From: Teuila Young, Planner, Auckland-wide Unit, Plans & Places

Contact information:  teuila.young@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz

Purpose

This purpose of this memo is to provide you information about the approximate current costs,
timeframes and processes associated with adding trees to the Auckland Unitary Plan, Schedule 10
Notable Trees Schedule. It identifies possible efficiencies to reduce these costs. It also advises on
interim changes to our website.

Summary

The costs to council of adding trees into the schedule of notable trees have been calculated at
$1484.00 per tree. This reflects the process steps and expertise required to support the plan
change process necessary to enable the addition to trees into Schedule 10 of the Auckland
Unitary Plan.

Possible methods for achieving cost efficiencies to this process have been considered however
the costs will still remain largely unchanged.

Officers remain on track to report on this matter to Committee later this year so that
consideration can be given to the timing of a full review of Schedule 10 in the context of
resource constraints and priorities.

The council website will be updated to alert people to the fact that the nomination of a tree for
protection does not automatically protect a tree and that a plan change is needed for this to
occur. The website will then be updated again later this year once direction is received from
Committee on the timing of a plan change to review Schedule 10.

Context

1.

At the Environment and Climate Change Committee meeting on 21 July 2020, you requested a
memo about the estimated $1500 cost for each tree included within the Auckland Unitary Plan
(AUP).

Prior to the creation of the AUP, each legacy council had its own schedule which listed
heritage/notable trees or groups of trees. These were evaluated using different sets of criteria
(depending on the council involved) at the time that they were included in the legacy district
plans. As part of the development of the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) these
schedules were consolidated. 519 submissions were received seeking additions to the PAUP
schedule and 60 submissions were received seeking deletions.

The decisions council made in response to the recommendations from the Independent
Hearings Panel (IHP) added several trees to Schedule 10 and several trees were removed.

The PAUP submissions seeking additions to Schedule 10 remain in a database along with new
nominations received since 2016 for trees to be added to the schedule. As at 5 August 2020, a
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further 68 unsolicited nominations for trees to be added to the Schedule have been received.
These are proposed to be considered as part of a future plan change process for additions to
Schedule 10.

5.  Since the AUP became operative, Schedule 10 has been amended once via plan change 29
(PC29). This only included correcting errors such as mapping (e.g. tree identification is mapped
at the wrong location), incorrect information in the Schedule (e.g. address and/or legal
description is incorrect, the number of trees is missing/incorrect, the botanical and/or common
names are incorrect or do not align), or items missing from the schedule or included in error.
This process is currently ongoing and the hearing of submissions on PC29 is scheduled for 18
September 2020.

6.  Atthe time PC29 was approved for notification by the Planning Committee, it was resolved that
nominations for additions and/or removal of trees do not form part of the plan change process.

7. Subsequently the Environment and Climate Change Committee noted (resolution ECC/2020/30)
that staff will consider the timing of a full review of Schedule 10 — Notable Trees in the context of
resourcing constraints and priorities and report back to Planning Committee.

Process, timeframes and cost

8. It is difficult to quantify the cost of scheduling trees because there are many contributing factors.
For the purpose of this exercise it has been necessary to make some key assumptions. These
are outlined below:

* The scope of any potential future plan change is limited to additions of new trees to
Schedule 10 and excludes the re-evaluation of existing listings.

¢ There are no duplications in the 587 nominations.

e The 587 nominations are all individual trees and there are no groups of trees proposed
to be evaluated or scheduled through this process as this would increase the
timeframes and resources associate with a future plan change. All 587 nominations
would be evaluated and proceed through a plan change.

¢ Council would not be publicly calling for new nominations as part of this process, as
timeframes and resources would correspondingly increase.

+ Required Plans & Places staff and specialists have available capacity to complete this
work. This assumption relies on the ability to recruit to the Heritage Arborist vacancy
given Emergency Budget constraints.

¢ That arboricultural consultants can be used to backfill the Heritage Arborist roles so they
can undertake the review and assist where required.

e Calculations are limited to the 587 items’ for consideration. If many new nominations for
both additions and removals were considered as part of this process, timeframes and
resources would correspondingly increase.

¢ Staff costs are taken from the mid-point of each role's salary band.

9. Based on the information provided in Attachment A, coupled with the assumptions applied to the
data, the current cost to schedule 587 trees is $871,000 (including ongoing Schedule
maintenance costs for up to 12 months — this includes input on consents, monitoring conditions,
attendance at notified hearings). It is estimated that from start (Step 2) to finish (Step 6), the
process of adding trees to Schedule 10 and making the plan change operative would take
between 34 to 42 months. Based on this information, the estimated average cost of scheduling

' 519 additions to the schedule were requested through the PAUP process and 68 nominations for additions
have been received since 2016
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10.

11.

12.

a single tree is currently $1484.00. It is important to note, that it would be both cost and time
efficient if additions to Schedule 10 occurred by evaluating large batches of tree nominations at
once rather than individually and the cost of scheduling “per tree” does not adequately reflect
the scale of the process.

