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ORDER OF BUSINESS

PAGE
MEETING OPENING

Rance Stuart of the Salvation Army will open the meeting in prayer.

APOLOGIES

REQUESTS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Councillor Hilary Humphrey — 24 September 2020 and 20-22 October 2020
CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 6

Draft resolution

That the minutes of the Council meeting held 6 August 2020 and the
extraordinary Council meeting held 30 July 2020 be adopted as a true and
correct record.

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Notification from elected members of:

5.1 Any interests that may create a conflict with their role as an elected
member relating to the items of business for this meeting; and

5.2 Any interests in items in which they have a direct or indirect
pecuniary interest as provided for in the Local Authorities (Members’
Interests) Act 1968

PUBLIC FORUM

6.1 SANSON BACK STREETS

Del Parker and Sanson residents will be in attendance to speak to
Council about traffic issues on Sanson back streets.

6.2 JAMES BEARD
James Beard will be in attendance to speak to Council about
infrastructure.

PRESENTATIONS

There are no presentations scheduled for this meeting.

NOTIFICATION OF LATE ITEMS

Where an item is not on the agenda for a meeting, that item may be dealt
with at that meeting if:

8.1 The Council by resolution so decides; and

8.2 The Chairperson explains at the meeting at a time when it is open to
the public the reason why the item is not on the agenda, and the
reason why the discussion of the item cannot be delayed until a
subsequent meeting.
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11.

12.
13.

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

There were no recommendations from committees.

MINUTES OTHER COMMITTEES — FOR INFORMATION

10.1

10.2

NGA MANU TAIKO MANAWATU DISTRICT COUNCIL

Draft minutes of meeting held 11 August 2020.
AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE

Draft minutes of meeting held 13 August 2020.

OFFICER REPORTS

111

11.2

11.3

114

115

DRAFT CEMETERIES MANAGEMENT STRATEGY — ADOPTION FOR
CONSULTATION

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 3
August 2020.
STOCK MOVEMENT AND GRAZING BYLAW DELIBERATIONS REPORT
Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 1
August 2020.

MANGAWEKA BRIDGE REPLACEMENT TENDER AWARD
Report of the General Manager — Infrastructure dated 29 July 2020.
SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS 2021

Report of the General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory dated 14
July 2020.
MINUTES FROM COMMUNITY COMMITTEES

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 29
July 2020.

CONSIDERATION OF LATE ITEMS

PUBLIC EXCLUDED BUSINESS

COUNCI
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17
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23

26

88
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That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting,

namely:

a)
b)
c)
d)

Confirmation of minutes
Draft Minutes from Audit and Risk Committee for information
Manchester House — Request for Additional Funding

Three Waters Reform Memorandum of Understanding and Funding

Agreement

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

General subject of each
matter to be considered

a) Confirmation of
minutes re Council
Building Project —
Strengthening and
Modernisation Options
and Manawatu
Wastewater
Centralisation Project —
Mt Stewart to Awahuri
/ Feilding Road
Intersection.

b) Draft minutes from
Audit and Risk
Committee for
information

c¢) Manchester House —
Request for Additional
Funding

d) Three Waters Reform
Memorandum of
Understanding and
Funding Agreements

Reason for
resolution in
each matter

passing this
relation to

Section 7(2)(h) — enable any
local authority holding the
information to carry out,
without prejudice or
disadvantage, commercial
activities and Section 7(2)(i)
— Enable any local authority
holding the information to
carry on, without prejudice
or disadvantage,
negotiations (including
commercial and industrial
negotiations).

Section 7(2)(i) - enable any
local authority holding the
information to carry on,
without prejudice or
disadvantage, negotiations
(including commercial and
industrial negotiations).

Section 7(2)(a) — to protect
the privacy of natural
persons, including that of
deceased natural persons;
and Section 7(2)(f)(ii) — to
maintain  the effective
conduct of public affairs
through the protection of
such members, officers,
employees, and persons
from improper pressure or
harassment.

Section 7(2)(h) Enable any
local authority holding the
information to carry out,

without prejudice or
disadvantage, commercial
activities.

Grounds under Section
48(1) for the passing of this
resolution

Section 48(1)(a) - the public
conduct of the relevant part
of the proceedings would
be likely to result in a
disclosure of information
for which good reason for
withholding that
information would exist,
under Section 7 of the Local
Government Official
Information and Meetings
Act 1987.

As above

As above

As above

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

MEETING CLOSURE



MINUTES

EXTRAORDINARY MEETING TIME

COUNCIL

THURSDAY 30 JULY 2020 8:30 AM

Minutes of an Extraordinary Meeting of the Council held on Thursday 30 July 2020, commencing at
8:30am in the Manawatu District Council Chambers, 135 Manchester Street, Feilding.

PRESENT:

Mayor Helen Worboys
Cr Steve Bielski

Cr Stuart Campbell

Cr Shane Casey

Cr Michael Ford

Cr Heather Gee-Taylor
Cr Grant Hadfield

Cr Hilary Humphrey
Cr Phil Marsh

Cr Andrew Quarrie

(Chairperson)

Cr Alison Short
IN ATTENDANCE: Richard Templer
Shayne Harris
Hamish Waugh
Frances Smorti
Rebecca Bell
Catherine Knight
Allie Dunn
Steph Skinner
Jo Botha
Karel Boakes
Paul Greig
Andrew Royds
Chris McRae
Chris Wisnewski
Michael Hawker

MDC 20/345 MEETING OPENING

(Chief Executive)

(General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory)
(General Manager - Infrastructure)

(General Manager — People and Culture)
(Strategy Manager)

(Senior Policy Adviser)

(Governance Team Leader)

(Governance Officer)

(Maintenance and Operations Manager)
(Regulatory Manager)

(Compliance and Enforcement Team Leader)
(Compliance and Enforcement Officer)
(Compliance and Enforcement Officer)
(Alcohol Licensing and Monitoring Officer)
(Project Delivery Manager)

Her Worship the Mayor, Helen Worboys opened the meeting and welcomed members

of the public.
MDC 20/346 APOLOGIES

There were no apologies.

MDC 20/347 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

Cr Andrew Quarrie, Cr Steve Bielski, Her Worship the Mayor Helen Worboys, Cr Heather
Gee-Taylor and Cr Phil Marsh declared a general interest as farmers in relation to the

bylaw and policy being discussed.

MDC 20/348 HEARING OF WRITTEN AND ORAL SUBMISSIONS STOCK MOVEMENT AND

GRAZING BYLAW

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 17 June 2020
providing the Council with a copy of the written submissions received in relation to the
following draft Manawatd District Council Bylaws and Policy, and to enable those
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submitters who wished to be heard to present their views and verbally interact with the
Council:

e Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020
e Revocation of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015
e Stock Underpass Policy 2020

RESOLVED

That the Council receives the report on the Hearing of Written and Oral Submissions
on the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020, the revocation of Part 5 of the
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020 and
hears from the 19 submitters who have indicated that they wish to be heard.

Moved by: Her Worship the Mayor Helen Worboys
Seconded by: Councillor Michael Ford
CARRIED

SUBMISSION 055 — FEDERATED FARMERS, CORALEE MATENA

With Coralee Matena present, Mike Hoggard spoke on behalf of Federated Farmers
acknowledging the need for Regulations but expressed that all farmers had a common
law right to move stock on a road.

He voiced concerns regarding the proposed Traffic Management Plan and level of
Traffic Management in the current bylaw. He also discussed the proposed Stock
Underpass Bylaws and roadside grazing.

SUBMISSION 056 — RANGIWAHIA COMMUNITY COMMITTEE

Fiona Morton spoke on behalf of the Rangiwahia Community Committee, noting that
Federated Farmers had covered all their discussion points and she had nothing further
to add to their submission.

SUBMISSION 036 — ANDREW AND FIONA MORTON

Fiona Morton spoke to their submission regarding the Traffic Management Plan and the
incorrect cross-referencing of bylaws with other current Traffic Management Plans,
highlighting clauses 19.3 and 19.18. She requested the Traffic Management Plan be
removed entirely from the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw.

SUBMISSION 049 — KOHI LANDS LTD, SHELLEY DEW-HOPKINS

Shelley Dew-Hopkins advised they were happy with parts of the bylaw and advised
several clauses they were already doing. She noted stock movements were strictly
managed due to the large amount of traffic on roads surrounding their farm. They
supported a Traffic Management Plan if there was no intrusion for farming business,
noting they already coordinated with neighbours when moving stock. She pointed out
that stock droving was popular with visitors to the area being able to see this first hand,
taking photos and videos, and stopping to chat.
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SUBMISSION 031 — RICHWYN FARM LTD, SHELDON AND NICOLA MARTIN

Sheldon Martin talked about their submission highlighting that stock movements could
be up to ten times per day at busy farming times of the year and asked how Council
were going to process the permits Farmers would be requiring.

He noted that farmers in the area were already under pressure and did not need any
further compliance requirements. He felt that visitors/tourists to the area caused more
problems with droving stock by stopping in the wrong place to take photos.

Councillors asked the following questions to Submitters for general discussion:

How does current Traffic Management plan work - the functionality in practice for
farms.

Do stock crossing permits happen?

Are Stock numbers limited?

Insurance / public liability — how does this fit for Farmers?

Are fencing standards covered in farm Health and Safety plans?

How do public Cycle and Car rallies (eg: Targa) get relayed to farmers?

Could generic Traffic Management Plans for a set period work for farmers?

Do farmers read or use the current bylaw as it is?

Cost of installing a stock underpass?

Split purchasing of property with underpass already installed — who owns this?

SUBMISSION 041 - JAMES STEWART

James and Dave Stewart spoke to their submission noting they were generational
farmers with a split boundary between Palmerston North City and Manawatt District
Councils. They did not support a change and wanted to keep current provisions under
the existing bylaws. They were concerned consents/permits would come with costs.
Their farm Health and Safety Plan covered moving stock including the use of high
visibility vests and pilot vehicle flashing lights.

Their farm had an underpass and it worked well when used at various times through
the year. The Stewarts were concerned about the new Ring Road and the impact it
would have on their day-to-day farming operations and also supported the submission
made by Federated Farmers.

SUBMISSION 054 - MCDUNHAVEN DEER PARK, ANGELA MCINTYRE

Angela Mclntyre spoke to the submission for McDunhaven Deer Park and had
researched “Feilding” online pointing out that Feilding was known as a “Rural Farming
Community”. As examples she noted the Stock Sale Yards and the drover monument
outside the police station on Kimbolton Road as being iconic to Feilding and its farming
history.

She noted that during stock movement, she felt that the main problem was with vehicle
drivers and their “alertness, attention and reaction” to what was happening on the road
around them. She commented that beacon lights would not work on horses which were
used for moving their stock, and the Traffic Management Plan law change would not
work for smaller farms/blocks. Angela Mclntyre suggested farmers deserved a pat on
the back rather than more rules.
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SUBMISSION 067 — MCDUNHAVEN DEER PARK, ALEXANDER MCINTYRE
Alexander MclIntyre was unable to attend the hearing of submissions.
Councillors asked the following question to Submitters for general discussion:
e Logging Trucks — do they take notice of 8km traffic signage used by farmers?
The workshop adjourned at 9.29am and reconvened at 10.30am.
SUBMISSION 028 — DAVID SKIFFINGTON

David Skiffington spoke to his submissions noting he was a small-scale beef and dairy
farmer who used droving as a critical tool for his business. He spoke against the
proposed changes, saying that no problems existed and that the changes would be an
intrusion of unnecessary regulations and an enormous amount of work for council to
administer.

He noted he moved cattle on the roads with no issues, and said it was not practical to
know 10 days in advance for permits. As an example he mentioned Weather, animal
health, pasture and stock levels were all unpredictable and played a significant part in
stock movement.

He asked Council to look at Droving within the Manawati as an asset and part of the
history of the District.

SUBMISSION 032 - TONY AND LYNDA GRAY

Tony and Lynda Gray noted they had farmed in the Pohangina Valley for 15 years with
5 to 6 km of road separating their farm, which was on either side of the road. They
were looking for bylaws that were practical and said they often did not know 10 days in
advance, what their plans for moving stock would be. They said they have a Traffic
Management Plan in place as part of their farm Health and Safety Policy. They felt the
proposed bylaw was not practical and would unreasonably impact on them.

They noted they often had cycle races past their property with tourists stopping for
photo opportunities.

SUBMISSION 033 — LYNDON LAND CO, IAN WILLIAMSON

lan Williamson advised that the previous speakers had covered his discussion points,
which were that the proposed bylaw changes were unworkable, that they could not
100% forecast when they needed to move stock and the only option for his farm was
droving.

He was also uncertain why council wanted to know when farmers were droving stock.
SUBMISSION 034 — FORBES CAMERON

Forbes Cameron spoke in support of previous speakers’ comments and submissions. He
noted that their farm had a Health and Safety Policy in place, which covered a full Traffic
Management Plan. He noted that farmers required roads and bridges to be available
for moving stock. The requirement for 10 days’ notice prior to stock movements would
mean permits 364 days a year which was impractical. He noted that weekends in
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summer with heavier traffic movement on the roads meant stock movements were
done either early morning or late evening to mitigate any holdups to motorists.

SUBMISSION 038 — WESTVIEW FARMING PARTNERSHIP, SHANE CARROLL, NICOLA
SHADBOLT, MATTHEW CARROLL

Shane Carroll spoke on behalf of the Westview Farming Partnership, noting they had 33
years in farming, 14km of road fronting, 52 gates, with five farm blocks spread over
6000 acres.

He noted that droving saved the cost of truck movements. Their Traffic Management
Plan included a pilot vehicle and they had no issues with traffic. He believed the draft
bylaw was poorly planned. As an example he noted stock would not stay to the left
hand side of the road and cleaning effluent after droving was impractical.

He said that farming was unpredictable in general and a 10-day permit rule would be
prohibitive. He suggested Council consider an annual permit with a Traffic Management
Plan supplied in support.

SUBMISSION 073 — GRASSMERE DAIRY, MATHEW HOCKEN

Mathew Hocken spoke to his submission noting his farm was on Colyton Road with 130
years of farming history in dairying and droving stock. They did not see any problems
with the current bylaw and did not support the proposed bylaw changes. They had a
Traffic Management Plan in place and moved stock either early morning or late evening
when there was less traffic on the roads to reduce risk to animals and employees.

He said the proposed changes could add costs to business, extra time filling out permits
and paperwork which would also increase stress to busy farmers.

In conclusion he spoke about the historic nature of Stock Droving in Feilding, the
connections it provided and how it was the fabric of the Manawatl community.

Councillors asked the following questions to Submitters for general discussion:

e Areroad gates used?

e Stock Underpasses —what are submitters’ thoughts on their installation and use?

e What can we do to assist with Droving guidelines — Traffic Management in front
and back and the control of animals?

e What are the traffic volumes are you experiencing in your area?

e Do all farms have a Health and Safety Policy that includes a Traffic Management
plan?

e Could a generic Traffic Management plan cover several years?

Submitters expressed concern that the online submission form limited the space
available for them to type in.

SUBMISSION 030 — WARREN MUDFORD

Warren Mudford talked about Stock Underpasses and asked the question that if a farm
was sold to different buyers on either side of the road connected with an Underpass —
then who owned the Underpass.

10
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He noted there were costs for ongoing maintenance, which could be high and asked
whether it was council’s responsibility to maintain an underpass once completed. He
noted the Underpass subsidy was good, but suggested sealing the surrounding road
would be more appropriate.

He made comment regarding lifestyle owners needing to move stock down roads to
neighbouring farms with stockyards for stock pickup and drop off. He also noted
roadside grazing should only be directly outside the owners property.

Councillors asked the following question to Submitters for general discussion:

The new Underpass Bylaw was discussed covering Covenants on Ownership.

The meeting adjourned at 11.25am.

SUBMISSION 037 - ANDREW MACDONALD

Andrew MacDonald emailed his apologies as he was unable to attend in person for the
hearing of verbal submissions.

SUBMISSION 069 — PETER WELLS

Peter Wells emailed his apologies as he was unable to attend in person.
SUBMISSION 057 — RACHEL MCHARDY

Rachel McHardy did not attend the hearing of verbal submissions.
SUBMISSION 062 — KELLY BOLD

Kelly Bold did not attend the hearing of verbal submissions.

The meeting resumed at 12.05pm.

MDC 20/349 MEETING CLOSURE

The meeting was declared closed at 12.06pm.

11



MINUTES

MEETING

TIME

COUNCIL

THURSDAY 6 AUGUST 2020

8:31AM

Minutes of a meeting of the Council held on Thursday 6 August 2020, commencing at 8:31am in the
Manawati District Council Chambers, 135 Manchester Street, Feilding.

PRESENT: Mayor Helen Worboys
Cr Steve Bielski

Cr Stuart Campbell

Cr Shane Casey

Cr Michael Ford

Cr Heather Gee-Taylor
Cr Grant Hadfield

Cr Hilary Humphrey
Cr Phil Marsh

Cr Andrew Quarrie

Cr Alison Short

IN ATTENDANCE: Richard Templer
Shayne Harris
Hamish Waugh
Brent Limmer
Frances Smorti
Rebecca Bell
Ben Caldwell
Mathew Bayliss
Rarite Mataki
Carl Johnstone
Kirsten Pike
Adie Johansen
Allie Dunn
Steph Skinner

MDC 20/350 MEETING OPENING

(Chairperson)

(Chief Executive)

(General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory)
(General Manager - Infrastructure)

(General Manager — Community and Strategy)
(General Manager — People and Culture)
(Strategy Manager)

(Communications Officer)

(Community Facilities Manager)

(Principal Adviser — Maori)

(Parks and Property Team Leader)

(Parks and Property Officer - Legal and Planning)
(Library Services Manager)

(Governance Team Leader)

(Governance Officer)

Rarite Mataki opened the meeting with karakia.