Tree schedules are highly dynamic and are not as easily maintained as other AUP schedules
which are static (e.g. Outstanding Natural Landscapes Overlay Schedule, Outstanding Natural
Features Overlay Schedule) meaning that they fall further out of date over time. This is because
(given the large number of properties it affects) subdivision, development and consents for
removal/alteration as well as emergency works affect the description of listings on the Schedule.
Updates will therefore be required, and errors will still be identified from time to time given the
number of listings contained in the Schedule. To update Schedule 10 requires a plan change at
cost to the ratepayer and the larger the number of items on the Schedule the more complex a
maintenance plan change would have to be. These changes cannot be addressed through any
other process.

If the decision was made to invite submissions on trees that may merit inclusion in the
Schedule, this could precipitate a review of the current Schedule 10 listings. This would
substantially increase the cost and timeframe required to deliver the plan change (that initially
only sought to add trees) significantly. Given that a number of the current scheduled trees would
not meet the criteria under the AUP (i.e. weed species or damaged/dead tree) it is also possible
that the number of currently scheduled trees would be reduced. New nominations would also
not have immediate legal effect (ie no immediate protection) under s.86B of the RMA so those
trees would be under threat of removal until a decision on the plan change is publicly notified.

Potentially, there are two council grants available to assist with the ongoing maintenance of
notable trees on private property, the individual Local Board grants and Regional Historic
Heritage grant. However, the funding criteria for the Local Board grants is at their discretion and
may not include scheduled trees as a priority for funding. Funding is available for notable trees
under the Regional Historic Heritage grant however, it is important to note that this grant has
been oversubscribed.

Possible efficiencies

13.

Possible methods for achieving cost and time efficiencies for future additions to Schedule 10
have been considered below:

* Approaching other areas of council for assistance, such as Consents and Community
Facilities arborists to reduce the external cost for consultants. However, consultants
would still be required if the scope of the plan change extended beyond the addition of
587 existing nominations. The process would require the timeframes outlined in
paragraph @ above.

¢ Creating a system prioritising the 587 nominations by only considering against a single
criterion (as per the evaluation form found on page 11 of Attachment B). For example,
limiting evaluation out in the field to only those which have heritage significance as
indicated by the nominator. In terms of heritage specialist time these could be evaluated
in conjunction with other work being done on site. This approach could possibly create
cost and time savings in the evaluation of nominations stage when addressing heritage
significance. However, it would not affect the cost of the remaining steps in the schedule
1 process. Also, assessing trees against a single criterion would potentially not provide a
robust assessment and other criteria would need to be assessed moving forward and
thus the cost and time would be multiplied for each assessment criterion.

¢ Undertaking the work in tranches as opposed to one large plan change. This would still
require a process which may be inefficient as it would require several plan changes over
the course of several years and may likely be perceived as unfair in terms of which trees
are scheduled first when compared with other equally meritorious trees. The cost and
time of the process would be multiplied by the number of plan changes required to
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schedule the nominated trees. Piecemeal reviews may also not provide an opportunity to
be more strategic in addressing the unequal distribution of tree cover across the region.

* General tree protection. Currently the schedule protects an extremely small number of
trees in comparison to what general tree protection could. RMA reform Panel
recommendations are silent on the matter of general tree protection (and s76(4A)) and
whether the new system should specifically rule out the use of the general tree
protection district rule.

14. The costs per tree of scheduling will remain high even after the consideration of possible
efficiencies. As mentioned in paragraph 7, on 21 July 2020 the Environment and Climate
Change Committee resolved that a report on the full review of the Notable Trees Schedule 10
be provided to the Planning Committee. It is likely that that report will be taken to either the
October or November 2020 Planning Committee meetings. That report will provide a fuller
consideration of all alternatives alongside a full review of Schedule 10.

Current nomination webpage

15. Currently the Auckland Council website contains nomination information required to nominate a
tree or group of trees to be scheduled. It does not outline the timeframe it takes to complete this
process. It also does not state that trees or groups of trees are not given automatic protection
when they are nominated, though this information is provided in the guidance document
(Attachment B). Please see Attachment C for the current wording on the website. A interim
amendment is to be made to this wording to alert people to the delays between their
nominations being received and a change being made to the AUP (including the Hauraki Gulf
Islands District Plan). Longer term, once the Planning Committee resolve a way forward in
relation to the notable trees schedule, further changes to the text can be made to the website.

16. The following wording is proposed to be inserted on the webpage:

Please note that the nomination process does not afford automatic protection. Any new trees or
groups of trees nominated for inclusion to the schedule need to go through a full process under
the Resource Management Act via a Plan Change, and this is quite a significant process which
involves professional assessment and a public submission process. Any nominated tree or
groups of trees need to meet specific criteria for protection, which include features such as
botanical significance, amenity or historic value. There is currently no plan to initiate a plan
change that enables the public to nominate new trees for inclusion on the Schedule, although
there may a process like that in the future. Completing the nomination form would be a positive
course of action for you to take so that we have the details of the tree (or group of trees) on file
should a plan change to add trees to the Schedule of Notable Trees be commenced.

Next steps

17. Areport on afull review of Schedule 10 Notable Trees Schedule will be reported back to
Planning Committee in either October or November.

18. The Notable Trees web page will be updated to include wording which reflects the delay
between nominations of trees or groups of trees and scheduling. This change will be made by
the end of this month.

Attachments

Attachment A: Process, timeframes and cost of adding trees to Schedule 10 spreadsheet
Attachment B: Guidance for Nominating a Notable Tree for Evaluation

Attachment C: Current Auckland Council webpage regarding Notable Tree nominations

Attachment D: Resource consent fee schedule associated with Notable Trees
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Process, timeframes and cost of adding 587 trees to Schedule 10 Notable Trees

Timeframe Estimate +/- 2

Step Process months Explanation Staff resource required |Estimated cost +/- $1000
Currently a nomination can be made by
1 completing the nomination form and and
NA - administrative task which requires emailing it to the Plans and Places NA - administrative task which
Nomination minimal staff time Heritage Information team. requires minimal staff time NA
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.
2 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, Senior planner (0.5 FTE)
Evaluation of trees held in the desktop analysis of any existing Planner (0.5 FTE)
nomination database 6 - 10 months information available on file. 2 x Arborists (1.0 FTE) $203,000
Preparation of a plan change
Section 32 evaluation report Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
3 Scope Planner (0.5 FTE)
Reporting 3-4 months Arborist (0.2 FTE) $56,000
This cost of notification letters for 587
property owners and 587 residents at
$1.30 per letter comes to a total cost of
4 $1526. This cost is included in the total.
Evaluation of submissions on plan
Notification changes of this nature require significant
Submissions & further submissions amount of time as they often involves site
Evaluation of submissions and any visits and in-depth desktop analysis in Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
supporting information provided by order to determine the accuracy of Planner (0.5 FTE)
submitters in relation to nominated trees |16-18 months information provided in the submission. |2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) $327,000
Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
5 Mediation hearing, reporting, public Planner (0.5 FTE)
notification of decisions etc. 3-4 months 2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) $78,000
6 Appeal period (appeals to Environment Senior planner (0.8 FTE)
court, approval of plan change, make plan Planner (0.5 FTE)
change operative or operative in part) 6 months + 2 x arborists (0.5 FTE) $115,000
Maintenance and delivery of a larger
schedule (heritage inventory team,
7 arborist input, not just consents but also
monitoring conditions when arborist is Calculations are based on 12 months of
required on site to supervise, attendance maintenance and delivery. Arborist (0.8 FTE)
at notified hearings etc.) Ongoing Planner (0.1 FTE) $92,000
Total process cost $871,000
Cost per tree $1,484.00
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Nomination
Guidelines

These guidelinesoutlinetherequirementsfornominating
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
guidelinesto checkwhethernominationisappropriate,
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 TreeSchedule.

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 managementto 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
publicland (open space, reserves or streets) and to those
thatarenotalready scheduled as partofa 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 thetree.

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. Itis those
treesthat, 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 Scheduleis alist of significant
treesorgroupsoftreesinthe Aucklandregion. Inclusion
of a tree or group of trees in the Schedule means that:

+ Ithasbeenofficiallyrecognised bythe Auckland
Council as being a Notable Tree

* ltis protected by provisions in district or unitary
plans to ensure it is not damaged or destroyed

+ Itmaybeeligible forgrants and otherincentives.





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
(standalone), Negative factorsand Tree Specificfactors.

The special factor criteria are stand alone which means
that if a tree or group of trees meets any one criterion
thenitisdeemednotable. Thetree-specificcriteriarequire
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.

Boththe specialfactorand tree-specific criteriaare used
in combination to determine whether a tree or group of
treesis 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
accountthe potential negative effects ofthe tree. In
situations where negative effects occur then these must
be offsetagainst the benefits of protecting anotable
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
occurringandthe overallsignificance ofthetree. 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.






Special Factors (stand alone)

. 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 wellknown 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 orthe
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 speciesthatis 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

. Ecosystem service

Providescritical habitat fora 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

Hasanimportantroleindefiningthe communalidentity
and distinctiveness of the community through having
special symbolic, spiritual, commemorative, traditional
orother cultural value or represents important aspects
of collective memory, identity or remembrance, the
meanings of which should not be forgotten

Is alandmark, 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

Negative Effects

F. Negative effects

Arethere 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
arboriculturalorproperty management means?
Isthetreespecieslistedinthe Regional PestManagement
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)

. 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)

. 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

l. Size

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

. Visual contribution

Itmakesasignificantcontributiontothevisualcharacter
of an area or to the vista from elsewhere in Auckland





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 acollective

or functional unit through meeting at least one of the
following criteria: 1. Canopies touch; 2. Canopiesoverlap;
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 significantindigenous 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.
Thefinal decision over whetherto schedule anotabletree
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
thoseintowns, 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:

* Anytreeorgroups oftrees thathas been planted and
is less than 20 years old, other than in exceptional
circumstances

* Moveableorportabletreessuchasthosein planter
boxes.