MDC 20/351 APOLOGIES

There were no apologies.

MDC 20/352 REQUESTS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE

There were no requests for leave of absence.

MDC 20/353 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

RESOLVED

That the minutes of the Council meeting held 23 July 2020 be adopted as a true and

correct record.
Moved by:
Seconded by:

CARRIED

12
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MDC 20/354 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

MDC 20/355 PUBLIC FORUM

There were no requests for public forum.

MDC 20/356 PRESENTATION - MANAWATU DISTRICT RURAL CONNECTIVITY

Caitlin Metz of the Rural Connectivity Group attended via Zoom and provided an update
on the Rural Connectivity Project, which was tasked with providing broadband
connectivity in identified areas that did not already have that service available. She
noted that additional mobile coverage through the 4G network would be an added
benefit. She talked about the Crown targets for coverage that each site was required
to meet, ensuring that eligible end users could access broadband. She gave a
presentation that outlined the progress with sites within the Manawati-Whanganui
region, noting that of the five sites being developed within the Manawatu district, two
were live and operational, two were currently under construction, and one site was still
under lease negotiations. She spoke about the impact on the construction from the
Covid-19 lockdown. She outlined the 4G Voice Calling network and the process for
people to connect to that network through their service providers. She spoke about the
lessons learned to date and showed a map of the proposed coverage from the new
Rural Connectivity Group sites within the wider Manawati-Whanganui region.

Questions were asked about the following:

e  Feedback received from communities that their connectivity had not improved;
e  Provision of mobile coverage on the highway through Halcombe;

e  Provision of mobile coverage that extended to boats on the sea near
Tangimoana;

e  Consultation with community regarding placement of towers;
e  Whether there was a way to boost the signal at towers.

She undertook to take the feedback received to the Crown Infrastructure Partners and
also circulate a copy of the 4G Mobile Calling Fact Sheet to Councillors.

MDC 20/357 NOTIFICATION OF LATE ITEMS

There were no late items of business notified for consideration.

MDC 20/358 RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES

There were no recommendations from committees.

MDC 20/359 MINUTES OTHER COMMITTEES — FOR INFORMATION

There were no minutes from other committees for information.

MDC 20/360 DELIBERATIONS — DRAFT RESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Report of the General Manager —-Community and Strategy dated 29 May 2020 seeking
consideration of the oral and written submissions received on the draft Reserve

13
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Management Plans. It was noted that the updated draft of the Reserve Management
Plan would be brought to the 3 September 2020 Council meeting for adoption.

RESOLVED

That the Council having considered the information presented in the report of the
General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 29 May 2020 approves the draft
Reserve Management Plans being updated with the recommended amendments.

Moved by: Councillor Shane Casey
Seconded by: Councillor Steve Bielski
CARRIED
MDC 20/361 DELIBERATIONS — DRAFT WALKING AND CYCLING STRATEGY

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 12 June 2020 seeking
consideration of oral and written submissions received on the draft Walking and Cycling
Strategy. It was noted that the updated draft of the Walking and Cycling Strategy would
be brought to the 3 September 2020 Council meeting for adoption.

RESOLVED

That the Council having considered the information presented in the report of the
General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 12 June 2020 approves the draft
Walking and Cycling Strategy being updated with the recommended amendments.

Moved by: Councillor Michael Ford
Seconded by: Councillor Steve Bielski
CARRIED

MDC 20/362 LOCAL GOVERNMENT OFFICIAL INFORMATION AND MEETINGS ACT 1987
REQUESTS TO 23 JULY 2020

Report of the General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory dated 23 July 2020
presenting requests for information received by Council under the Local Government
Official Information and Meetings Act 1987.

Councillor Humphrey left the meeting at 9:39am and returned at 9:42am.
RESOLVED

That the report detailing the requests for information received under the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the month of July 2020
be received.

Moved by: Councillor Phil Marsh
Seconded by: Councillor Shane Casey

CARRIED

14
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MDC 20/363 CONSIDERATION OF LATE ITEMS

There were no late items notified for consideration.

MDC 20/364 PUBLIC EXCLUDED BUSINESS

RESOLVED

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this
meeting, namely:

a) Confirmation of minutes
b) Council Building Project — Strengthening and Modernisation Options
c) Manawatia Wastewater Centralisation Project — Mt Stewart to Awahuri /

Feilding Road Intersection

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

General subject of each
matter to be considered

a) Confirmation of
minutes re
recommendation
from Chief
Executive’s
Employment

Committee meeting

b) Council Building
Project -
Strengthening and
Modernisation
Options

Reason for passing this
resolution in relation to
each matter

Section 7(2)(a) - to
protect the privacy of
natural persons, including
that of deceased natural
persons.

Section 7(2)(h) — enable
any local authority
holding the information
to carry out, without
prejudice or
disadvantage, commercial
activities and Section
7(2)(i) — Enable any local
authority holding the
information to carry on,
without prejudice or
disadvantage,

15

Grounds under Section
48(1) for the passing of
this resolution

Section 48(1)(a) - the
public conduct of the

relevant part of the
proceedings would be
likely to result in a

disclosure of information
for which good reason for
withholding that
information would exist,
under Section 7 of the
Local Government Official
Information and Meetings
Act 1987.

As above
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negotiations  (including
commercial and industrial
negotiations).
c¢) Manawati Section 7(2)(h) — enable Asabove
Wastewater any local authority
Centralisation holding the information
Project — Mt Stewart to carry out, without
to Awahuri / Feilding prejudice or
Road Intersection disadvantage, commercial

activities.

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

Moved by: Councillor Michael Ford

Seconded by: Councillor Alison Short

CARRIED

The meeting went into public excluded session at 9:43am. For items MDC 20/365 to MDC 20/369 refer
to public excluded proceedings. The meeting returned to open session at 11:08am.

MDC 20/370 RESOLUTION CONFIRMED IN OPEN SESSION

The following public excluded resolution was confirmed in open session:

MDC 20/368 MANAWATU WASTEWATER CENTRALISATION PROJECT - MT

STEWART TO AWAHURI / FEILDING ROAD INTERSECTION

RESOLVED

That the Council awards the installation contract for the Wastewater
Centralisation Project Stage 1b - Mt Stewart to the Awahuri / Feilding Rd
intersection to Fulton Hogan Limited for One Million, Four Hundred and
Ninety Seven Thousand, Six Hundred and Twenty Eight Dollars and Sixty
Two Cents plus GST ($1,497,628.62 plus GST).

That the Council notes the contract includes a contingency figure of
$136,148.06 plus GST which will only be expended upon the prior written
authority of the Engineer to the Contract.

That the Council notes the intention to negotiate subsequent stages of the
installation contract for the Wastewater Centralisation Project with Fulton
Hogan Limited subject to satisfactory progress of Stage 1b and agreement
of appropriate commercial terms. The award of subsequent stages will
require Council resolution.

MDC 20/371 MEETING CLOSURE

The meeting was declared closed at 11:09am.
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NGA MINITI / MINUTES HUI / MEETING TE WA / TIME
NGA MANU TAIKO MANAWATU DISTRICT COUNCIL | TUESDAY 11 AUGUST 2020 6.00PM

Minutes of a meeting of the Council held on Tuesday 11 August 2020, scheduled at 6.00pm in the
Manawati District Council Chambers, 135 Manchester Street, Feilding.

KUA TAE MAI / PRESENT: Councillor Alison Short (Chairperson)
Her Worship the Mayor

Councillor Hilary Humphrey [INFORMATION ONLY]

Councillor Phil Marsh
Councillor Stuart Campbell

Makareta Casey Kauwhata Marae
NGA WHAKAPAHA / APOLOGIES: Kathryn Knowles Te lwa Marae
Oriana Paewai Aorangi Marae
Amiria Arapere Parewahawaha Marae
Kipa Arapere Poupatate Marae
Ted Devonshire Te Au
Manurere Devonshire Taumata O Te Ra Marae
IN ATTENDANCE: Councillor Grant Hadfield
Richard Templer Chief Executive
Brent Limmer General Manager — Community
and Strategy
Janine Hawthorn Community Development
Adviser
Rarite Mataki Kaitohu Aporei — Maori (Principal
Adviser — Maori)
Rebecca Bell Strategy Manager
Allie Dunn Governance Team Leader
Steph Skinner Governance Officer

NMT 20/051 MEETING LAPSE

The meeting lapsed for want of a quorum at 6.40pm.
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MINUTES
AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE

MEETING TIME
THURSDAY 13 AUGUST 2020 8:30AM

Minutes of a meeting of the Audit and Risk Committee held on Thursday 13 August 2020, commencing
at 8:30am in the Manawati District Council Chambers, 135 Manchester Street, Feilding.

PRESENT: Cr Stuart Campbell
Mayor Helen Worboys
Cr Grant Hadfield

Cr Hilary Humphrey

(Chairperson)

| INFORMATION ONLY |

LEAVE OF ABSENCE:

IN ATTENDANCE:

Cr Phil Marsh
Cr Alison Short
John Fowke

Cr Shane Casey
Cr Michael Ford

Richard Templer
Shayne Harris
Hamish Waugh
Frances Smorti
Brent Limmer
Nicola Ainscough
Sharon Gates
Emily Mullen
Allie Dunn
Michael Hawker
Amanda Calman
Mathew Bayliss
Cheryl Wright
Brook Rush

ARC 20/036 MEETING OPENING

(Chief Executive)

(General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory)
(General Manager — Infrastructure)

(General Manager — People and Culture)
(General Manager — Community and Strategy)
(Aquatic Services Manager)

(Aquatics Operations Supervisor)

(Aquatics Experience Representative)
(Governance Team Leader)

(Project Delivery Manager)

(Chief Financial Officer)

(Community Facilities Manager)

(Health and Safety Adviser)

(Safety and Wellbeing Officer)

The Chairperson declared the meeting open.

ARC 20/037 APOLOGIES

RESOLVED

That the apology for lateness from Mr John Fowke be accepted.

Moved by:
Seconded by:

CARRIED

Councillor Alison Short
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MINUTES MEETING TIME

AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE THURSDAY 13 AUGUST 2020 8:30AM

ARC 20/038

ARC 20/039

ARC 20/040

ARC 20/041

ARC 20/042

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
RESOLVED

That the minutes of the Audit and Risk Committee meeting held 14 May 2020 be
adopted as a true and correct record.

Moved by: Councillor Phil Marsh

Seconded by: Councillor Alison Short

CARRIED

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest.

NOTIFICATION OF LATE ITEMS

There were no late items notified for consideration.

PRESENTATION - HEALTH AND SAFETY DEEP DIVE — MAKINO AQUATIC CENTRE
The General Manager — People and Culture, Aquatic Services Manager and Aquatics
Operations Supervisor gave a presentation that outlined the committee’s due diligence
requirements, the site visit by elected members to the centre, the nature of operations,
key statistics, the worker representation on the Health and Safety Committee, the

overview of the risk process and the key risks for the Makino Aquatic Centre.

The purpose of the presentation was to allow for the Audit and Risk Committee to
assure itself that the management of the Makino Aquatic Centre were taking Health
and Safety matters seriously.

Feedback was provided on the deep dive process as follows:

° Opportunity to visit the locked balance tanks and chemical store during next
site visit;

° Include another opportunity to look at the dive pool; and

° Opportunity to talk directly with pool staff during next site visit.

KEY PROJECT REVIEWS — LESSONS 2020

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 28 July 2020
presenting a summary of the results of the latest round of Key Project Reviews and their
lessons.

RESOLVED

That the Audit and Risk Committee receives the report “Key Project Reviews - Lessons
2020”.
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AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE THURSDAY 13 AUGUST 2020 8:30AM

ARC 20/043

ARC 20/044

Moved by: Councillor Phil Marsh

Seconded by: Her Worship the Mayor

CARRIED

CORPORATE RISK REGISTER — RISK IDENTIFICATION UPDATE

Report of the General Manager — Community and Strategy dated 28 July 2020
presenting an update of the Manawatl District Council Corporate Risk Register
Database.

RESOLVED

That the Audit and Risk Committee receives the report “Corporate Risk Register — Risk
Identification Update”.

Moved by: Councillor Grant Hadfield

Seconded by: Councillor Hilary Humphrey

CARRIED

INTERIM MANAGEMENT REPORT FROM AUDIT NEW ZEALAND 2019-20

Report of the General Manager — Corporate and Regulatory dated 5 August 2020
presenting the Interim Management Report from Audit New Zealand for the 2019-20
year. It was noted the Government had provided an extension to audit timelines for
the Office of the Auditor General and extension to deadlines for Councils to adopt their
Annual Reports. The Manawatu District Council planned to work to its original timelines.

Councillor Humphrey left the meeting at 10:09am.
RESOLVED

That the Audit and Risk Committee receives the Interim Management Report from
Audit New Zealand for the 2019-20 financial year and notes the points raised within
the document, along with the management response.

Moved by: Her Worship the Mayor
Seconded by: Councillor Phil Marsh

CARRIED

The meeting adjourned at 10:11am and reconvened at 10:22am.

Mr John Fowke joined the meeting at 10:22am. Councillor Humphrey returned to the
meeting at 10:22am.
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MINUTES MEETING TIME

AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE THURSDAY 13 AUGUST 2020 8:30AM

ARC 20/045

ARC 20/046

ARC 20/047

ARC 20/048

ARC 20/049

HEALTH AND SAFETY REPORT FOR QUARTER TO 30 JUNE 2020

Report of the General Manager — People and Culture dated 5 August 2020 presenting
the Health and Safety quarterly report to 30 June 2020.

RESOLVED

That the Audit and Risk Committee notes the Health and Safety quarterly report to 30
June 2020.

Moved by: Councillor Phil Marsh
Seconded by: Councillor Alison Short
CARRIED

UPDATE ON INTERNAL AUDIT

There was no update provided.
CONSIDERATION OF LATE ITEMS

There were no late items notified for consideration.
NOTIFICATION OF ITEMS FOR NEXT MEETING
There were no items notified for next meeting.
PUBLIC EXCLUDED BUSINESS

RESOLVED

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this
meeting, namely:

a) Risk Appetite Statement — Review
That the general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded,
the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific

grounds under Section 48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and
Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:
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MINUTES MEETING TIME

AUDIT AND RISK COMMITTEE THURSDAY 13 AUGUST 2020 8:30AM
General subject of each Reason for passing this Grounds under Section
matter to be considered resolution in relation to 48(1) for the passing of

each matter this resolution
a) Risk Appetite Section 7(2)(i) Enable any  Section 48(1)(a) - the
Statement — Review local authority holding public conduct of the

the information to carry relevant part of the
on, without prejudice or proceedings would be

disadvantage, likely to resultin a
negotiations (including disclosure of information
commercial and industrial for which good reason for
negotiations). withholding that

information would exist,
under Section 7 of the
Local Government Official
Information and
Meetings Act 1987.

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

Moved by: Councillor Hilary Humphrey
Seconded by: Her Worship the Mayor
CARRIED

The meeting went into public excluded session at 10:25am . For items ARC 20/050 to ARC 20/052 refer
to public excluded proceedings. The meeting returned to open session at 10:51am.

ARC 20/053 MEETING CLOSURE

The meeting closed at 10:52am

22



MANAWATU

DISTRICT COUNCIL

ryy
7,7/\/\
Council

Meeting of 20 August 2020

Business Unit: Community and Strategy
Date Created: 03 August 2020

Adoption of Draft Cemeteries Management Strategy for Public
Consultation

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to present to Council the draft Cemeteries Management Strategy for
public consultation.

Significance of Decision

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is not triggered by matters discussed in this report.

Recommendations

1. That the Council receives the report on the draft Cemeteries Management Strategy for public
consultation.

2. That the Council adopts the draft Cemeteries Management Strategy for public consultation.

Report prepared by:
Brittney Evans
Corporate Projects Adviser

Approved for submission by:
Brent Limmer
General Manager - Community and Strategy
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1

1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

3.1

4.1

Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes

Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision:

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawati District — the best lifestyle in New Zealand

Manawatu District Manawatu Manawatu District | Manawatu District is Manawatu Manawata District
protects the natural District attracts | develops a broad connected via quality | District’s built Council is a
environment through | and retains economic base infrastructure, environment is customer-focussed
stewardship of the residents and | from its solid services and safe, resilient and efficient
District’s natural and | businesses. foundation in the technology. and attractive. organisation.
physical resources. primary sector.

v v v v
Background

The draft Cemetery Management Strategy sets out the Manawatia District Council’s vision,
goals and objectives for the eight Council-owned cemeteries within the District for the next 50
years. The eight Council-owned cemeteries in the District are located in: Feilding, Halcombe,
Kimbolton, Pohangina, Rangiwahia, Rongotea, Sandon and Waituna West.

The draft Cemetery Management Strategy reflects the need for a more coordinated and
strategic approach to the future of public cemeteries within the District.

The strategy differs from the Cemeteries Asset Management Plan 2021 — 2031, which has an
operational focus.

There are three privately administered cemeteries at Apiti, Kiwitea and Stanway, and many
local urupa. These have not been considered or included in this strategy as the Council does
not manage these cemeteries. However, if for any reason Council was to assume responsibility
for one of these cemeteries, management would be undertaken in-line with the Cemetery
Management Strategy.