* Any tree that cannot be accurately located or identified.

Priority will be given to trees nominated for inclusionin
Auckland’s schedule of Notable Trees that occur on the
property of the nominee orin a publicreserve. Detailed
nominations supported with good information will
have anincreased chance of being processed quickly for
acceptanceinto 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.





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 theform

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 informationif needed, and keep you
informed. We cannot accept anonymous nominations.

Section 2 (Address)
Weneedtoknowwherethetreeis. Ifitdoesn’thavea
street address, you can provide the legal description or
gridreference (usingNZTransverse Mercator coordinates).
Youcan 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)

Itis 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 (Treespecificandspecialfactorsand
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

Ifyouneed 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.



http://maps.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/

mailto:heritage@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz



Frequently Asked

Questions

Can | 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 totangatawhenua 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
publicuponrequest. Ifyouhave concernsaboutproviding
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
providedto, and held by Council as public records, is public
information and is subject to disclosure upon request
unlessthere are reasons why itshould notbe disclosed. If
you have concerns, you should refer to the relevant Acts,
and seek independent advice.

What if | 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
personneland resources. As wellas publicnominations,
the council identifies potentially significant trees
through its own work. All nominations receive an initial
appraisal. Thosethatare unlikelytomeetthe significance
thresholds or lack sufficient information will be assigned
a low priority or may not proceed. In some cases
nominatedtrees 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?

Electronicfilesare preferred. Original photographsor
documentsshouldbe scannedorcopied. Ifyouhavelarge
files (over 10MB)sendthemin parts orconvertthemto
smallerfile sizes (e.g. by converting them to PDF files) or
copy them onto a CD.

Can | protect my tree even if my tree is not
notable?

Ifyouhaveatreeandyouthinkitis specialbutis unlikely
to be scheduled as notable then there are alternatives to
enable it protection such as a private legal covenant.





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






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

Score

(see explanatory notes)
Age and health

Is notable because ofitsage (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)

Character and form

Is an exceptional example ofthe 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

Itis an exceptional size for the speciesin 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 YES NO

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 TotalControl

or Containment Plant or listed under the
Biosecurity Act 1993 as an Unwanted
Organism?

Comments






Scoring of tree specific factors

These scoring systems are to be used when evaluating atree againstthe tree-specificfactorsin Section 6 (see page 10).

Age and health

This scoring system should be used when assessing the

V'gdour Al 3 > 6 8 10 ageandhealthofatree. Itallowsfortreesthatareold
ar\ i 2 4 6 8 8 and healthy to score much more highly than trees that
WIS 2 4 6 6 7 are either unhealthy or young. The degree of vigour and
2 4 4 5 5 vitality for any tree is assessed given the age of the tree.
Low 5 5 > 3 3 Therefore, a tree that is over 100 years old and showing
Y a0 Iz = - 6 high vigour and vitality, for a tree that age, will score a
gein | < - - - > 10
Years 60 80 100
Character or form
Not exceptional This scoring system should be used when assessing the
c P o locall = characterorform of atree. It allows fortrees thatare
xcep !ona exampre .oca y exceptional examples at two spatial scales (from local to
Exceptional example in Auckland | 10 Auckland-wide) to score more highly than trees that are
regarded as normal.
Size
Average size for the species in this| 0 This scoring system should be used when assessing the
location size of a tree (including height, girth and lateral spread).
e — e e Itallows for trees that are larger than would be expected
25% larger) (on average) for a particular location to be scored more
(o)
ET—— — T highly than trees that are at, or close to (or below), their
ubstantially greater than average .
average height.
size (>25% larger) & &
Visual contribution
In backyard or gully 2 e.g. fewer than This scoring system should be used when assessing the
100 people see the visual contribution of a tree. It allows for trees that are
tree daily seen by more people on a daily basis to score more
highly than trees that are rarely seen.
Local park/community/ |5 e.g. between 100 |gy v
beside minor road or and 5000 people
feeder road/catchment see the treedaily
Main Road/motorway or | 10 e.g. more than
higly visible landform 5000 people see
the tree daily






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

Isassociatedwithorcommemoratesan historicevent
(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 alocal historic feature and now
forms a significant part of that feature

Scientific

Is the only example of the speciesin 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 rarein 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
populatione.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 animportantrole 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

Isalandmark, ormarkerthatthe 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






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.






Guidelines fornotable tree evaluation

To find out the criteria for evaluating the importance of trees and their level of significance, see the Guidelines
for nominating a notable tree for evaluation document.

You could ask your local board, bota nical society or another community group to help you with the nomination,
or to make it on your behalf.