In the course of preparing the draft strategy, meetings have been held with a number of key
stakeholders. Key findings from consultation so far has been used to form the proposed vision,
goals, objectives and actions. There were also a number of matters raised during stakeholder
meetings that were of an operational nature, and these will be considered in day to day
procedural protocols or in the Cemeteries Asset Management Plan, as opposed to in the
strategy.

Discussion and Options considered

The draft Cemeteries Management Strategy is attached to this report for reference.

Operational Implications

The implementation actions recommended by the strategy will be investigated and decided
upon as part of the development of the Long Term Plan 2021-31.

24



5.1

6.1

7.1

8.1

8.2

8.3

9.1

10

10.1

11

Financial implications

The corresponding expenditure of recommended implementation actions will also be
investigated and decided upon as part of the development of the Long Term Plan 2021-31.

Statutory Requirements

The Burial and Cremation Act 1964 requires that local authorities establish and maintain
cemeteries.

Delegations

The Council has the authority to adopt the draft Cemeteries Management Strategy for
consultation.

Consultation

The special consultative procedure is not a requirement for consultation on the draft
Cemeteries Management Strategy, however the strategy will be consulted on in accordance
with section 82 of the Local Government Act 2002 — ‘The Principles of Consultation.’

The consultation period for the draft Cemeteries Management Strategy will be from 21*
August — 18 September 2020. A date for hearings and deliberations will be decided on once
the submission period has closed.

During the consultation period, the draft strategy and submission forms will be publicised via

the Council website and social media. Key stakeholders involved in early strategy development
will be notified directly with information on the consultation period.

Cultural Considerations
Council’s Principal Adviser — Maori will seek feedback on Council-owned cemeteries and the

draft strategy from Nga Manu Taiko Manawati District Council members during the
consultation period.

Conclusion

The Cemeteries Management Strategy project team seek adoption of the draft Cemeteries
Management Strategy for public consultation between 21st August and 18th September 2020.

Attachments

° Draft Cemeteries Management Strategy
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Business Unit: Community and Strategy
Date Created: 1 August 2020

Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw Deliberations Report

Purpose

To consider oral and written submissions received on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw
and the Stock Underpass Policy.

Significance of Decision
The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is triggered by matters discussed in this report.

Section 156(1) of the Local Government Act 2002 requires that Council use the special consultative
procedure when making, amending or revoking a bylaw made under this Act if —

(i) The bylaw concerns a matter identified in the local authority’s policy under section 76AA
as being of significant interest to the public; or
(ii) If the local authority considers that there is, or is likely to be, a significant impact on the

public due to the proposed bylaw or changes to, or revocation of, the bylaw.

Council is satisfied that the bylaws and policy review meets the following significance criteria from
Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy:

The proposed bylaws and policy will affect a large number of residents or ratepayers, some
(such as Street Users and Freedom Campers) to a moderate degree;

e The proposed bylaws and policy will impact on present and future social, economic,
environmental and cultural well-being of the community;

e The likely impact, particularly in relation to the draft Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020, on Maori
and mana whenua cultural values and their relationship to land and water and taonga;

e Community interest is high; and
e There is potential for decisions on these bylaws to be controversial.
Given the significance of the decisions, Council has publicly notified the draft bylaws and the Stock

Underpass Policy in accordance with the special consultative procedure in section 83 of the Local
Government Act 2002.

Recommendations

That the Council considers the information presented in this report and determines whether the draft
Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass Bylaw be updated with the recommended
amendments in the table at 11.3 of this report. These recommendations are set out individually as
follows:
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1. Amend Appendix 2 to cite the New Zealand Transport Agency Code of Practice for Temporary
Traffic Management as the source of the diagram contained in Appendix 2.

2. Amend Appendix 2 to include an annotation clarifying that the stock shown being droved on
left-hand side of road is for diagrammatic purposes only, and there will be no requirement to
keep stock to the left-hand side of the road when droving.

3. Amend Clause 8.2(j) to read:

“All reasonable steps are taken to remove excessive Stock excrement from the Road after each
Stock movement”

4. Amend Clause 8.2(b) to read:

“Stock Droving occurs only during the Hours of Daylight and where when weather and light
conditions allow for visibility is greater than 100 metres”

5. Amend Clause 8.2(d) to read:

“The number of Stock in any one mob does not exceed 458 600 head of cattle or 2860 3,000
head of sheep”

6. Amend clause 8.2 (i) to read:
“Where Stock may-retbe are driven past Stock that are grazing-enelesed within an area of

Temporary Fencing on the roadside, all reasonable precautions should be taken to prevent
disturbance of Stock that are Roadside Grazing.”

7. Amend clause 8.3 to read:

“The measures proposed for traffic management in accordance with clause 8.2(g) are to be set
out in a Traffic Management Plan submitted to Council no later than ten (10) days prior to the
first planned Stock Droving movement. Once approved, the Traffic Management Plan will be
valid for 3 years, subject to review from time to time, or as changes in conditions require.”

8. Amend clause 11.3 to read:

“Upon receipt of a Stock Crossing Permit application Council will assess whether the
construction of a Stock Underpass would better meet the purpose of the Bylaw.
and-will-advise-the-applicantin-Writing-of the-outcome-of thisassessment: In cases where
the construction of a stock underpass would better meet the purpose of the Bylaw, Council
will recommend to the applicant that they consider the installation of an underpass.”

9. Amend Clause 11.4(a)(ii) to read:

“Fixed temporary warning signs are required. All signage must be approved and installed by

Council fFFF1-asperCoPTFM-Standards} . Council will install signage once payment is

received. Correct use of the signs is the responsibility of the Stock owner. Signs are to be
visible only whilst crossing is in progress.”

10. Amend paragraph 6.4 of the draft Stock Underpass Policy to ensure that it is both fair and
workable. (Detailed drafting of amended para. 6.4 will be provided following receipt of further
legal advice.)

Report prepared by:
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Catherine Knight
Senior Policy Adviser

Approved for submission by:
Brent Limmer
General Manager - Community and Strategy

1.1

1.2

13

1.4

15

1.6

2.1

Executive Summary

Council publicly notified the following draft Manawati District Council Bylaws and Policy on 9
March 2020:

° Freedom Camping Bylaw 2020

° Public Places Bylaw 2020

° Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020

. Stock Underpass Policy 2020

° Revocation of Part 5 (Stock on Roads) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

At its meeting of 4 June, in response to a request from Federated Farmers, Council decided to
extend the submission period for the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass
Policy until 18 June 2020.

57 submissions were received on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw, the revocation
of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the Stock Underpass Policy 2020
(11 of these in the previous round of submissions on the Wave 2 bylaws, which closed 23 April
2020). Of these 57 submissions, 19 submitters requested to present their views at the Hearing
on 30 July 2020.

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with the information needed to deliberate on
oral and written submissions received on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and
the draft Stock Underpass Policy 2020.

Council has the option of recommending the adoption of the draft Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw and draft Stock Underpass Policy 2020 as notified, or to recommend changes to

these documents prior to adoption.

The final decision on the draft bylaw and policy will be made at the Council meeting on 17
September 2020.

Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes
Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision:

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawat District — the best lifestyle in New Zealand

Manawatd District Manawati Manawatu District | Manawatu District is Manawatu Manawatu District
protects the natural District attracts | develops a broad connected via quality | District’s built Council is a
environment through | and retains economic base infrastructure, environment is customer-focussed
stewardship of the residents and from its solid services and safe, resilient and efficient
District’s natural and | businesses. foundation in the technology. and attractive. organisation.
physical resources. primary sector.

v v v v v
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3.1

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Background

In total, 57 submissions were received on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw 2020,
the revocation of Part 5 of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and the draft Stock
Underpass Policy 2020 (11 of these in the previous round of submissions on the Wave 2
bylaws). Of these 57 submissions, 19 submitters requested to present their views at the
Hearing on 30 July 2020.

Discussion and Options considered

Council has two options, as follows:
To recommend the adoption of the draft bylaw and policy as notified; or
To recommend changes to the draft bylaw and policy prior to adoption.

A further option is to withdraw the bylaw and continue with the controls in Part 5 (Stock
droving) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw. However, this would mean that the controls
in this bylaw relating to stock droving and stock crossings would remain, along with any errors
or limitations of the current drafting. Roadside grazing of stock would not be covered, which
would mean that the safety concerns set out in the Statement of Proposal would not be
addressed. Further, the following points should be noted:

a) The draft bylaw aims to implement the minimum standard set out in the Code of Practice
for Temporary Traffic Management (Stock under control (crossing and droving)) issued by
the NZTA. This document makes the status of this Code of Practice clear:

Advice given in this document provides for a minimum level of safe practice. Local or
Central Authority By-laws may require a higher level of safe practice. Farmers must
ensure they meet any legal requirements that are in addition to the best practice
standards of CoPTTM. [underline added].

b) The Land Transport (Road User) Rule 2004 SR 2004/427 Rule 61001, 11.14(5) requires that:

A person moving untethered animals from place to place along or across a road must
exercise due care towards other road users, and must ensure that any disruption to traffic
is minimised.

¢) Council should also be aware of the risk that, in the eventuality of an accident being caused
by poorly managed stock droving or crossing in the District, and it becoming evident that
Council had not implemented or enforced the minimum standard set out in the Code of
Practice for Temporary Traffic Management for stock droving and crossing, there may be
grounds for being held liable for any damage, injury or even death resulting from the
incident. At the very least, this scenario would likely be damaging to the Council’s
reputation in terms of its responsibility for the welfare and safety of its community,
including through appropriate road management controls.

Copies of the proposed bylaw and policy will be attached to the decision report that goes to
the Council on 17 September 2020 for adoption. Any changes to the draft bylaw and policy
that are recommended by Council at this meeting will be shown as tracked changes in the
attached bylaws and policy.

The table at 4.5 summarises the points raised by submitters, including any additional

information shared through oral submissions at the Hearing. Also included in this table are
officer comments in response to submissions.
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Summary of submissions on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and draft Stock Underpass Policy

Submitter no.
& name

Summary of submission

Decisions sought

Officer comments

Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw Submissions

Submissions received on 23 April 2020

1 Milton
Pedley

Stock and produce produced will always use the
most direct and cheapest method available at
any given time — not a Council requirement.

None stated

It is not clear what changes the submitter seeks
to the draft bylaw.

13 John Gerke

Agrees with:

- the temporary fencing materials proposed
(Appendix 4(1))

- grazing outside of the property that you own
or lease. Also agrees with requiring the written
permission from the land owner to graze on
land other than your own, and that it has to be
adjoining.

- strongly agrees with the removal of stock
grazing from roadside after dark.

Disagrees with:

- the proposed distance for stock movements
and stock crossing the roads, i.e. 600m sight to
front of stock, in the country windy roads. This
is a huge distance to cover from the front and
from behind stock. It would be hard to control
the stock at this distance. You would have to
have more dogs and/or people to control stock

1. Recommends 100m sight to front of pilot
vehicle then 50m to front of stock, and the
same at the back (Appendix 2). Requests
that the conditions set out in s.19.2
(Approval for temporary Roadside Grazing
permits) of the Traffic Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015 are retained.

2. Clarify that under section 30 (Exemptions),
in a situation such as damage being caused
to temporary fencing by a third party (e.g.,
through a vehicle accident), the owner of the
stock is not liable for any damage or costs
ensuing from stock wandering.

3. Owners of stock granted permits by
Council to graze stock by the roadside should
be required to display a reference number
for the public to cite if there are any issues or
concerns.

1. The layout drawing in Appendix 2 comes
from the Code of Practice for Traffic
Management (“NZTA - Stock under control
(crossing and droving)” - Layout for a
temporary stock droving, last revised April
2015), see:
https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/co
de-temp-traffic-management/docs/Section-I-
stock-copttm-4th-ed-april2015.pdf

The code of practice is mandatory, and is the
minimum requirement (superseding the
requirements set out in s. 19.2 of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw).

For clarity, it is recommended that the bylaw
cites the NZTA Code of Practice for Temporary
Traffic Management as the source of the
diagram contained in Appendix 2.

2. The situation described by the submitter is
covered under section 30 (Exemptions):

A person is not in breach of this Bylaw if that
person can demonstrate that:

30.1 (c) The situation was not of the person’s
own making.
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Submitter no.
& name

Summary of submission

Decisions sought

Officer comments

making it harder for people to move stock
down the road. Recommends 100m sight to
front of pilot vehicle then 50m to front of stock,
and the same at the back. (Relates to Appendix
2 — Stock droving layout)

Where damage is caused to temporary fencing
by a third party (for example as a result of a
vehicle driving off the road), the owners of the
stock should not be liable for any damage or
animal control as a result of stock wandering.
[Clarified via a phone conversation with the
submitter on 16 April 2020: This refers to the
exemptions set out in section 30 Exemptions.]

Suggests that the bylaw should require those
permitted to graze roadside to display a
reference number, so that if there are any
issues, the public can call Council and cite that
number.

Retain 19.2 (Droving of stock) of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw.

3. Officers will consider this suggestion as part
of the implementation plan for the bylaw.

Recommendation:

Cite the NZTA Code of Practice for Traffic
Management as the source of the diagram
contained in Appendix 2.

14 Alison
Lentom

Concerned about the tethering of livestock,
such as goats, especially alongside roads. This
should be made illegal.

Notes that there is no mention [in the bylaw?]
of the provision of shade, shelter, food, water.

New Zealand is supposed to be at the forefront
of animal welfare, not lagging behind.

Reconsider the draft bylaw in respect to the
allowance of tethering of livestock, and the
welfare of animals.

In light of the number of submissions on this
issue, Council may wish to consider revising
clause 26 to prohibit the tethering of stock by
the roadside within the District.

Where this amendment is made, also consider
removing the reference to tethering in the Part
title, i.e.:

Part Two — Roadside Grazing and Tethering
Also consider removing reference in
Explanatory note for clause 2.1. while noting
that, as the explanatory note makes clear,
these activities come under the jurisdiction of
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Submitter no.

Summary of submission

Decisions sought

Officer comments

& name
the New Zealand Transport Agency when
carried out along or across a state highway.
15 A Concerned about the welfare of goats when Do not allow for the tethering of goats or | See officer comments in response to
N2 | tethered. other animals in bylaw. submission 14.
Crump
It is cruel because:
- goats are herd animals and should be with
others
- they are not able to behave naturally
- goats need to browse a diversity of vegetation
to support digestion processes.
16 Elaine Does not support bylaw. The tethering of goats and other animals | See officer comments in response to
Mander should be prohibited in the bylaw. submission 14.
Tethering should be outlawed completely. This
predominantly affects goats and they suffer
shocking conditions on a regular basis.
17 Bridget The tethering of goats should be prohibited in The tethering of goats should be prohibited | See officer comments in response to
Thompson the draft bylaw. in the draft bylaw. submission 14.

The animal welfare implications of this practice
are unacceptably high. These include animals
getting tangled up, food or water running out,
attacks by dogs or people, inadequate shelter,
exposure to car fumes.

Tourists find the practice objectionable for
animal welfare reasons.

There are best practice guidelines around this
in the legislation, but enforcement and
compliance monitoring is next to non-existent.
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Submitter no.
& name

Summary of submission

Decisions sought

Officer comments

18 Shirlie
Fairbrother

The tethering of goats is inhumane. They are
exposed to the potential risk of abuse by
people or roaming dogs.

The tethering of goats should be prohibited
in the draft bylaw.

See officer comments in response to
submission 14.

19 Kaela
Andrew

The tethering of animals on the side of the road
should not be allowed. It is cruel. It does not
suit the natural behaviour of goats, which is to
graze from head height up and pick, not graze
grass. Many goats become tangled and die.
Shelter is often inadequate.

The tethering of goats and other animals
should be prohibited in the draft bylaw.

See officer comments in response to
submission 14.

21 Nigel
Wilson

The roadside tethering of animals is inhumane,
except other than during the process of
transfer or active management. This is
particularly the case for more social animals
like goats. Any measures to minimise roadside
stock tethering would be to the credit of the
region.

The tethering of goats and other animals
should be minimised in the draft bylaw.

See officer comments in response to
submission 14.

22 Valerie
Youngson

The tethering of goats or any animal on the
roadside is not acceptable. New Zealand should
be at the forefront of animal welfare and
instead the council is apparently in support of
this continued practice.

Tethering of goats is inappropriate because
they are an intelligent, herd animal. They
require their hooves to be maintained,
grooming and regular worming. They need
shelter from rain, which they dislike, and hot
sun. Tethering by the roadside also exposes
them to vehicle fumes.

Goat owners are frequently uncaring and
ignorant of the goat’s welfare needs. The SPCA
can only intervene within the bounds of the law

The tethering of goats and other animals
should be prohibited in the draft bylaw.

See officer comments in response to
submission 14.
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so it is constrained in terms of what it can do,
even if the animal is not adequately provided
for.
24 Tony Concerned about the tethering of goats onthe | Do not allow goats or other animals to be | See officer comments in response to
Robson/Goat roadside and its welfare implications for the tethered by the roadside. submission 14.
Welfare NZ animals. This is an outdated practice.

There have been many cases of neglect and
cruelty due to this practice. Problems include
lack of shelter and water, entanglement and
self-strangulation, ill thrift and scours due to
inadequate feed, loneliness and boredom,
exposure to exhaust fumes and goats being
stolen for slaughter.

Goats are a very social herd animal that crave
company and are vegetation browsers rather
than pasture grazers. Therefore this practice is
cruel because it forces them to behave
unnaturally.