@Guidelines for Nominating a NotableTreefor Evaluation

PDFdownload1.6 MB

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

Howtonominate a notable tree forevaluation

- 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.govi.nz.

@Guidelines for Nominating aNotableTreefor Evaluation

PDF do wnlo ad 1.6 MB



mailto:heritage@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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Fees and charges
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fees and charges
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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, ifany 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.

(\






Building consent fees

Type
Pre-application

meeting

All other building
applications

Amended plans

Code Compliance
Certificate (CCC)

Certificate of
Acceptance

Building application

Building inspections "

Description

Pre-application: standard

Pre-application: complex

Project value up to $4,999

Project value $5,000-$19,999
Project value $20,000-$99,999
Project value $100,000-$499,999
Project value $500,000-$999,999

Project value $1,000,000
and over

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

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

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

Project value up to $19,999

Project value $20,000 and over

Project value up to $19,999

Note: Prosecution and Infringements
may also apply for work undertaken
without consent

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

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

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

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

Base Fee/ Processing

Fixed Fee*

$311*

$311
$790*

$200

$595
$1,200

$2,000

deposit

$1,200
$2,000
$3,200
$5,000
$7,200

$400

$700

$1,200

$1,309

$2,726

Inspection
deposit

$340

$680
$850
$1,530
$2,040
$2,550

$170

$170

Based on
project
value

Based on
project
value

$170

$311

$311
$1,130

$1,880
$2,850
$4,730
$7,040
$9,750

$400

$700

$1,200

$200

$595
$1,370

$2,170

$1,309

$2,726

$170





Building consent fees

Type

Building inspections-
same day
cancellation

Fire engineering
briefs (new)

LINZ registration
(Land Information
New Zealand)

Solid fuel heating
appliances (fee per
appliance)

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

Injected wall
applications

Temporary structures

Exemption

Minor Plumbing

Minor Alteration
for structural
engineering design

Description

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

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

Where land is subject to natural
hazards,or whenbuildingisacross
more than onelot

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

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

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

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

Ifinstalled by a person who is not
anapprovedinstaller ** (plusone
inspection fee payable at time of
application)

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

If installed by a person who is not
anapprovedinstaller ** (plusone
inspection fee payable at time of
application)

Application for a temporary structure

Application for exemption from
building consent requirements base
charge

Minor plumbing with a producer
statementwherevalue of workis less
than $5,000

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

Base Fee/ = Processing
Fixed Fee*

$170*

$311

$377*

$280*

$280*

$280*

$295*

$295*

$280*

$280*

$470
$440

$295*

$245

deposit deposit

$170

$170

$170

$170

$170

Inspection

$170

$311

$377

$280

$450

$450

$295

$465

$280

$450

$470
$440

$295

$415





Building consent fees

Base Fee/  Processing  Inspection
Fixed Fee* Deposit Deposit

Type Description S

Application to separate a historic $548 $548
building consent that relates to two
or more buildings on the same site

Separation

Project Information
Memorandum (PIM)

Filing fee

Extensions of time

Lapsing
Refusing

Waiver

Issuing compliance
schedule

Building Warrant of
Fitness (BWOF)

Independent
Qualified Person
(IQP) Register

Notice to fix

Certificate for Public
Use (CPU)

Issuing consent
report

(per application)

Issuing Project Information
Memorandum

Receiving third party reports or
any otherinformationto placeona
propertyfileattheowner’srequest,
or Schedule 1 exemption filing

Extension of time to commence
building work under a building
consent

Lapsing of building consent

Refusing of building consent

Building consent subject to waiver
or modification of building code

‘ Base charge
Additional charge per specified

system

Amendment to compliance
schedule base charge

Annual Renewal

‘ Advisory inspection
BWOF Audit

Registration costs for IQP

Registration renewal for IQP (3 yearly)

‘ Issuing notice to fix

Certificate

‘ Extension of time for CPU

Weekly (annual subscription)

‘ Monthly (annual subscription)

Single request (monthly or weekly

report)

$445

$253*

$150*

$167
‘ $165
$300

$125
$30

$110

$150

$124
$345*

$195*
- $262°
$520

‘ $244‘
$1,595*

‘ $765*
$150%

$445

$253

$150

$167
‘ $165
$300

$125
$30

$110

$150

$170‘ $170
$124
$345

$195
s
$520

‘ $244
$1,595

‘ $765
$150





Building consent fees

Type Description Base Fee/ | Processing | Inspection
Fixed Fee*  Deposit Deposit

Title Search ' Record of Title - $s0* 880
Alcohol licensing Certificate that proposed use of $990 $990
building and premises meets requirements
planning certificate | of building code and Resource
Management Act
Construction of Vehicle crossing permit (application $340 $340
vehicle crossings processing and inspection)
Producer statement | Registration as a producer $345* $345
author register statement author
‘ Renewal of registration (3 yearly) ‘ $200* ‘ $200*
Swimming/spa Swimming/spa pool inspection (each)|  $132* $132
pool compliance
inspection
‘ Owner sends photo ‘ S65* ‘ $65
Independently Qualified Pool $66* $66
Inspectors (IQPI) record —
administration of IQPI records
Industrial cooling Industrial cooling towers $175* $175
tower registration
Industrial cooling towers inspection $170 $170
‘ Industrial cooling towers renewal ‘ $112* ‘ $112
Earthquake Prone Extension of time to complete $148* $148
Buildings seismic work on certain heritage
buildings or part of
Exemption from the requirement $350* $350
to carry out seismic work on the
building or part of the building

" Please refer to notes section for more information.