Concerned that while the draft bylaw only
allows goats to be tethered during daylight
hours, it will not be enforced adequately.

Submissions received on 18 June 2020

28 David
Skiffington

The requirement to obtain a permit to graze
stock on roadsides is unnecessary and an
onerous burden. The current bylaw provides
sufficient guidance to stock owners as to their
responsibilities. Typically, farmers grazing
roadsides are doing so in times of drought and
the possibility of this valuable emergency feed
being denied them could result in serious
disadvantage to the farmer, and risks harming
the welfare of livestock.

1. Review
roadside grazing.

requirement for

permit for

2. Provide more clarity around what

standard of cleaning
droving.

is

required after

1. The Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015
does not include any controls around roadside
grazing. These controls were proposed for
reasons of road safety. If, for example,
inappropriate fencing materials (eg, waratahs)
are used to fence stock on the roadside, this
could cause severe injury or death in the event
of a vehicle crash.

The draft Bylaw requires stock owners to
obtain a permit to graze cattle or sheep on the
roadside within a temporary electric fence.
Once a permit has been issued the stock owner
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Placing the power to deny a permit in the hands is able to graze the same part of the roadside
of council officers opens the possibility of that over multiple occasions for the three year life
power being arbitrarily or capriciously applied. of the permit. There is no fee for getting a
. roadside permit.
The requirement to undertake “reasonable”
cleaning after droving is vague as it does not 2. The wording of 8.2(j) is “All reasonable steps
define what is meant by “reasonable”. Further, are taken to remove Stock excrement from the
it is unnecessary, given that droving results in Road after each Stock Droving movement.” This
minimal fouling of the road, which does not pose does imply that all excrement is expected to be
a significant threat to either the road or road removed. In contrast, the wording in the Traffic
users. Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015, 19.2(h) was:
Droving of stock is preferable to moving stock on “All reasonable steps are taken to remove
trucks, which is likely to cause more cumulative excessive Stock excrement from the Road after
damage to roads. each Stock movement.” [emphasis added]
Changes to the existing regime as regards
droving are likely to significantly, and Recommendation:
disproportionately, disadvantage Maori land Revise wording of clause 8.2(j) to:
owners, who often farm land in small parcels “All reasonable steps are taken to remove
requiring movement of stock between parcels. excessive Stock excrement from the Road after
This may serve to further devalue their land. each Stock movement.”
29 A roadside grazing permit is unneFessary and A permit should not be required for roadside | As per officer comments for sub. 28 above (1).
George & Elle only adds t? the burden of com.plla.nce for grazing. The Council does intend to monitor to ensure
farmers. Will there be any monitoring or conditions are met, especially when a permit is
n Bartlett . . ) ) . )
enforcement (eg of temporary fencing)? This issued for the first time. There is no charge for
will just add to administrative costs. The the permit.
grazing of roadside is something to be
encouraged as it lowers fire risk, increases
visibility on roads and keeps frontages looking
tidy.
30 Warren It is unworkable to have to give Council 10 days | 1. Review requirement to provide a Traffic | 1. As pgr gfficer's comments to submissiorf 31
Mudford notice of plans to move stock. What about Management Plan 10 days in advance of | below, it is recommended that the clause is

flood situations?

every stock droving movement.

2. Review clause 8.2(i), which states that:

amended so that a Traffic Management Plan
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(see also
submission on
Stock
Underpass
Policy below)

The draft bylaw states that we cannot drive
stock past stock road-side grazing — this is not
practical.

People should not be able to graze stock on the
roadside when it is not outside their own
property.

Stock may not be driven past Stock that are
Roadside Grazing, enclosed within an area
of Temporary Fencing.

3. Clarification that landowners cannot graze
stock outside someone else’s land.

will be required to be submitted only once in
every 3-year period.

2. As per officer’s comments to submission 31
below, it is recommended this clause be
amended to read:

“Where Stock are driven past Stock that are
grazing within an area of Temporary Fencing on
the roadside, all reasonable precautions should
be taken to prevent disturbance to Stock that
are Roadside Grazing.”

3. 19.2(ii) states that:

The area of Roadside that is being grazed must
be adjacent to land Owned or occupied by the
Stock owner, or on the Roadside adjoining land
Owned by another person if that person has
given their Written consent.

31 Sheldon &
Nicola Martin

Supports requirements to move stock during
hours of daylight hours with appropriate risk
management (i.e., signage and a person in front
and behind).

Does not support the following provisions:

- cl. 8.2b: 100 metre visibility is not feasible on
windy country roads. Drivers should be driving
to the conditions and taking notice of the
signage that is out.

1. Seeks changes to cl. 8.2, which sets out the
conditions that must be met in order for
stock droving to be deemed permitted.

2. Asks what evidence there is that roads are
significantly damaged by the movement of
sheep and cattle across/along roads.

1. 8.2(b) states that “Stock Droving occurs only
during the Hours of Daylight and where
visibility is greater than 100 metres”. Visibility
here refers to weather and light conditions
rather than how windy the road is. To make
this clear, recommend wording as follows:
“Stock Droving occurs only during the Hours of
Daylight and when weather and light conditions
allow for visibility greater than 100 metres”

8.2(d) sheep limited to maximum 1000 in one
movement.

Having reviewed other district bylaws and
industry best practice, it is recommended to
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- cl. 8.2d: sometimes it is necessary to move
more than 1000 sheep at one time.

- cl. 8.2h: While every effort is made to not
unnecessarily impede the movement of traffic,
some drivers are clueless.

-cl. 8.2i: There is no reason why stock cannot be
driven past other stock that is being grazed on
the roadside so long as all precautions are
taken.

- cl. 8.2j: it is impractical to be expected to
remove all stock excrement after each stock
movement and if required to do so would
impede unnecessarily the flow of traffic.

- cl. 8.3: it is impractical and ridiculous to
expect farmers to submit a traffic management
plan before any stock movement across or
along the road 10 days prior to the movement.
We would have to be submitting a plan every
day over busy farming period .

Other comments:

We have 600ha with approx 3km of road
frontage, including side roads, that dissects our
farm with 32 gates that open out to these
roads. This makes this impossible/impractical
to lane this to a central point to put in an
underpass. Therefore the movement of stock
across and or along the road during the hours
of daylight is essential to our operation. We

increase the maximum number of animals that
can be moved to 600 head cattle and 3,000
head of sheep.

8.2(h) All drovers must ensure that vehicular
traffic is not unreasonably impeded by the
movement of Stock along or across any Road.

This subclause is unchanged from Traffic Safety
and Road Use Bylaw 2015 and is considered fit
for purpose.

8.2 (i) Stock may not be driven past Stock that
are Roadside Grazing, enclosed within an area
of Temporary Fencing.

This clause requires farmers to either negotiate
with adjacent landowners to remove stock
from roadside before droving begins or to defer
movement of stock until the landowner
removes their stock from roadside. This seems
unreasonable and could have serious
implications for farming operations (eg, animal
health and welfare). Propose amending sub-
clause to read:

“Where Stock are driven past Stock that are
Roadside Grazing, enclosed within an area of
Temporary Fencing, all reasonable precautions
should be taken to prevent disturbance to
Stock that are Roadside Grazing.”

8.2(j): See comments on sub. 28 (2) above.
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have been moving stock along and across these
roads without incident or complaint for many
years. We have in place a health and safety
plan which includes a policy around safely
moving stock via the roadways.

Charging fees and making us all apply for
permits is unnecessary when we have the
appropriate safety measures in place and
seems to be just another vehicle for council to
fund the roading budget.

Where is the evidence that the road ways are
significantly damaged in any way by the
movement of sheep and cattle across/along the
roads?

8.3 The requirements around the submitting of
a Traffic Management Plan 10 days before each
stock movement was originally intended to
control large annual movements of stock such
as Gypsy Day. However, as written it captures
all stock movements on public roads,
irrespective of distance, frequency and number
of stock. It is recommended that the clause is
amended so that a Traffic Management Plan
will be required to be submitted only once in
every 3-year period, unless changes to the Plan
are deemed necessary over that period. Council
will also make available a template Traffic
Management Plan (see attachment to this
report), which will include a default stock
droving layout, based on Appendix 2. It will also
clearly indicate what information is required
from the landowner, minimising time and effort
required to comply with requirement.

2. Roads in the District are regularly damaged by
stocking crossings, and there are instances of
Council having to pay for expensive repair work.
However the primary issue in the case of stock
droving is road safety rather than road damage.
Council needs the ability to control and monitor
stock movements in the District to protect the
safety of road users, drovers, and stock.

Recommendations:

1. Amend wording of 8.2(b) as follows:

“Stock Droving occurs only during the Hours of
Daylight and when weather and light conditions
allow for visibility greater than 100 metres”

2. Amend clause 8.2(d) to read as follows:
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“The number of Stock in any one mob does not
exceed 600 head of cattle or 3,000 head of
sheep”

3. Amend clause 8.2 (i) to read:

“Where Stock are driven past Stock that are
Roadside Grazing, enclosed within an area of
Temporary Fencing, all reasonable precautions
should be taken to prevent disturbance to
Stock that are Roadside Grazing.”

4. Amend clause 8.3 to read:

“The measures proposed for traffic
management in accordance with clause 8.2(g)
are to be set out in a Traffic Management Plan
submitted to Council no later than ten (10) days
prior to the first planned Stock Droving
movement. Once approved, the Traffic
Management Plan will be valid for 3 years,
subject to review from time to time, or as
changes in conditions require.”

(Note that there is no fee associated with the
submission/approval of the Traffic
Management Plan.)

32 Tony &
Lynda Gray

We agree with all of the clauses in 8.2. We
agree there needs to be some tightening of the
current regulations with regard to the grazing
of stock on the roadsides and in water tables.
We also agree there needs to be greater
regulation of droving of livestock on busier
roads.

1. Seeks change to requirements for Traffic
Management Plant — suggests it should be
valid for 3 vyears, in line with Roadside
Grazing permit.

2. There should be less stringent rules for
farmers in more remote rural areas, where
there are fewer traffic movements.

1. As set out in the officer comments in
response to submission 31, it is recommended
that the requirement is amended so that a
Traffic Management Plan will be required to be
submitted only once in every 3-year period,
unless changes to the Plan are deemed
necessary over that period. Council will also
make available a Traffic Management Plan
template.
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We do not agree with the requirement to
submit a traffic management plan 10 days
before moving stock. We do not always know
that we will need to move stock 10 days before.
Movements are dependent on when fresh
pasture is required, animal health treatments,
stock drafting or shearing/scanning are
scheduled and these dates can change
depending on the weather and conditions.
What would make more sense is for a farm to
provide a traffic management plan for a full
year of activities and for a permit to be issued
for a 3 year period as suggested for roadside
grazing. By making farmers apply for a permit
each and every time they wish to move stock
on the road, farmers will not bother to apply
and move animals regardless.

Other comments:

Also concerned about the potential cost of
having to submit numerous traffic management
plans & the time it will take for these to be
processed and approved by the Council. We
have Makoura and Pohangina Roads bisecting
our farm at Utuwai. Both of these roads are
gravel and we see on average 5 vehicles per
day. We have to use these roads to move stock
from one part of our farm to another on a
reasonably regular basis as do many of the
other farmers in our area.

We have been using our local roads for droving
for over 15 years now without incident or any
visual impact on the gravel surface and water

2. Categorising roads or areas of farming as
busy or non-busy (or similar) would be difficult
and unwieldy. This would raise questions such
as what threshold would be used to
differentiate between the two categories and
how often would the categorisation or
roads/areas need to be monitored to ensure
that it is still valid. Different treatment of
operations based on such categorisation is also
likely to lead to perverse outcomes or
perceived inequity/unfairness. For these
reasons, it is not recommended that this
approach is taken. Instead, making the Traffic
Management Plan valid for 3 years (as
recommended above) will make the bylaw less
onerous to comply with for all those affected.
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table. We ask that for farmers on remote rural
roads that there is some easing of the proposed
bylaws.

In hill country areas especially farmers cannot
avoid using road to move stock because many
parts of the farm are inaccessible due to gullies
and streams.

33 lan
Williamson

Opposes draft bylaw. Movement controls in
bylaw appear to be targeting cattle (esp. dairy
cows), not sheep. Sheep do not cause manure
damage to road or trampling damage to verges.
Need to have flexibility to move stock when
required. The requirement to give 10 days’
notice is unworkable.

Review requirements around  stock
movements, especially requirement for
Traffic Management Plan to be submitted 10
days in advance.

See officer comments in response to submission
31 above.

34 Forbes
Cameron

Opposes proposed new droving and stock
moving requirements.

No farmer knows 10 days in advance if it will be
dry enough for shearing, or if they can get
space to kill stock, or maybe animal welfare
where they get an outbreak of Salmonella or
milkfever where animals have to be treated
immediately.

We farm approx. 2000ha and have around
18km of road joining these blocks. The blocks
are dissected by Coal Creek and the Pohangina
River, which we cannot let stock cross, so it is
imperative that we use the road and bridges.

We primarily drove early in the morning or in
the early evening, when there is very little
traffic.

Review requirements around  stock
movements, especially requirement for TMP
to be submitted 10 days in advance.

See officer comments in response to submission
31 above.
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35 Jeffrey Believes stock crossing controls in the Traffic Retain stock crossing controls in Traffic | The permitting regime exists under the current
Shearer Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015 should be Safety and Road Use Bylaw Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw. However, its
retained. Does not support stock crossings application/enforcement has been inconsistent.
requiring a permit on quiet rural roads. .
The measures in the proposed bylaw would
. . create more clarity and consistency and make it
Council should focus on the logging trucks that . Y v
. fairer for all. The proposed measures are also an
are destroying our rural roads. . . .
appropriate response to increased risk on rural
roads as a consequence of increased traffic flow,
particularly where rural populations have
increased (e.g., in Pohangina Valley).
36 Andrew & Agrees with clause 8.2 (g) and that there should | 1. Amend clause 8.1 so that movements of 1. For safety reasons, stock movements of any

Fiona Morton

be adequate warning of stock being on the
Road and that this warning should be provided
through the use of warning signs and/or
adequate pilot vehicles.

Do not agree with clause 8.1 that Stock may not
move along or across any Minor Arterial Road.
This is too black and white and is not reflective
of existing stock movements occurring in a non-
problematic manner in the District. For
example when stock traverses a short distance
down a minor arterial road before going up a
‘feeder’ road (Haynes Line, Bryce Rd etc) to a
runoff or other property.

Change requested: Movements of less than 500
metres along Minor Arterial Roads should be
provided for.

Do not agree with clause 8.3 and submission of
a traffic management plan (TMP) 10 days prior
to any stock droving. Clause 8.2 (g) already
requires the use of warning signs and/or

less than 500 metres along Minor Arterial
Roads should be provided for.

2. Delete clause 8.3 (requirement to submit
a TMP, and as a consequential change,
delete clause 8.4 and 8.5.

length will not be allowed on arterial roads.
These typically have higher traffic flows than
collector or local roads, particularly at peak
times.

2. See officer comments for submission 31
above.
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adequate pilot vehicles. Nothing further is
going to be gained from the information
provided in a TMP.

Furthermore, submitting a TMP 10 days in
advance is not reflective of the dynamic nature
of farming. By its very nature farming is
influenced by many variables (weather,
availability of shearing contractors

etc). Submission of a TMP would not
consistently be able to be complied with as the
stock droving movement may need to occur
earlier than 10 days in advance — e.g., when
shearing dates change.

In addition, Council must approve the TMP
before stock droving can occur. This has the
potential to further impede basic farm
management.

37 Andrew
Macdonald

Opposes requiring farmers to apply 10 days in
advance of any stock movements along a road.
This is totally impractical and will have
significant implications for animal welfare.

Review  requirements around  stock
movements, especially requirement for TMP
to be submitted 10 days in advance.

See officer comments in response to submission
31 above.

38 Shane
Carroll, Nicola
Shadbolt,
Matthew
Carrol

We agree for the need for enhanced safety on
the road for both vehicle operators and stock
and their drovers. Vehicle drivers need to be
able to know if they are approaching travelling
stock which is why we always have a vehicle in
front and behind with flashing lights. Also for
safety and easier farm management we
installed an underpass many years ago where
we used to cross a dairy herd over the road.

This bylaw is poorly drafted, impractical and
shows a total lack of any understanding of

1. Create a distinction between types of
non-arterial roads, based on traffic use
etc (point 1)

2. Review requirements around stock

movements (points 2, 3 and 6).

3. Review requirements around removing
stock excrement from roads (point 4).

4. Review maximum stock numbers that can
be moved at one time, especially of
sheep (point 6).

1. Making a distinction between types of non-
arterial roads would be problematic and
create its own  problems/perverse
outcomes. For example, what would the
threshold be for a “quiet” or “remote” rural
road versus a “busy” rural road be? How
often would the categorisation of roads in
the district need to be reviewed to ensure
that their categorisation is still valid? (see
also officer comments in response to
submission 32).
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accepted rural practice and recognized,
sensible, stock-handling experience. Our points
of disagreement are:

1. There should be a distinction between
different types of non-arterial road based on
traffic usage etc. The bylaw treats all non-
arterial roads the same whether they be a
major collector road with heavy traffic flow or a
remote gravel with very little traffic. In our case
we have a 5 kilometre gravel road with all the
land on both sides ours and no one other than
farm staff living on it. The road bisects the farm
and there is constant stock traffic from side to
side and up and down. The proposed
requirements for stock droving and movement
are entirely disproportionate.