*  Allfixed fees non-refundable and no additional charges will be applied.

** Installer must be listed on Auckland Council's producer statement authors register.
¢ Allfees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

¢ Allbase chargesare non-refundable and additional charges may apply and will be based
on the actual processing and inspection time that occurs for the specific application.

¢ Fordeposits, actual costsfor each application will be determined based on the processing
and/orinspection hoursthat occurforthe application. Additional charges may apply based
on the actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.










Resource management and other lodgement fees

Type Description Deposit
Pre-application Resource Consent appraisal $505"
Land use Residential land use (infringing development standards) $4,000
Non-residential $4,500
Exemptionsand approvals underthe Auckland Council Signage $1,490*
Bylaw
Waiver of outline plan $500
Treeworks (excludes pruningorto undertake works withinthe $600*

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

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 $1,100

to subdivisions e.g. cancellation of easements

Combination Multiple/bundle applicationsfor any combinationof two or $9,500
more: land use, subdivision or regional consent

Regional Coastal structures, activities and occupation $7,000

Discharge of stormwater, domestic wastewateror 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 contaminantsto air

Other Variationor cancellationunderRMAs127 ors221, $5,000
review of conditions
Certificate for completion; certificate of compliance; existing $1,500
use; outline plan; extension of lapse date
Drill or alter a bore $600
Deemed Permitted Boundary Activity; Forestry Permitted $500
Activity
Permitted Activity review - review of any proposal or query to $250

determineif it is a permitted activity
Consent transfer or consent surrender $229*

s357 Objection hearing deposit $1,500





Resource management and other lodgement fees

Description Deposit
Notified Fully notified $20,000
Limited notified $10,000
Hearing (where complex a higher deposit will be required) $3,000
Treeworks (excludes pruningorto undertake works within $1,000*

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

Monitoring Dairy Farm monitoring inspection deposit. $170
Actual charges are calculated on the inspection time and

hourly rate(s).

All other monitoring activity: base fee applied on $170**
application approval

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

Notice of requirement Pre-application appraisal $500°
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) S765*
Single request (monthly or weekly report) $150*

" Please referto 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
monitoringinspections. Additionalwork overand abovethe base fee willbe charged perhour.

¢+ Allfees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

¢+ Fordeposits, actual costsforeach application willbe determined based on the processingand/
orinspection hoursthatoccurforthe application. Additional charges may apply based on the
actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.






Regulatory Engineering lodgement deposits
Consents may require further charges that exceed the initial lodgement deposit**

Type Description Deposit

Engineering Majorengineeringapprovalfor new publicinfrastructureassetsand $2,500
enabling works; Section 181 and 460 LGA applications requiring
access to adjoiningland

Minor engineeringworks—common access ways, new stormwater $600
connections and activities over public stormwater pipes

¢ Allfees and deposits must be paid at lodgement.

¢ Fordeposits, actual costsfor each application will be determined based on the processing
and/orinspection hoursthat occurforthe application. Additional charges may apply based
on the actual processing and inspection time spent on the application.

Hourly rates"

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

Technical Level 2 Building—Residential 2,3 and all Commercial, Planning, Engineering, $197.40
Monitoring, other —Senior, Intermediate, Principal, Team leader

Technical Level 1 Planning, Subdivision, Urban design, Compliance, Monitoring, $169.80
Investigation, Environmental health, Licensing, Building—Residential
1, other
Administration Administration (all areas) S111
Note:

1. The particular technical hourly rate level is determined by staff competency levels.

2. Position titles vary across Auckland Council.

3. Wherethe 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,  Wherethe costofthe external resource involved exceed the Auckland Council rates,
it will be charged at cost.

5. Externalresources may be engagedto address either expertise or capacity thatis not
available internally.

6. Forguidanceonthe Building Consent definitionsfor Residentialand Commercial please
refer to the following link: Residential and Commercial Consent



https://www.building.govt.nz/building-officials/national-bca-competency-assessment-system/national-bca-competency-assessment-system-levels/#jumpto-residential-1



Accreditation levy

Base Fee

Building inspection

Building research levy

Contaminated land site
enquiries

Compliance monitoring
inspections

Deposits

Fee changes

Financial and development
contributions

Fixed Fee

An accreditation levy is payable on all building consents to cover the
council's costs of meetingthe 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.