2. Requirement to submit a TMP every time a
stock movement is made is impractical.
Because our farming operation is in 5 separate
locations, we would have stock on a road
somewhere every working day of the year. This
would necessitate us to submit a TMP up to
200 times a year.

We have 14 km of road frontage and 52 gates
on to roads, and estimate we would do in
excess of 350,000 animal kilometres on the
road each year (number of animals x kms
moved), and have done for over 30 years with
never a single harm incident to either man,
vehicle or beast, so why the need for new
rules?

5. Review requirement to keep stock to left-
hand side of road when droving or make
clear that this is just for diagrammatic
purposes and will not be enforced (point 7).

2. See officer comments for submission 31
above.

3. As per officer comments for submission 28,
amend wording as recommended.

4. See officer comments in
submission 31.

response to

5. Recommend including an annotation in
Appendix 2 (Stock droving layout) to clarify
that this is for diagrammatic purposes and
there will be no requirement to keep stock
to the left of the road.

Recommendation:

Include an annotation in Appendix 2 (Stock
droving layout) to clarify that this is for
diagrammatic purposes only and there will be no
requirement to keep stock to the left of the
road.
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3. Requirement to submit a TMP 10 days in
advance. It makes no sense to have to submit a
plan each time 10 days in advance, it is not
possible to know ten days in advance when
lambs are going to need drenching or when it is
going to be good enough weather to be able to
get sheep dry for shearing.

4. Requirement to move stock excrement. How
can sheep or cattle excrement be practically
removed from a gravel or clay road, such as
No.2 Line?

5.Maximum stock numbers. Even a single age
group of our ewes would exceed the maximum
number able to be shifted if we were to move
them at once.

6. TMP should be valid for an extended period.
Why can't the submitted plan be for a longer
period, say 5 years, instead of having to be
submitted every time stock are moved?

7. Practicality of keeping stock on left-hand side
of road as shown in Schedule 2 diagram. How
are you supposed to teach farm animals that
they can only walk on the left side of the road?
One of our biggest problems when droving
stock is the lack of knowledge from drivers how
to drive through stock. Maybe a set of
protocols for drivers on rural roads would be
sensible too, given there are multiple hazards
many are unaware of. Our farm dogs are at
constant risk from poor drivers, this would be
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made worse if they were tasked with keeping

stock on the left side of the road.
39 Sarah We disagree with the entire draft Stock 1. Review requirements around the removal | 1. See officer comments to submission 28
Brown Movement and Grazing Bylaw. Why change of stock excrement from road (cl. 8.2(j)) above, revert to wording of current bylaw.

something that has been working well without
any clear benefits from what is proposed?

In particular, disagree with clauses 8.2(j) and
8.3 (as explained below), and 8.4 (Council must
approve the Traffic Management Plan prior to
any Stock Droving, [sic] on the Road)

Clause 8.2(j) requires all reasonable steps be
taken to remove stock excrement from the
road after each stock droving movement. Most
of the roads we drove stock on are dirt roads.
Excrement will biodegrade or be washed to the
roadside during rain.

Clause 8.3. The need to submit a Traffic
Management Plan to the council outlining
proposed traffic management in accordance
with clause 8.2 (g) (adequate warning of stock
being on the road) is a particular concern.

Under key changes on MDC website it states:
“Stock droving movements do not require a
permit, providing certain conditions are met.”
Requiring farmers to get approval for a traffic
management plan prior to stock droving on the
road is a form of permit. The requirement in
clause 8.2 to submit a traffic management plan
to council no later than ten (10) days prior to
stock droving is impractical and shows a

2. Review requirements around stock
movements, especially requirement for TMP
to be submitted 10 days in advance.

2. See officer comments in
submission 31 above.

response to
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complete lack of understanding of farming
practices.

The draft bylaw takes a blanket approach to
aspects of farming operations that differ
greatly depending on where your farm is. This
is more bureaucracy and added cost to the
council. Farming is dynamic and dependant of
so many uncontrollable factors. | am unable to
wait 10 days to for the council to approve a
traffic management plan before moving stock
that are out of feed or out of water due to
unforeseen circumstances beyond my control.
It also appears to be a waste of my time and
the councils time to approve the placement of
a few road cones or signs signifying stock on
the road when you have a vehicle in front and
behind, especially when the road has very
limited use.

Our farm is all served by metal roads. | pay as
much in rates as others yet | still have no sealed
road access. Council’s time and funds would be
better spent sealing roads instead of
unnecessary repair work.

| am particularly disappointed that those
councillors involved in farming allowed this
clause to be included.

40 Leanne
Brown

Disagree with the entire draft Stock Movement
and Grazing Bylaw. Why change something that
has been working well?

1. Review requirements around the removal
of stock excrement from road (cl. 8.2(j))

2. Review requirements around stock
movements, especially requirement for
TMP to be submitted 10 days in advance.

1. As per officer comments to submission 28(2)
above, revert to wording of current bylaw.

2. See officer comments in response to
submission 31 above.
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Strongly disagree with clauses 8.2(j) and 8.3,
8.4: Clause 8.2(j) for same reasons as set out in
submission 39.

The draft bylaw takes a blanket approach. It is
another level of bureaucracy and added cost to
the council. Council would be better served to
look out the outrageous amount of repeat and
unnecessary work the council’s roading
contractor undertakes.

41 James
Stewart

Do not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock
Underpass Policy. | am disappointed to see
proposals that do not support farmers, as
farming is the backbone of our communities.
Council should retain the provisions in the
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

Council’s problem assessment does not justify
the increased level of regulation proposed. Any
increase in controls must be restricted to issues
of safety, road damage and reasonable
expectations of the public to traffic flow. The
economic costs of any controls imposed must
be balanced with the benefits that can be
achieved. The draft Bylaw has serious
implications for farming operations in the
district, as moving stock between paddocks and
droving stock along roads is an integral part of
farming operations.

| am also concerned about the level of
consultation Council has undertaken with

1. Would like to see more evidence of
problem/cost-benefit analysis for these new
regulations.

2. Review requirements around stock
movements, especially requirement for
TMP to be submitted 10 days in advance,
and requirement not to drove stock past
stock that are grazing road-side (points 1
and 2).

3. Review once-a-week threshold triggering
requirement for stock crossing permit.

4. Review conditions of stock crossing
permits.

5. Review threshold of once a week
triggering consideration for stock
underpass.

6.Review need for Council to regulate
roadside grazing.

1. Road safety and safety of people and stock are
the main reasons driving the tightening of
controls around stock movements, rather than
damage to roads (though this is an issue with
some stock crossings). It should be noted that
there were also controls around stock droving
and crossings in the 2015 bylaw. There has been
some tightening of requirements in places and
the intention is that they will be more
consistently applied. The most onerous
requirement proposed in the draft bylaw was
the requirement to submit a TMP 10 days
before each stock droving movement. It is
recommended that this is amended as per
officer comments to submission 31 above.

2. In respect to amendment of TMP requirement
and recommend rephrasing of 8.2(i) see officer
comments to submission 31 above.

3. Under the 2015 bylaw, there was no minimum
threshold for triggering the requirement to
obtain a permit. This meant that potentially
anyone might be required to obtain a permit,
irrespective of frequency of crossings. Council
considers it preferable to have a minimum
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farmers, as the draft Bylaw is impractical and
unworkable.

The matters | am particularly concerned about
are as follows:

1. Stock droving. All stock droving will require
the submission of a Traffic Management Plan to
Council 10 days prior to the date the droving is
to occur.

2. Council are also proposing that stock cannot
be driven past stock that are roadside grazing.

3. Regular stock crossings. | do not support a
one size fits all approach or threshold to who
should require a permit. The inclusion of a
definition of regular stock crossings as a stock
crossing once a week or more as the trigger for
a permit, unfairly captures a number of farmers
from whom a permit should not be required
(i.e. stock movements on very rural roads). |
submit that it should be left as provided in the
current Bylaw, at the discretion of the Council
when considering specific issues (like the
nature of the road being used).

4. As set out below, | also do not support the
proposed terms and conditions of permits as
these should be considered on a case by case
basis, driven by the effect/impact of the stock
crossing.

threshold in place, so that those who only cross
stock irregularly are not required to obtain a
permit.

4. conditions of permits:

- traffic delay — this is considered reasonable.
Cattle crossing can be temporarily halted to
allow traffic through if the delay is likely to be
longer.

- other conditions considered reasonable.

5. Permit applicants will only be considered for
a stock underpass where there is ongoing
damage to the road surface, where traffic
volumes are high, or where other safety issues
need to be considered. However, Council can
only recommend that a landowner consider
constructing an underpass — it cannot compel a
landowner to do so. Recommend changing
wording of clause 11.3 to better reflect this, as
follows:

“Upon receipt of a Stock Crossing Permit
application Council will assess whether the
construction of a Stock Underpass would better
meet the purpose of the Bylaw. In cases where
the construction of a stock underpass would
better meet the purpose of the Bylaw, Council
will recommend to the applicant that they
consider the installation of an underpass.”

6. The Police have powers when stock is found
roaming (not limited to roadside grazing
situations). The reasons for Council wanting to
better regulate/manage roadside grazing are
not limited to road safety — it also stems from
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- Traffic delay - without complaints from the
public about traffic delays, it is not appropriate
to then require all farmers to comply with an
impractical maximum time delay (let alone
setting this at 2 minutes)

- Surfacing requirements of shoulders and
entranceways and also the use of road mats —
resurfacing should only be considered where an
issue is apparent. The nature of what needs to
be resurfaced and with what material should
be determined on a case by case basis as the
current footing may be adequate and/or using
road mats may be satisfactory in addressing the
issue.

- Fixed signage, lights and cones — should be
considered where necessary and may not be
relevant or appropriate on very rural roads with
limited traffic. Stock supervision by ‘suitably
experienced’ person — it is unsure who a
suitably experienced person is, however, we
consider that this is common sense and does
not need to be spelled out in regulation.

- Cleaning — the proposal for roads to be
cleaned immediately after every crossing is
unworkable.

- Permit timeframe — permits should not be
issued with an expiry date, rather left to the
discretion of the Council to review as issues
arise and effects need to be managed.

the requirement to protect verges and water
channels from stock damage (e.g., trampling).

Recommendation:
Amend clause 11.3 as follows:

“Upon receipt of a Stock Crossing Permit
application Council will assess whether the
construction of a Stock Underpass would better
meet the purpose of the Bylaw. In cases where
the construction of a stock underpass would
better meet the purpose of the Bylaw, Council
will recommend to the "applicant that they
consider the installation of an underpass.”
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5. Application for new stock underpasses. Does
not support Council’s proposal to add clauses
to the Bylaw to set out the application process
for new stock underpasses. It is proposed in the
policy that the installation of a new stock
underpass will be considered in all instances
where a stock crossing permit is required under
the Bylaw (i.e. all crossings of once a week or
more). | do not support the proposed weekly
threshold and therefore would also not support
farmers being inadvertently required to
consider and/or progress a new stock
underpass. | consider this has the potential to
require a number of farmers to sink significant
costs in unnecessary infrastructure.

6. Roadside grazing is captured in the draft
bylaw after earlier being considered by Council
as best left to the NZ Police to manage. As
there are also no concerns (safety or otherwise)
raised in the assessment about roadside
grazing, we think MDC should leave this

out. Common-sense is already doing the trick
and if Council is concerned with roaming stock,
it can always fall back on its powers under the
Impounding Act 1955.

| also support the submission made by
Federated Farmers.

42 John
Cooper

Does not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing bylaw. Council should
retain the provisions in the existing Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

1. Review requirements around stock
movements, especially requirement for
TMP to be submitted 10 days in advance.

1. See officer comments
submission 31 above.

in

response to
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The proposed requirements for stock
movement and droving are unworkable.
Sometime, movements of stock need to be
undertaken at short notice, and therefore
seeking permits is totally impractical.

Our Sandon farm borders on 9 km of metal
road. We frequently make stock movements
along this road, which is not a fast road. We
take safety measures under the current traffic
management rules.

Most of our stock movements are of sheep and
they do no damage to the roads or immediate
areas on the road.

Not aware of there being any issues with stock
movement and traffic safety in the area.

Therefore the new regulations are unnecessary.

43 Jesse
Singson

Oppose any animal being tethered on a
roadside, particularly goats which have been
subjected to neglect and poor care because of
this practice.

The linked submission on this matter sets out
why this practice should be prohibited:
https://www.parliament.nz/resource/en-
NZ/51SCPP _EVI 51DBHOH PET64669 1 A446
666/82e087fd9403a52aa21e8040bfd8a0eaba3
eacab

Do not allow the tethering of animals by the
roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.

44 Marika
Colenbrander

Roadside tethering of goats is a cruel practice
and should not be permitted under any
circumstances. Roadside grass is a completely
unsuitable diet for goats. Goats are a herd
animal. Allowing a goat to be tethered by the

Do not allow the tethering of goats by the
roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.
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roadside does not allow it to live according to
its natural instincts and behaviours.

45 Heather
O’Neill

Oppose clause 6. No animals should be
tethered roadside, especially goats. This is a
cruel and outdated practice that does not
support goat’s browsing (as opposed to
grazing) behaviour. It is often a lonely existence
with many goats being stolen and sometimes
killed by dogs and vehicles as they have no way
of avoiding these tragedies. Goats are not
lawnmowers to be neglected on a chain, often
for the duration of their lives. | believe New
Zealand is one of the few countries in the world
that allows this.

Do not allow the tethering of goats by the
roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.

46 Jacquetta
Ward

Opposed to all aspects of the Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing bylaw.

| have to move sheep down the road to get to
my woolshed, and cattle to get to yards. |
always put stock cones out and am respectful
to road users - the same could not be said in
reverse!

Review the draft bylaw (not specific about
what aspects)

The draft bylaw has undergone a review in
response to submissions received. In a number
of cases this has led to changes being
recommended by Council officers.

47 RJ Ward

Fully endorse all the points made in the
Federated Farmers submission regarding the
draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and
Draft Stock Underpass Policy.

In our farming operation, we have to move
stock along roadways on occasion, and take
measures such as road cones and pilot vehicles
in front and behind.

The requirements around stock movement and
grazing is not practical. Farmers use common
sense to protect people and stock.

Review requirements around stock
movements, especially requirement for
TMP to be submitted 10 days in advance.

See officer comments for submission 31 above.
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48 Susan Opposes the tethering of goats Do not allow the tethering of goats by the | See officer comments in response to submission
Taylor roadside. 14 above.

49 Shelley Supports clause 8.2 (a-h). We already take Review the following clauses and sub- | 1. 8.2(i) — as per officer comments in response
Dew-Hopkins | these measures because it aligns with our clauses: to submission 31.

business’s health and safety policies.

We oppose 8.2(i-j) and 8.3-8.6.

We do not support the requirement to submit a
Traffic Management Plan, or the requirement
to do so 10 days in advance of any stock
movement.

We move stock for feeding, transporting,
shearing, and animal health reasons. Plans can
change at short notice due to the weather or
due to contractors changing their plans.

We have a right to move stock on the road. We
undertake good stock droving practices with
the use of hazard lights, stock cones, and 2-3
people. We avoid moving stock when it is more
likely to inconvenience other road users.

If we are droving stock past other stock on the
side of the road, we talk to our neighbours and
make a plan together.

This is a draconian and unnecessary intrusion
on a farming business in a rural district
dependent on farming.

We note from the MDC summary paper that
there have been no complaints about stock

1. 8.2 (i) Stock may not be driven past Stock
that are Roadside Grazing, enclosed within
an area of Temporary Fencing; and

2. (j) All reasonable steps are taken to
remove Stock excrement from the Road
after each Stock Droving movement.

3. 8.3 The measures proposed for traffic
management in accordance with clause
8.2(g) are to be set out in a Traffic
Management Plan submitted to Council no
later than ten (10) days prior to the Stock
Droving.

8.4 Council must approve the Traffic
Management Plan prior to any Stock
Droving, on the Road.

8.5 Any Stock Droving must be carried out
in accordance with the approved Traffic
Management Plan.

8.6 In the event that one or more conditions
of clause 8.2 cannot be met, Stock must be
moved in a Stock Vehicle.

2. 8.2(j) — as per officer comments in response
to submission 28.

3. In reference to clause 8.3, see officer
comments for submission 31 above.

4. In reference to clauses 8.4, 8.5, and 8.6, no
change is recommended.
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droving complaints. A problem for us is road

users stopping to take photos of us and our

dogs. Why is Council introducing regulation

when there is no issue.
50 Daniel Opposes the requirement to submit a TMP 10 Review requirements around stock See officer comments for submission 31 above.
Raymond days prior to any movement of stock. movements, including requirement for TMP | Note however, that the draft bylaw provides for
White to be submitted 10 days in advance and stock droving as a permitted activity provided

This is not workable. We need to be agile in our
plans due to staffing requirements, animal
health, weather conditions, freezing works
space availability, inability to meet Traffic
Management Plan requirements due to
unforeseen circumstances etc. We believe that
having a Stock/Traffic Management Plan in
place should be enough. Due to this fact we
feel we should not need a permit prior to any
such movement especially considering we are
not on any Major or Minor Arterial Roads.

We feel the Appendix 2 Stock Droving Layout is
unrealistic due to the fact that on a country
road there is at no point 300m visibility
between stock and pilot/tail vehicles. Why is
this a requirement when the safe travelling
distance is only 100m by law. How are we
supposed to have control of our stock with that
requirement?

The Traffic/Stock Management Plan in place [a
reference to the requirements of the Traffic
Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015] is adequate.

Stock Droving Layout (Appendix 2).

the conditions set out in clause 8.2 are met (i.e.,
no permit is required).

The Stock Droving Layout (Appendix 2) is a NZTA
Code of Practice and sets out the minimum
standard for stock droving.

51 Brent & Liz
Besley

Support the Federated Farmers submission.

The draft bylaw contains impractical proposals,
which reflect that those who developed the

As per submission 55.

See officer comments in response to submission
55.
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policy do not have a good understanding of the
reality of farming operations. The balance
between road safety, road preservation and
stock management/cost implications has not
been achieved in the draft bylaw.

52 Paula
Rogers

Clause 6 of the bylaw allows for certain types of
stock to be tethered on the roadside, providing
certain conditions are met. This should not be
allowed, particularly in respect to goats, as it is
cruel. Ropes/chains can get tangled, causing
distress to the animal, and there is often
inadequate shelter and feed. There is no
monitoring by council staff to ensure that
welfare requirements are met.

Prohibit the tethering of animals, particularly
goats.

See officer comments in response to submission
13.

53 Kate and
David Ebbitt

Do not support requirement to notify council
10 days in advance of any stock movement
along/across a road. This simply adds another
layer of compliance cost for both farmers and
council without any clear benefit to either.

It is impractical because sometimes decisions
need to be made at short notice, e.g., a water
supply breakdown, or weather conditions
necessitate stock being moved.

It is also impractical to require road cleaning
after all stock movements.

1. Review requirements for stock droving
and movement, especially requirement to
submit TMP 10 days in advance.

2. Review requirement to clean roads after
each movement.

1. See officer comments for submission 31
above

2. See officer comments for submission 28
above

54 Angela
Mclntyre

| oppose the entire Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy. The
provisions in the Traffic Safety and Road Use
Bylaw should be retained.

Having to submit a TMP 10 days in advance of
any movement means that farmers cannot

1. Review requirement to submit TMP 10
days in advance.

2. Review 8.2 (i) Stock may not be driven past
Stock that are Roadside Grazing, enclosed
within an area of Temporary Fencing.

1. See officer comments for submission 31
above.

2. See officer comments for submission 31
above.

3. See officer comments for submission 28
above.
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respond to animal welfare needs in a timely
manner.

We are a family-owned farming operation and
do not have the necessary staff to deal with the
administrative burden — such regulations
unfairly disadvantage small businesses.

We already take adequate safety measures
when moving our deer. Driver alertness and
competence is the issue, not farmers’ droving
practice.

It is impractical for farmers to ask neighbouring
farmers to remove stock that are grazing road-
side.

The requirement to clean roads after every
stock movement is impractical.

Roadside grazing has been managed well by the
NZ Police. The Impounding Act 1955 has
sufficient powers to manage this.

There are only a small number of complaints in
the district, and therefore the additional cost to
ratepayers of administering this unnecessary
and heavy-handed bylaw is not justified.

3. Review requirement to clean the road
after stock moments.

4. Review proposal for Council to manage
roadside grazing.

4. See officer comments for submission 41 (6)
above.

55 Coralee
Matena/Feder
ated Farmers
(Manawatu-

Members have significant concerns about the
proposed amendments to the Bylaw. Federated
Farmers does not support the proposed Draft
Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft
Stock Underpass Policy and requests Council to
retain the Bylaw provisions as captured

1. Would like to see more evidence of
problem/cost-benefit analysis for these new
regulations.

2. Concerned about adequacy of
consultation.

1. Requirements around stock droving and
crossings existed in the 2015 bylaw. However,
there has been some tightening of some
requirements and the intention is that they will
be more consistently applied.
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Rangitikei currently in the Traffic Safety and Road Use There is roading budget to deal with forestry
Province) Bylaw 2015. 3. Review requirement for TMP to be truck damage to roads. However, the primary

The submission sets out some general
principals of stock control and movement,
including that farmers have a common law
right to move stock on roads, provided that
they maintain the safety of other road

users. (See pp. 2-3 of submission for full list of
these principles.)

1. Concerned that the amendments are not
justified — no evidence of increasing issue, road
safety or otherwise. The economic costs of any
controls imposed must be balanced with the
benefits that can be achieved. Council records
shows there were slightly more complaints
about damage caused by logging trucks.
Assessment states that this damage is managed
through roading budget and no additional
controls are required. This argument applies to
stock movement also.

2. We are also concerned about the level of
consultation Council has undertaken with
farmers, as the draft Bylaw proposes
requirements that are impractical and
unworkable. The proposed Bylaw doesn't fit
with reality, is confusing and is far too heavy
handed. We are particularly concerned to see
the following proposed.

Stock droving

submitted 10 days in advance.

4. Review cross-referencing to TMP in
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw.

5. Review 8.2 (i) Stock may not be driven
past Stock that are Roadside Grazing,
enclosed within an area of Temporary
Fencing.

6. Review threshold of stock crossings of
once a week or more triggering
requirement for permit.

7.Review conditions of stock crossing
permits.

8. Review threshold for being considered for

stock underpass.

9. Review need for Council to regulate
roadside grazing.

driver for introducing stronger controls on stock
droving and movement is road safety rather
than damage to roads.

2. Improvements can always be made to the way
in which Council engages with stakeholders on
the development of new policy. Federated
Farmers were contacted to provide input on the
draft bylaw and policy on 27 February 2020,
prior to the draft bylaws being notified for the
formal consultation process. Other stakeholders
from the farming sector contacted at this time
included Dairy NZ, Fonterra, all those who hold
permits for stock crossing movements, those
who have previously notified stock droving
movements, stock underpass construction
companies as well as anyone who had registered
an interest in the draft policy and bylaw.

3. See officer comments in
submission 31.

response to

4. In fact the cross reference is (erroneously) to
19.1(h), which does exist, but relates to the
removal of stock excrement.

5. For recommended amendment of wording for
8.2(j) see officer comments to submission 31
above.

6. As set out in officer comments to submission
41 above, under the 2015 bylaw, there was no
minimum  threshold for triggering the
requirement to obtain a permit. This meant that
potentially anyone might be required to obtain
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3. We do not support the requirement for
farmers to submit a Traffic Management Plan
10 days prior to a stock movement. This is just
additional compliance.

4. The Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw also
makes reference to stock droving requiring a
Traffic Management Plan. However the cross
reference contained is incorrect which makes
this requirement redundant (19.3 makes
reference to 19.1 (i) which does not exist). For
clarity, and to align with the intent of our
submission, we therefore ask that 19.3 be
deleted.

5 . Council are also proposing that stock cannot
be driven past stock grazing roadside. The

rationale for this is unclear and it is impractical.

This clause may prevent farmers from moving
their stock as planned.

Regular stock crossings

6. Do not support the threshold (crossings of
once a week or more) triggering the
requirement for a permit. This will include
farmers who operate on very remote, quiet
roads, where a permit should not be required.
Permit provisions in the Traffic Safety and Road
Use Bylaw should be retained - ie, required at
discretion of Council, considering relevant
factors (e.g., how busy the road is).

a permit, irrespective of frequency of crossings.
Council considers it preferable to have a
minimum threshold in place, so that those who
only cross stock irregularly are not required to
obtain a permit.

7. conditions of permits:

- traffic delay (11.4(a)v) — this is considered
reasonable. Cattle crossing can be temporarily
halted to allow traffic through if the delay is
likely to be longer.

- Surfacing requirements (11.4(a)i and vi) are
considered reasonable to protect the road from
damage and support road safety.

- use of signage, lights and cones (11.4(a)ii and
iii. This aligns with requirements set out by
NZTA in its Code of Practice for Temporary
Traffic Management.

Note that 11.4(a)(ii) states:

Fixed temporary warning signs are required. All
signage must be approved and installed by
Council (TF1 as per CoPTTM Standards). Council
will install signage once payment is received.
Correct use of the signs is the responsibility of
the Stock owner. Signs are to be visible only
whilst crossing is in progress.

Recommend deleting reference to “TF1 as per
CoPTTM Standards”, which is unnecessary
detail (as Council will obtain the necessary
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7. Do not support the proposed terms and
conditions of permits. Should be considered on
a case by case basis, based on effects.

i. Not appropriate to require all farmers to
comply with an impractical maximum time
delay (let alone setting this at 2 minutes).

ii. Surfacing requirements of shoulders and
entranceways and also the use of road mats —
resurfacing should only be considered where an
issue is apparent, using whatever material is
satisfactory.

iii. Fixed signage, lights and cones may not be
required on remote roads with limited traffic.

iv. The bylaw requires that stock supervision by
a ‘suitably experienced’ person. The definition
of a ‘suitably experienced’ person is unclear.
We consider that this is common sense and
does not need to be spelled out in regulation.

v. The requirement to clean the road after
every crossing is not practical.

vi. Permit timeframe — permits should not be
issued with an expiry date, rather left to the
discretion of the Council to review as issues
arise and effects need to be managed.

Application for new stock underpasses

signage on behalf of the landowner, and will
not be meaningful to someone not familiar
with this Code of Practice).

- stock supervision by a suitably experienced
person — this wording was considered
preferable to ‘a suitably qualified person’,
which implies a formal qualification must be
obtained by the relevant person or persons.

- The requirement to clean the road after every
crossing. While this is not a requirement set out
in the 2015 bylaw, it is a condition of current
stock crossing permits. An alternative to
cleaning is to use road mats.

- Permit timeframe — 3 years is considered a
reasonable length of time for the permit.

8. Threshold for being considered for a stock
underpass. As per submission 41, permit
applicants will only be considered for a stock
underpass where there is ongoing damage to
the road surface, where traffic volumes are
high, there or other safety issues need to be
considered. However, Council can only
recommend that a landowner to construct an
underpass — it cannot compel a landowner to
do so. Recommend changing wording of clause
11.3 to better reflect this, as set out above.

9. The Police have powers when stock is found
roaming (not limited to roadside grazing
situations). The reasons for Council wanting to
better regulate/manage roadside grazing are
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8. Do not support new clauses setting out the
application process for new stock
underpasses. It is proposed in the policy that
the installation of a new stock underpass will
be considered in all instances where a stock
crossing permit is required under the Bylaw
(i.e. all crossings of once a week or more). We
do not support the proposed weekly threshold
therefore would also not support farmers being
inadvertently required to consider and/or
progress a new stock underpass. We consider
this has the potential to require a number of
farmers to sink significant capital in
unnecessary infrastructure.

Roadside grazing

9. Roadside grazing is included in the draft
bylaw after earlier being considered by Council
as best left to the NZ Police to manage. As
there are no evidence of safety concerns this
should be excluded from bylaw. If Council is
concerned with roaming stock, it can always fall
back on its powers under the Impounding Act
1955.

not limited to road safety — it also stems from
the requirement to protect verges and water
channels from stock damage (eg, trampling).

Recommendation:

Delete reference to reference to “TF1 as per
CoPTTM Standards”, in clause 11.4(a)(ii).

56 Rangiwahia
Community
Committee

Does not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw and draft Stock
Underpass Policy. Makes same points as set out
in submission 55. High-level headings only
included below

1. Lack of evidence of problem. Does not justify
new regulation. Same approach to logging truck
damage should be taken to stock movement.

As per submission 55 above.

See officer comments to submission 55 above.
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2. Inadequate consultation with farming sector
therefore proposed bylaw and policy
impractical.

3. Opposed to requirement for TMP to be
submitted 10 days prior to stock movement.

4. Opposed to sub-clause 8.2(i) (which sets out
that stock cannot be driven past stock that are
roadside grazing).

5. Stock crossings — oppose once a week
crossings triggering requirement for permit.

6. Do not agree with conditions of permits for
stock crossings, as detailed in sub. 55.

7. Do not agree that anyone who triggers
requirement for permit will also be considered
for a stock underpass.

8. The control of roadside grazing should not be
included in bylaw. Wandering stock can be
managed under Impounding Act 1955.

57 Rachel
McHardy

Strongly disagree with animals, and especially
goats, being tethered by the roadside. This
should be prohibited.

If attacked by dogs etc, they have no way of
escaping. Goats are not suited to a diet of
grass; they should be able to graze on trees and
shrubs.

Do not allow the tethering of animals,
especially goats, by the roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.

58 Toni Tibbits

Goats should not be tethered by the roadside
as lawn mowers. The goat is a foraging animal

Council should take a position in line with
correct animal husbandry and protect these

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.
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and it is likely to become nutrient deficient if
fed only on grass. Goats also need roughage,
eg, sticks, bark etc, to remain healthy. They are
herd animals and maintain better health and
wellbeing when with other goats. They require
shelter as they cannot maintain a stable body
temperature in cold, wet weather.

They also require regular attention and clipping
of hooves etc. 'Lawnmower ' goats often live a
shorter life than most purely because of
nutritional deficiencies and foot problems.

In relation to roadside grazing more generally,
the type of containment required for stock
needs to be specific to the size of stock to
prevent animals escaping into the road.

vulnerable animals by no longer allowing
goats to be tethered by the roadside.

59 Hasanka
Perera

Opposes the tethering of stock by the roadside.
Tethering is inherently cruel and should be
banned by law.

The tethering of stock is being treated as a
public safety/nuisance issue but welfare
considerations are being disregarded. For too
long in New Zealand, there has been a
disregard for the psychological and emotional
well-being of animals under our care. Keeping
social herd animals isolated from their own
kind and unable to move or graze freely is
abuse and should be viewed as such under the
law. Permanently tethering any animal is a
breach of the Five Freedoms as provided for
under the Animal Welfare Act.

Do not allow the tethering of animals,
especially goats, by the roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
14 above.
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Individually tethered animals are at risk of
becoming depressed, aggressive or suffering
from learned-helplessness. There are also
physical risks of becoming tangled in their
chain/rope, resulting in no longer being able to
access food or water, injury or death by
strangulation, dehydration or starvation. There
is also a risk of collars becoming embedded and
the animal having to live in the same space as
they urinate and defecate. | have seen cases of
goats having to be rescued or euthanised due
to neglect when tethered.

60 Linda
Burling

Do not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock
Underpass Policy.

1. Council’s evidence assessment provides a
summary of the complaints received over the
2018 year. Of note, there are no safety
complaints about stock droving and only 3
complaints about stock crossings (2 regarding
mess on the road and one citing road damage).

2. We are of the opinion that controls must be
restricted to issues of safety, road damage and
reasonable expectations of the public to traffic
flow.

3. We believe moving stock between paddocks
and droving stock along roads is an integral
part of the farming operation. The draft Bylaw
proposes requirements that are impractical and
heavy-handed.

Review stock droving and movement
requirements, especially requirement to
submit TMP 10 days in advance.

See officer comments
submissions 31 and 55.

in

response

to
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4. Oppose the requirement to submit a TMP 10

days before a planned stock movement.
61 Natalie Found the appendix map and definitions were 1. Seeks clarity about what roads are | 1. The movement of stock is permitted as long
Masters confusing. Not clear whether they would apply | captured by 8.2 provisions. as it does not involve any Major or Minor

to a gravel road.

More thinking is required on stock movement
and crossings, particularly in regard to permits.
What is the cost? Will there by free renewal?
Are there enough staff to process the
applications in a timely manner?

Do not agree with submitting a TMP 10 days
prior to moving stock along a road or across a
road. We farm on both sides of a gravel road
and often need to make crossings to get to
woolshed and yards. We also need to move
stock down the road. We sometimes need to
change plans at short notice due to weather,
animal health issues, stock water availability,
staffing considerations.

Regarding 11.1 i) and 11.4 vii): Unsure how to
remove stock excrement on a gravel road
without causing damage or making the gravel
road more susceptible to damage. Scraping the
surface removes more and more of the extra
gravel and dirt that keeps the road in driveable
condition, removing bits here and there surely
it would lead to more potholes, and an
increased need for grading and re-metalling?

I also do not agree with the tethered stock
section 26.1 d). This should not just be limited
to daylight hours. With all the other jobs that

2. Seeks clarity in relation to fees for permits.

3. Seeks review of requirement to submit
TMP 10 days before stock movements.

4. Seeks clarity around how stock excrement
should be cleaned from a gravel road
without causing more damage.

5. Tethering of stock should not be limited to
daylight hours.

Arterial Road (8.2(a)). It is permitted on other
rural roads, provided the conditions set out in
cl.8.2 are met. This sub-clause, alongside the
Appendix 3 map, is clear. No distinction is made
between sealed or unsealed roads.

Where some additional clarity could be
provided is in respect to the term “Rural Area”.
“Rural Area” is referenced with initial
capitalisation as if a defined word. However, it
is not defined in the Definitions section of the
bylaw, Explanatory Bylaw or Traffic Safety and
Road Use Bylaw, nor is it a defined term in the
District Plan. Rather than create a new
definition for this term (which may potentially
conflict with other defined terms such as “Rural
Zone” in the District Plan), it is recommended
that any references to the term use lower case,
so that it is not implied that it is a defined term.
2. The fee for a stock crossing permit is
currently $290 for a 3-year permit. There is no
permit for stock droving and no fee.

3. In respect to TMPs for stock droving, see
officer comments in response to submission 31.
The requirements for stock crossings are set
out under clause 11 of the draft bylaw (see
especially cl. 11.2). No substantive changes are
recommended to clause 11 requirements.
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keep farmers busy during the day, there is not
enough time to take a goat out and bring it
back in before nightfall in the winter months.

Support Federated Farmers submission, but
have submitted to provide personal examples.