Abasefeeis the minimum fee which will be charged foran

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

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
refusalinspection. Ifaninspection has taken longerthan 45 minutes,
additional charges apply.

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

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 correspondingfiles. The fee varies, depending
onthetime spenton collating the information. The feeis charged upon
the completion of a response letter to the party making the enquiry.

A non-refundable base fee will be charged for resource consent
monitoringinspections. Additional work overand above the base fee
will be charged perhour.

+ Theprocessingdepositandtheinspectiondepositare payablewhen
theapplication/servicerequestislodged. The depositisan upfront
payment for the processing and inspection time that will occur.

¢ Actual costs will be determined based on the processing and
inspection hoursthat the Council spends. The original deposit will be
creditedagainsttheactual chargestoarrive ata refundoradditional
fees topay.

¢ Interiminvoicesmay be also issuedthrough the life of the application.

+ Forcomplexandsignificantapplications (including hearingdeposits) if
specialistinputis needed or the applicant has significant outstanding
fees, the council may require a higher deposit payment before
proceeding. This will be discussed with the applicantin advance.

Feesandchargesmaychange.Pleasecheckourwebsiteaucklandcouncil.
govt.nz or your nearest service centre for up to date information.

Financialand/ordevelopmentcontributionsmaybe payableinadditionto
theconsentprocessingcharges.Pleaserefertothedevelopmentorfinancial
contributions policy and relevantdistrict plan foryour development.

Afixedfeeistheamountchargedforanapplication/service.
Afixedfeeis:

+ non-refundable

+ no additional charges will be applied
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Hearings

Hourly rates

Ministry of Business
Innovation & Employment
(MBIE) Levy

Other services

Private plan change
pre-application appraisal

Resource consent
pre-application appraisal

Value of work

The hearing depositfee is payable priorto 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 hearingcommissioner(s).

The hourly rates displayed in the hourly rates table above apply to all
services including private plan changes and notices of requirement.
Wherethe 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.
Externalresources may be engagedto address either expertise or
capacity that is not available internally.

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 will be charged at cost.
Where Auckland Council committee members are engaged, fairand
reasonable costs will berecovered.

The initial pre-application meeting will be free of charge.
Adepositis requiredto coverall subsequent pre-application meetings.
Planning and other specialists will be charged per hour as required.

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

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.






LIMreports—residentialand Standard service (10 working days)
non residential

Urgentservice—whereserviceisavailable
(three working days)

LIM reports — additional copies  Copy of LIM at the time of purchase of original LIM
Property information Property file online: standard (10 working days)*
Property file online: urgent (three working days)*

Hard copy propertyfile viewing (where service is
available)

Electronic propertyfile viewing (whereserviceis
available)

Maps, reports Building consent status report per property
and certificates

Site remediation report

Soil reports

Private drainage plan

Valuations certified copy

Building inspection report

Site consent summary

Copy of Code Compliance Certificate (CCC)
Copy of Building Warrant of Fitness (BWOF)
Combined public drainage and contour map
GIS maps (including aerial maps): A4

GIS maps (including aerial maps): A3
District plan: zoning/designation maps

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

Courier charges Courier charges will be charged at cost

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

Note:
AO0/A1/A2 size printing/photocopying may not be available at all service centres.

$307

$415

$13
$64
$96
$33

$23

$13

$13
$13
$13
$13
$13
$13
$13
$13
$56
$10
$13
$13
$1.50
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9 April 2019

Hon David Parker
Minister for the Environment

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

Téena 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, | have received correspondence raising concerns about urban tree loss in Auckland and
about the protection of trees under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). | 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, Mangere Bridge, Mangere 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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.

| 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. |
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



https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/topic-based-plans-strategies/environmental-plans-strategies/Documents/urban-ngahere-forest-strategy.pdf



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

Some key findings of the 2013 LIiDAR 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).
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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.

Total Canopy Cover

. Privately owned land 60%
. Auckland Council parkland 7%
. Road corridors 9%

. Other public land (e.g. schools) 23%

Figure 3. Proportion of urban forest canopy on different land ownership types.





Percentage of urban ngahere across different height classes

3to5m 510 10m 1010 15m 1510 20m 2010 30m 30+
Helght (metres)

Figure 4. Percentage of urban ngahere across different height classes.





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, Mangere
Bridge, Mangere 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, Mangere Bridge, Mangere 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.





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.

Year % change
Suburb 2013 | 2016 ¢
Mellons Bay 23% 24% +1%
Howick 16% 17% +1%
Mangere Bridge 11% 12% +1%
Mangere 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 Mangere East and Mangere
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 (])cf 2013 tree canopy Z/Z)\glzlrn(g;::(;hlocnaggi)g
cover from 2013 to 2016 area) from 2013 to 2016
Mellons Bay 20% 24%
Howick 24% 30%
Mangere Bridge 16% 29%
Mangere 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.






Appendix 3: Tree loss in the Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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 Waitemata 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.