4. See officer comments in response to
submission 28.

5. For safety reasons, both for the animal and
for road users, the tethering of stock will be
limited to daylight hours.

62 Kelly Bold

Opposes the tethering of stock by the roadside.
Tethering is inherently cruel and should be
banned by law. [Same points made in this
submission as in submission 59 — summary
included here]

Welfare considerations are disregarded in this
bylaw. Keeping social herd animals isolated and
unable to move or graze freely is abuse and
should be viewed as such under the law.

Individually tethered animals are at risk of
becoming depressed, aggressive or suffering
from learned-helplessness. They can also get
tangled in their chain/rope, which can result in
injury or death by strangulation, dehydration or
starvation.

| have seen cases of goats having to be rescued
or euthanised due to neglect when tethered.

Do not allow the tethering of animals,
especially goats, by the roadside.

See officer comments in response submission
14.

63 Kirsty
Cooksey

Opposes the tethering of stock by the roadside.
Roadside tethering should be banned for the
following reasons:

- stress due to proximity to traffic

- exposure to maltreatment by passers by

Do not allow the tethering of animals by the
roadside.

See officer comments in response submission
14.

66




Submitter no.

Summary of submission

Decisions sought

Officer comments

& name

- keeping isolated rather than as part of a herd

- potential of injury due to tethering

- potential for inadequate shelter or water.
64 Amy Does not support the proposed Draft Stock See submission 55. See officer comments in response to submission
Weston Movement and Grazing Bylaw and draft Stock 55.

Underpass Policy. Makes same points as set out
in submission 55 (Federated Farmers). High-
level headings only included below

1. Lack of evidence of problem. Does not justify
new regulation. Same approach to logging truck
damage should be taken to stock movement.

2. Inadequate consultation with farming sector
therefore proposed bylaw and policy
impractical.

3. Opposed to requirement for TMP to be
submitted 10 days prior to stock movement.

4. Opposed to sub clause 8.2(i) (which sets out
that stock cannot be driven past stock that are
roadside grazing).

5. Stock crossings — oppose once a week
crossings triggering requirement for permit.

6. Do not agree with conditions of permits for
stock crossings, as detailed in sub. 55.
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7. Do not agree that anyone who triggers

requirement for permit will also be considered

for a stock underpass.

8. The control of roadside grazing should not be

included in bylaw. Wandering stock can be

managed under Impounding Act 1955.
65 Kevin Have concerns about stock crossings and 1. Seeks review of provisions relating to | 1. The requirements around signs when stock
McQuillan droving provisions in the draft bylaw. stock crossings and droving, specifically | droving are a NZTA requirement, as set out in

requirement to put out signs. Appendix 2 diagram.
Sma!l farming operation |n.Rongotea \,Nlth a 2. Seeks clarity as to how to keep stock to | 2. As per officer response to submission 38,
milking herd of 120-130 dairy cows. Time spent . . . . . . .
. o left-hand side of road while droving. recommend including an annotation in

crossing the road limited. Road broomed . - .

. . . Appendix 2 (Stock droving layout) to clarify that

immediately. Do not have a problem with o . . .

) . . . this is for diagrammatic purposes only and will
traffic or cyclists. Signs are a waste of time
. . not be enforced.

because drivers ignore them.

When stock-droving, how do you keep stock to

the left-hand side of road?

Invites Mayor Helen and/or Councillor Casey to

visit.
66 Nicola Supports clauses 8.2 (a) to (h) — these are all Review the requirements set out in sub- See officer comments in response to
Murphy common sense and measures we take to clauses 8.2 (j) and 8.3 —8.6. submissions 28, 31 and 55.

comply with health and safety requirement.

Our competent drovers will manage to comply
with 8.2 (i), which requires that stock must not
be driven past stock grazing road-side.

Do not support the following clauses:
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8.2 (j) requiring excrement to be removed from
roads is impractical on rural roads.

Clauses 8.3 — 8.6 (requiring TMPs) are
impractical and draconian. These requirements
should be completely removed from this
proposed bylaw. Also does not support the
requirements set out in the Traffic Safety and
Road Use Bylaw 2015:

19.3 The measures proposed for traffic
management in accordance with clause 19.1(h)
are to be set out in a traffic management plan
submitted to Council no later than five (5) days
prior to the movement of stock on the road

Roaming stock is covered by the Impounding
Act 1955 so not need further regulation.

67 Alexander
Mclintyre

Does not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw in its entirety
and the Draft Stock Underpass Policy.

Council should retain the provisions in the
Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw 2015.

1. Providing traffic management plans (in
advance) means that farmers cannot address
animal welfare issues in a timely manner.

2. We are an owner-operated farming business
and do not have the staff to implement this
bylaw. It disadvantages family-owned farms

1. Review requirement for TMPs.

2. Review cl. 8.2(i) (stock cannot be driven
past stock grazing road-side).

3. Review requirements for signs and lights
(especially on roads that have low traffic
usage).

4. Review requirement to clean roads after
stock movements.

5. Review road-side grazing requirements
(this should be left with the NZ Police)

1. See Officer
submission 31.

comments in response to

2. See Officer
submission 31.

comments in response to

3. These requirements are set out by NZTA as a
minimum requirement.

4. See Officer
submission 28.

comments in response to

5. See Officer
submission 55.

comments in response to
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and the bylaw will have detrimental economic
effects.

3. The current Traffic Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015 is working sufficiently. Heavy-
handed rules and regulations are not required.

4.1 am opposed to these regulations as the
financial impact of implementation of this
bylaw outweighs the benefits. It is too costly
for the region.

5. It is impractical for farmers to be required to
request other farmers to shift stock grazing on
the roadside. Farmers have successfully
managed this for centuries and it does not
need to be regulated.

6. Opposed to the requirement for fixed
signage and lights — not needed on all rural
roads with low traffic usage.

7. Cleaning roads is not practical. If issues arise
then they should be addressed on a case-by-
case basis.

8. Roadside grazing has been managed well by
NZ Police. The Impounding Act 1955 provides
sufficient powers to cover/manage this. There
have only been a small number of issues and

complaints. These regulations are unnecessary.

9. The bylaw needs to be written to manage
‘perceived problems’ with road safety in mind.
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MDC assessment says there are no complaints

of stock droving and only one complaint about

road damage. Stock droving has been un fairly

targeted.
68 Jenny Oppose the tethering of goats to the side of the | Prohibit the tethering of goats by the | See officer comments in response to submission
Hyde road on grass verges next to roads. roadside. 13.

Often these animals get insufficient food and
are starving. Grass is not their natural diet and
the quality on grass verges is often poor. Goats
are herd animals but this practice keeps them
in isolation. Tethered goats are commonly
attacked by dogs or by members of the public.
Goats can also break loose and get hit by
vehicles.

This practice in unacceptable for both animal
welfare and safety reasons.

69 Peter Wells

The bylaw is overly bureaucratic and
contradictory. Oppose for the following
reasons:

1. The defining of irregular stock road crossings
as droving, and then requiring that stock
droving requires a permit is impractical and
unnecessary for irregular stock crossings.

In my case, | move stock across roads over a
very limited distance of 500 meters maximum.

Stock gets moved for stock husbandry reasons,
e.g., when stock need more grass, when
shearers are available, when dipping for
flystrike, or to be transported to the meatworks
when there is available capacity. A farmer

1. Irregular stock crossing should not be
defined as “stock droving” because it then
requires a permit (This refers to definition of
“Stock Droving” in cl. 4.2:

Stock Droving means the movement of Stock
along a Road, irregular Stock Crossing
movements, and the movement of Stock
across a Road at an unspecified location,
under the control and supervision of a
competent drover.)

2. Stock droving and stock crossing should be
permitted on major or minor arterial roads
(as shown in Appendix 3).

3. Seeks clearer justification for

changes/evidence of problem.

1. Stock droving and stock crossings are
addressed separately in the draft bylaw. Stock
droving is a permitted activity as long as the
conditions set out in clause 8 are met (which
include a TMP). As such no permit is issued;
Council staff will review and approve the TMP.
By contrast, under clause 11, regular stock
crossings do require a permit (which is valid for
3 years).

2. Stock crossings are allowed for by the draft
bylaw on arterial roads, provided they meet the
requirements set out in clause 11.

For safety reasons, stock droving is not
permitted on major or minor arterial roads due
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doesn’t necessary know 10 days in advance
when stock will need to be moved for these
purposes.

Not only is there a cost to the farmer of
completing the permit, but there will also be a
cost in the council to assess and approve
permits. [Officer’s note: There is no fee (or
permit) required for stock droving. There is a
fee associated with the permit required for
stock crossings.]

The health and safety act should adequately
cover the requirements of good practice that
the permit is duplicating.

2. Not permitting stock droving (encompassing
stock crossing) on certain roads is unjustified
and an impingement on personal rights. From
experience, sensible farming practice when
crossing roads, which should be covered in a
farm health and safety plan, will mitigate any
issues.

3. The problem does not justify the proposed
changes to the bylaw, especially in view of
limited number of complaints (no safety
complaints about stock droving and 3 about
stock crossing). Stock movement is being
unfairly targeted when forestry trucks cause
more damage.

As a ratepayer, it is very disappointing that
resources have been put into an unnecessary
policy around stock crossing.

to the nature of these roads —i.e., higher traffic
volumes, particularly at peak times.

3. The Traffic Safety and Road Use Bylaw also
contains requirements around stock crossings,
including the requirement to obtain a permit
(clause 20). However, these requirements have
been inconsistently applied. This draft bylaw
seeks to create more clarity and consistency
around obligations and expectations in respect
of stock crossings in the District.
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70 Caro
Stanners

The tethering of any animal by the roadside,
especially goats, is abhorrent. It leaves the
animal in a very vulnerable situation where it
cannot escape from attacks from dogs or
cruelty of people, e.g., being used as a bait
animal to train a dog for fighting.

The tethering of goats is un outdated activity
and should be prohibited. It is at odds with the
right of the animal to a safe existence free from
harm and cruelty.

Roadside grazing fencing materials: Pigtail
standards with an electric wire is not adequate
to contain animals by the roadside. We have
neighbours that do this (likely unlawfully) and
the young stock regularly walk under the
electric line and wander the road creating a
hazard on our windy, blind cornered, gravel
roads.

Farmers should be able to erect a more robust
warratah/star picket and wire fence structure
and electrify this, particularly if they are
permitted to graze the roadside for 3 years.

1. Prohibit the tethering of animals,
especially goats, by the roadside.

2. Review the fencing materials required to
be used for temporary roadside grazing.

1. See officer comments in
submission 13.

response to

2. The use of waratahs is not recommended for
road-side grazing for safety reasons, particularly
owing to the risk they pose to cyclists. If stock
are regularly getting out of fenced areas and
wandering on the road, this should be reported
to Council so that officers can follow up.

71 Lis Giesen

Oppose the draft Bylaw; we believe stock
movement and droving is currently well
managed under the Traffic safety and road use
bylaw 2015.

We cannot understand the need to change the
process that is working at the moment - there
have not been enough complaints made to
warrant such a significant bylaw change. The
increased time, cost and lack of flexibility for

1. Review the requirements for TMPs.

2. Review proposed new controls on road-
side grazing.

1. See officer comments in response to
submission 31. Officer capacity to process TMPS
should not be an issue if the recommended
amendments are made.

2. See officer comments in
submission 55.

response to
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the farmer. Plans depend on the weather,
which cannot be known with certainty 10 days
beforehand.

How will Council process the large number of
TMPs that will be submitted on a daily basis?

Roadside grazing - we have concerns about
safety with long grass on roadsides. Verges are
not maintained by the council and pose the risk
of limited vision around corners for on coming
vehicles and hidden animals.

72 Laiosha

Disagree with the Stock Movement and Grazing
Bylaw — it is cruel and inhumane.

It is not clear from the submission what
specifically the submitter is referring to but it
is likely that is in reference to the tethering
of animals by the roadside.

See officer comments in response to submission
13.

73 Mat
Hocken

Do not support the proposed Draft Stock
Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Draft Stock
Underpass Policy. Council should retain the
provisions in the Traffic Safety and Road Use
Bylaw 2015. [Makes the same points as
submission 55 — key points summarised here]

1. The problem does not justify the proposed
changes to the bylaw. Stock movement is being
unfairly targeted when forestry trucks cause
more damage.

2. Traffic Management Plans should not be
required before farmers move stock on roads.

3. Not being allowed to drove stock past stock
grazing roadside is not practical.

Seeks same decisions as submission 55.

See officer comments in response to submission
55.
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4. The once-a-week threshold for stock
crossings will capture farmers of very quiet,
remote roads. Requirement for stock crossing
permits should be at the discretion of Council.

5. Do not support the following conditions of
stock crossing permits:

- maximum traffic delay of 2 minutes

- surface requirement of shoulders and
entranceways. Should be determined on case
by case basis.

- Fixed signage, lights and cones — should only
be required where necessary.

- Not clear what a ‘suitably experienced’ person
is (to supervise stock)

- cleaning or roads after crossings — impractical

- permits should be valid indefinitely, subject to
review as issues arise.

Application for new stock underpasses

6. Do not support all applications for a stock
crossing permit being considered for a new
stock underpass. This may lead to some
farmers having to invest in unnecessary
infrastructure.
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7. Roadside grazing should be left to the NZ

Police to manage. Council can use the

Impounding Act 1955 to deal with roaming

stock.
74 Barbara Our farm has 2 underpasses for our cows and Not clear. No specific recommendations | Not clear what changes the submitter is seeking
Tennant other stock on our farm, which cost over made in respect of draft bylaw or policy. in respect of the draft bylaw.

$100,000 to construct. Neither of these had
any funding from the Council.

We have a run-off where we graze young stock
and sometimes drive them 1 km back down the
road to main farm. We have never had a
problem. However we do find drivers often
drive too fast and are impatient.

Council should consider introducing a speed
limit of 80 km for many rural roads. Also, what
is the Council doing about boy racers who
cause more damage to roads than stock. It
should set up CTV camera is hot spots.

Also, why does Council spend rate-payers’
money on tree trimming every year, when the
trees should just be removed completely.

Council should deal with boy racers and trees
before pointing fingers at farmers.

Stock Underpass Policy

Submissions received on 23 April 2020

1 Milton
Pedley

“Willing buyer, willing seller.” Beware of your
intention to farm to make a profit for your future
business years.

None stated

It is not clear what was meant by this feedback.
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Submissions received on 18 June 2020

30 Warren
Mudford

Who owns the underpass when the land on
either side of the road is sold to different
owners?

Some councils do not make a funding
contribution to the construction of the
underpass but instead maintain the road above
the underpass. If not maintained properly, this
can lead to safety issues (gives the example of a
police car crash caused by faulty sealing above
an underpass on Taikorea Road East).

Understands that Council is responsible for the
maintenance of underpasses. It costs $2,500 to
paint an underpass.

Seeks clarity about who owns the
underpass, especially when land changes
hands.

The draft Stock Underpass Policy sets out that:

4.2 A Land Covenant in Gross (“Covenant
Instrument”) must be entered into between
the land Owner and Council for any Stock
Underpass constructed after the date that this
Policy is adopted. The Covenant Instrument
sets out the terms and conditions on which the
Council agrees for a Stock Underpass to be
constructed beneath the road reserve,
including any particular maintenance
requirements.

4.3 The Covenant Instrument is to be registered
against the Record of Title to the affected land
and shall run with the land and bind the current
registered Owner as well as any successive
Owners. The Covenant Instrument will be
registered against the Record of Title prior to
the construction of any new Stock Underpass
commencing.

The draft Stock Underpass Policy also states, at
paragraph 6.4 that “In the event a Stock
Underpass is made redundant through the sale
of property on one or both sides of a Road and
the Records to Title to the burdened land are
not in common ownership, then the obligations
set out in the Covenant shall be joint and
several.”

There is no explanation of what the words “the
obligations set out in the Covenant shall be
joint and several”. However, according to
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Council’s legal advice on the draft policy, this
phrase means that the obligations are owed to
the Council by the landowners jointly, but also
individually. In real terms this means that in the
case of Council having to undertake repairs or
maintenance, if one landowner refuses to pay
their share of the cost, the Council can recoup
100% of the cost from the other landowner.

This raises a number of questions. On face
value, this arrangement incentivises one party
to refuse to pay so that the burden of
responsibility falls on the other party, as per
the covenant. Also unclear is what would
happen in the situation where both parties
refused to pay. Would the cost fall on the party
who made their refusal second?

In order to enforce this payment, Council may
need to take legal recourse to force the
remaining party to pay 100% of the cost. This
seem inherently unfair and Council would risk
being seen as enforcing an unfair legal
obligation on an unsuspecting landowner.

Recommendation:
Review paragraph 6.4 of the draft policy to
ensure that it is both fair and workable.
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Operational Implications
There are no capital or operating expenditure implications associated with this paper.

However, it is recommended that the following measures are taken following the adoption of
the draft bylaw (if that decision is taken by Council):

- The development of plain English communications and guidance to support broad
awareness and understanding of the new bylaw and its associated requirements and
obligations

- Ongoing and consistent enforcement of the bylaw.
Financial implications

Resourcing required for implementation and enforcement of these bylaws and policy is
existing.

Statutory Requirements
The statutory obligations are as stated within the relevant sections of this report.
Delegations

Council has the authority to make decisions relating to bylaws under the Local Government
Act 2002.