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&




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 inisters.qovt.nz

Téna 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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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; Manawatu District
Council; Ruapehu District Council; Whakatane 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 Tairawhiti 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.
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(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.
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(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.
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(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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| CARBON RETURNS REFLECTING CCC ADVICE FOR 2021-2030-2050
Price forecast Sensitivityto | Price forecast Sensitivity Price forecast Sensitivity 2031- | Price forecast Sensitivity 2051-

NSA/ha Today's Carbon Price 2024 20252030 2050 2000

100 $39.00 15.8% 11.40% 2.95% -10.0%
Age ¥r Total NZU Forecast NZUfValue Anewial Carlion Return/ha/Carbon

Income
1 2022 | 50.00 $45.14 $2,257.13 $22.57
2 2023 250.00 $52.25 $13,063.11 $130.63
3 2024 600.00 $60.48 $36,289.32 A $362.89
4 2025 2500.00 $70.01 $175,020.38 v $1,750.20
5 2026 3136.15 $81.03 $254,135.86 E S $2,541.36
6 2027 3983.62 $93.80 $373,653.46 R Y $3,736.53
7 2028 5396.10 $108.57 $585,856.87 S $5,858.57
8 | 2029 | 553619 $125.67 $695,735.21 . T . 5po5735 |
9 2030 2777.18 $140.00 $388,796.04 < E | 53,887.96
10 2031 3411.63 $144.13 $491,706.44 ! M $4,917.06
11 2032 3780.23 $148.38 $560,904.91 N $5,609.05
12 2033 4047.57 $152.76 $618,288.79 G $6,182.89
13 2034 4205.94 $157.26 $661,433.52 $6,614.34
14 2035 | 4315.88 $161.90 $698,745.93| $6,987.46
15 | 2036 | 438368 | $166.68 | $730,659.28  $7,306.59
16 2037 4418.15 $171.59 $758,128.78 $7,581.29
$7,824,970.21

17 2038 4417.03 $176.66 $780,295.19 $7,802.95

(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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Paired property valuations (per hectare) -Gisborne Region
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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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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; Whakatane District Council; and Opotiki
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



https://www.stuff.co.nz/waikato-times/news/124630995/younger-people-getting-more-active-in-local-government-initiatives-survey-reveals
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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 Maori 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.



https://revistas.rcaap.pt/sisyphus/article/view/3630/0

https://revistas.rcaap.pt/sisyphus/article/view/3630/0

https://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/id/eprint/42360/

https://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/id/eprint/42360/

https://www.ippr.org/publications/citizen-schools-learning-to-rebuild-democracy

https://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/The-New-Zealand-Curriculum/Social-sciences/Achievement-objectives#collapsible4

https://nzcurriculum.tki.org.nz/The-New-Zealand-Curriculum/Social-sciences/Achievement-objectives#collapsible4
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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.





We are.
LGNZ.

Te Kahui Kaunihera 6 Aotearoa.

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.
o 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: Maori 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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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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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 meet?.

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.

! https://www.workandincome.govt.nz/products/a-z-benefits/accommodation-supplement.html



http://www.workandincome.govt.nz/products/a-z-benefits/accommodation-supplement.html

http://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. Areview 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 future?.

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.gldc.govt.nz/community/population-and-demand



http://www.qldc.govt.nz/community/population-and-demand

http://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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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
Kainga 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; Waipa District Council,
Otorohanga District Council; Thames-Coromandel District Council; and
Hamilton City Council.

Background information and research

1. Nature of the issue

Consentium (an internal division of Kainga 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 Kdinga Ora is disestablished via a change in government or change in government approach
or if the Kainga 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

Kainga 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 Kainga 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 Kainga Ora/Sale of the Properties

There is a risk that due to a change in government or government approach that Kainga Ora
could be disestablished thereby taking Consentium with it; or could sell the properties.

If Kdinga 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 Kainga 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 Kainga 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.

Kainga 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, Kainga 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
Kainga 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. Inits 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 Kainga Ora is
disestablished, in favour of subsequent owners of Kainga Ora properties, covering any and all
liability Kainga 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: Manawat 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.





2.  Fly tipping

Remit:

Proposed by:

Supported by:

Recommendation:
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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.

Gisborne City Council

Hauraki District Council, Western Bay of Plenty District Council, New Plymouth
District Council, Hastings District Council, Manawatl District Council, Ruapehu
District Council, Napier City Council, Rotorua District Council, Whakatane District
Council, Wairoa District Council, Waikato District Council; and Whanganui District
Council.

That the remit is referred to the National Council for action

3. Maritime Rules

Remit:

Proposed by:
Supported by:

Recommendation:

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.

Northland Regional Council
Zone One

That the remit is referred to the National Council for action.

4. Alcohol Licencing for appeals

Remit:

Proposed by:
Supported by:

Recommendation:

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.

Whanganui District Council
Zone Three

That the remit is referred to the National Council for action.
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