Consultation

The draft bylaws were consulted on using the special consultative procedure as described in
section 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. There was also a “pre-consultation” process
carried out prior to the notification of the draft bylaws for formal consultation to seek feedback
on the draft bylaws from key stakeholders. The post-notification consultation period was
further extended by 2 weeks, to 23 April 2020, reflecting the challenging circumstances created
by the Covid-19 situation. The full details of the consultation process were set out in the
Deliberations Report received by Council on 21 May 2020. (Further detail on the consultation
process is set out in the Report for the Hearing of Written and Oral Submission on the Bylaws
and Policy Review 2020, considered by Council at the meeting of 7 May 2020.)

Federated Farmers contacted Council on 23 April 2020 requesting that the bylaw review be
deferred because it had not had an opportunity to consult with its members due to the Covid-
19 situation. At the meeting of 21 May 2020, Council decided to provide Federated Farmers
an extension until 10 June 2020 to make a submission on the draft Stock Movement and
Grazing Bylaw. Subsequently, at its meeting of 4 June, Council decided to further extend the
submission period for the Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy until
18 June 2020.

Cultural Considerations
Based on feedback from the 12 February 2019 Nga Manu Taiko Manawati District Council

meeting, the Stock Underpass Policy and Public Places Bylaw were considered to be of limited
interest compared to other Wave 2 bylaws.
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11.2

Conclusion

The purpose of this report is to provide information to assist Council with deliberations on oral
and written submissions received on the draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and Stock
Underpass Policy.

This report includes some suggestions and recommended changes to the draft bylaw and
policy prior to adoption. The intention is not to limit the decision-making of Council to these
submission points, but to assist Council by providing officer advice on submitters requests.
The table at 11.3 summarises these for Council’s consideration:
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11.3 Summary of recommended changes to draft Stock Management and Droving Bylaw and Stock Underpass Policy

Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw

Recommended change Reason for change

Appendix 2: Cite the New Zealand Transport Agency Code of Practice for Temporary For improved clarity as to the source of these requirements (NZTA).
Traffic Management as the source of the diagram contained in Appendix 2.

Appendix 2: Include an annotation in Appendix 2 to clarify that the stock shown being | For improved clarity.
droved on left-hand side of road is for diagrammatic purposes only and there will be no
requirement to keep stock to the left-hand side of the road when droving.

Amend Clause 8.2(j) to read: For improved clarity in respect of the extent of road cleaning required by the
Bylaw.

“All reasonable steps are taken to remove excessive Stock excrement from the Road after
each Stock movement”

Amend Clause 8.2(b) to read: For improved clarity about what “visibility greater than 100 metres” is
referring to.

“Stock Droving occurs only during the Hours of Daylight and when weather and light
conditions allow for visibility greater than 100 metres”

Amend Clause 8.2(d) to read: To align policy with industry best practice.

“The number of Stock in any one mob does not exceed 600 head of cattle or 3,000 head
of sheep”
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Amend clause 8.2 (i) to read:

“Where Stock are driven past Stock that are grazing within an area of Temporary Fencing
on the roadside, all reasonable precautions should be taken to prevent disturbance to
Stock that are Roadside Grazing.”

The requirement (to get another farmer to move their stock from the roadside
before undertaking any stock droving movement) set out the draft bylaw was
not practical and would unnecessarily impinge on farming operations.

Amend clause 8.3 to read:

“The measures proposed for traffic management in accordance with clause 8.2(g) are to
be set out in a Traffic Management Plan submitted to Council no later than ten (10) days
prior to the first planned Stock Droving movement. Once approved, the Traffic
Management Plan will be valid for 3 years, subject to review from time to time, or as
changes in conditions require.”

A Traffic Management Plan (Stock Droving) template will also be made available on the
Council website to help make this process as streamlined as possible.

See Attachment to this Report - Draft template for Traffic Management Plan.

The requirement set out in the draft bylaw to submit a Traffic Management
Plan a minimum of 10 days before each stock movement was not practical and
would unnecessarily impinge on farming operations.

Amend clause 11.3 to read:

“Upon receipt of a Stock Crossing Permit application Council will assess whether the
construction of a Stock Underpass would better meet the purpose of the Bylaw. In cases
where the construction of a stock underpass would better meet the purpose of the
Bylaw, Council will recommend to the applicant that they consider the installation of an
underpass.”

For improved clarity (that Council cannot compel a landowner to construct a
stock underpass).

Clause 11.4(a)(ii): Delete reference to reference to “TF1 as per COPTTM Standards”, in
clause 11.4(a)(ii).

To remove extraneous detail, or information not readily understood by a non-
specialist.

Council may wish to consider revising clause 26 to prohibit the tethering of stock by the
roadside within the District.

Council may wish to consider reviewing clause 26 in response to the high level
of concern on this issue.
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Where this amendment is made, also consider removing the reference to tethering in the
Part title, i.e.:

Part Two — Roadside Grazing and Tethering

Also consider removing reference in Explanatory note for clause 2.1. while noting that, as
the explanatory note makes clear, these activities come under the jurisdiction of the New
Zealand Transport Agency when carried out along or across a state highway.

Stock Underpass Policy

Recommended change

Reason for change

Review paragraph 6.4 of the draft policy to ensure that it is both fair and workable.
(Detailed drafting of amended para. 6.4 will be provided following receipt of further legal
advice.)

The existing draft policy is potentially unfair and unworkable and also risks
damaging the reputation of Council.
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° Copies of all submissions received on draft Stock Movement and Grazing Bylaw and
Stock Underpass Policy.

. Draft template for Traffic Management Plan.
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STOCK DROVING TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN Mlii#anawary

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN (TMP) — SHORT FORM

For use of Stock Droving activities within the Manawatu District only. For all other Traffic Management Activities please
utilise Traffic Management Plan (TMP) — Short Form as per CoPTTM.

Owner Details

Farm Details (if different from Owner

characteristics

Name: Details)
Farm Name:
Address:
Address:
Phone:
Owner/Farm Contact Person:
Details .
Email:
Phone:
Email:
RCA: Manawatu District Council
House no. (From and to) [Permanent
Road names and suburb speed
Roads required for droving (please list):
Location
details and
road

Description of
work activity

Stock Droving

Herd/mob size:

Animal Type:
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Start date

End date

J’{"/\/\

STOCK DROVING TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN lilanawary

Schedule of
likely droving
dates and times

Pedestrians affected?| Yes No

Cyclists affected? Yes No

If long queues form or delays exceed
S5mins (or any other period required
by RCA), site to be disestablished or
additional lanes made available.

Add additional contingencies:

Property access affected?

Restricted parking affected?

Adjust TMD to suit unforeseen
circumstances (eg weather or site
overlaps with another work site).

24/7 contact
number

Name

Traffic lanes affected? Yes No

Delays or queuing likely? | ves No

Emergency services will be accommodated and
access provided through the site as required.

Person in Charge of
Droving

Staff

Staff

Staff

Owner/Farm
Manager
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STOCK DROVING TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT PLAN [livanaware

On-site record must be retained with TMP for 12 months.

Site monitoring

Person in Charge of the Stock Droving is to ensure the following is carried out at the start and the end of each droving activity

High-visibility attire worn by all staff
Signs have been placed as per TMD

Cones or other delineation devices have
Site set up been placed appropriately

Site distances are within specification

Visibility (inclement weather) is within
limits (100m)

Site removal All signage has been removed from
road corridor

All cones have been removed from road
corridor

Others as required

TMP preparation (or approval if STMS delegated authority to approve TMPs) Delete the
option that does not apply (either prepared or approved)

Prepared / Approved
Name Date Signature
TMP returned for
correction Name Date Signature ID no. Qualification | Expiry date

Engineer/TMC to complete following section when approval or acceptance required

Acceptance by

™C Name Date Signature ID no. Qualification | Expiry date
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DISTRICT COUNCIL

Council

Meeting of 20 August 2020

Business Unit: Infrastructure
Date Created: 29 July 2020

MP1068-3 Mangaweka Bridge Replacement: Tender Award

Purpose

To seek approval to award Contract MP1068-3 Mangaweka Bridge Replacement for the construction
of a new bridge over the Rangitikei River near Mangaweka.

Significance of Decision

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is not triggered by matters discussed in this report.

Recommendations

1. That the Council awards Contract MP1068-3 Mangaweka Bridge Replacement to Emmetts Civil
Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and Dempsey Wood Civil Ltd. for the sum of
Seven Million, and Nine Hundred Thousand Dollars (excl GST).

2. That the Council notes that this amount includes a 16% contingency, which can be utilised only
upon the Engineer’s approval.

3. That the Council notes the cost of construction will be shared equally between the Manawati
and Rangitikei District Councils.

Report prepared by:
John Jones
Roading manager

Approved for submission by:
Hamish Waugh
General Manager - Infrastructure
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1.1

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes

Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision:

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawati District — the best lifestyle in New Zealand

Manawatu District Manawatu Manawatu District | Manawatu District is Manawatu Manawata District
protects the natural District attracts | develops a broad connected via quality | District’s built Council is a
environment through | and retains economic base infrastructure, environment is customer-focussed
stewardship of the residents and | from its solid services and safe, resilient and efficient
District’s natural and | businesses. foundation in the technology. and attractive. organisation.
physical resources. primary sector.

v v v v v v
Background

Mangaweka Bridge has provided a critical connection for the local and regional communities
for over 115 years. It is an important road asset for the local community, and is maintained by
two local authorities — Manawatl District Council and Rangitikei District Council. It has
provided access for local communities to schools, employment, markets for produce and
goods as well as a lifeline access to hospitals and emergency services. There are growing
tourism and recreation related activities in the region. A detailed inspection in 2016 revealed
a large increase in deterioration of the structure. Some upgrade work was carried out in 2016,
and during this bridge closure, further investigation revealed widespread deterioration. This
resulted in the severe restriction of 6 tonne gross vehicle limit, with a maximum axle weight of
3 tonnes. This effectively restricted the bridge to cars, campervans and other light vehicles.

In 2017 an indicative business case was completed and recommended a new single lane bridge
be built downstream from the existing. This was followed by a detailed business case in 2018
which provided a comprehensive case for a 132m long steel girder bridge to be built 30m
downstream of the existing bridge. This recommended option was then progressed to detailed
design in 2019. The design is complete and is to be issued for tender in February 2020. There
is high public and political interest in the construction of the new bridge and fate of the old
bridge.

The new Mangaweka Bridge will unlock the economic potential of the northern Manawati
farmlands. It is designed for a full HN HO 72 loading, fully removing the current restrictions on
the route. The new structure will stand for a design life of 100 years, whilst the existing bridge
will be retained for historic purposes as a walking and cycling facility.

The new bridge is expected to carry an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 274 vehicles
when open, comprising of 4% heavy vehicles. The bridge will form part of the Manawati Scenic
Route and acts a detour route when SH1 near Mangaweka is closed.

The Detailed Business Case was completed in June 2018.

Procurement for the construction of the bridge began at the commencement of the detailed
design in January 2019 and has progressed using an Early Contractor Involvement (ECI)
process. This option was chosen to streamline the design and tender process by minimising
the risk of alternative designs being submitted. Registrations of Interest (ROI’s) were received
from seven contractors:

. Bailey Civil

89



2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

211

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

3.1

° Brian Perry Civil

° Concrete Structures

. Emmetts Civil Construction and Stringfellows
. Fulton Hogan

° HEB Construction

o Riverside Construction

After applying NZTA prequalification to levels 3A and 4A, both Bailey Civil and Riverside
Construction were discounted from the process. Emmetts Civil Construction brought Dempsey
Wood Civil into their team.

The remaining five contractors were consulted regularly throughout the year-long design
process. In April 2019, all five contractors attended a site walkover with the bridge designers.
One-on-one meetings were held in May and in November 2019. A Safety in Design workshop
was also conducted.

Regular design updates were provided through a monthly project newsletter.

Through collaboration with the contractors, the designers were able to discuss and clarify
design aspects and ultimately improve the project and reduce cost. Such initiatives realised
through the ECI process are:

) Mono-piles at the piers, instead of a pile raft

. Removal of pile-cap for mono-piles

. Using lifting methodology, instead of launching

. Allowances for pre-casting concrete

. Angular pier heads, instead of rounded

. Positioning of site amenities

. Allowances for both temporary staging or a gravel causeway for the lifting procedure

Other items discussed and considered with the contractors were consent requirements, plant
access, timing of works and structural design.

The five remaining ECI contractors were invited to submit a tender on the contract in February
2020. At that stage HEB Construction withdrew from the process stating fully committed.

On 4th May 2020 the four remaining contractors were invited to submit tenders which closed
on Thursday 23rd July 2020.

The tender evaluation was undertaken in accordance with the Price Quality Method (PQM)
(Simple).

A Probity Auditor was appointed to oversee the Tender Process.

Discussion and Options considered

The new Mangaweka Bridge is a 132m long single-lane twin-plate weathering steel girder
bridge designed by GHD Ltd. Its alignment is approximately 30m downstream from the existing
bridge (in the northern part of the Mangaweka Campground), providing a safer road corridor
with wider corners and improved visibility. It is engineered specifically to the NZTA Bridge
Manual v3.3 (Oct. 2018), including full HN HO 72 loading and disaster resilience according to
an importance level of IL2. The bridge and road will be sealed.
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3.2

3.3

34

35

4.1

4.2

5.1

5.2

The new bridge has a three-span arrangement of 40m — 52m — 40m, with the two piers
straddling the sides of the low-flow river channel. Each pier is founded on a 25m deep
monopile, providing substantial cost savings over similar foundations such as a pile raft. At
each abutment are three smaller piles. Each span is carried by two large weathering-steel
girders, the material chosen for its low maintenance requirements.

Although it will only be marked as single lane, the bridge is designed for two-lane operation in
emergency situations (such as a detour for when SH1 nearby is closed). It is 7.3m wide,
consisting of:

° One 3.5mroad lane,
) Two 1.5m road shoulders,
) Two 0.4m TL-4 barriers

Ancillary works include the addition of various walking traffic and vehicle access tracks to
service local properties. At each end of the bridge there is a vehicle access to adjoining
properties: Mangaweka Campground on the west, and private property on the east. Beneath
both abutments a gravel walking track has been provided to link the existing bridge with
neighbouring areas (particularly the campgrounds on both sides). Additionally, a gravel access
track has been provided from the Mangaweka Campground to the base of the existing bridge
to facilitate regional council staff in accessing and maintaining their water-monitoring
equipment at the base of the water tower.

On 30 August 2019 both Councils decided not to demolish the existing bridge. Strengthening
and maintenance work will be conducted on the existing bridge to make it fit-for-purpose for
walking and cycling, extending the bridge’s useful life by 50 years. Due to further investigations
during the pre-implementation stage, less strengthening work is required and the cost of
remediation has decreased significantly.

Operational Implications

The ongoing management of the historic bridge will require a Memorandum of Understanding
between Rangitikei and Manawatt District Councils and the Mangaweka Heritage Inc.

Legal advice has been received on how this matter can be addressed and a draft MoU has been

written. Rangitikei and Manawatt District Councils and Mangaweka Heritage Inc. will
negotiate and craft a mutually agreed upon MoU.

Financial implications

Tenders were received from;

° Brian Perry Civil Ltd.

. Fulton Hogan Ltd.

° Concrete Structures Ltd.

° Emmetts Civil Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., Dempsey Wood Ltd.

The range of non-price attribute grades, and supplier quality premiums are shown in the table
below.
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Attributes

Range of
Grades and Premiums

Emmetts, Stringfellows,
Dempsey Wood
Grade and Premium

Relevant Experience 3.3-4.7 3.3
Relevant skills 6.3-7.7 6.3
Methodology 11.0-10.7 10.7
Premiums S0 - $21,000 SO

5.3 The Tender Prices Received ranged from $6,802,372.53 to $10,077,671.51

5.4 Variances from Estimate are shown in the table below.
Variance from
Tender Price Estimate
$7,161,830.00
Emmetts, Stringfellows, Dempsey Wood 7,169,367.53 7,537.53
Emmetts, Stringfellows, Dempsey Wood — 6,802,372.53 -359.457.47

precast deck methodology

5.5 The Price submitted by the Emmetts Civil Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and
Dempsey Wood Civil Ltd is the lowest, and is within 1% of the Engineer’s Estimate.

5.6 The Emmetts Civil Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and Dempsey Wood Civil
Ltd. offered a further discount of $366,995 by providing pre-cast elements, rather than casting

them insitu.

5.7 The Emmetts Civil Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and Dempsey Wood Civil
Ltd. lowest acceptable Tender Price is $6,802,372.53.

5.8 Given the complexity of the project a contingency of $1,097,627.47 (~16%) should be allowed
for. This brings the total funding requirement to $7,900,000.

5.9 Funding
Council 50% Share FAR NZTA Share
Manawat District Council $3,950,000 53% $2,093,500
Rangitikei District Council $3,950,000 63% $2,646,500
NZTA Funding Requested: $4,740,000
Manawat District Council Local Share: $1,856,500
Rangitikei District Council Local Share: $1,303,500
Total $7,900,000
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5.10

5.11

5.12

6.1

6.2

7.1

8.1

9.1

10

10.1

10.2

10.3

Construction of the new bridge is expected to be completed by 30" June 2022 the
approximate forecast is $5,500,000 in 2020/21 and $2,400,000 in 2021/22.

The cost of construction will be shared equally between the Manawati and Rangitikei District
Councils.

There is sufficient budget in both Council’s 2018 — 21, and 2021 — 24 Long Term Plans.

Statutory Requirements

Council has statutory obligations under the Land Transport Management Act 2003 to
contribute to an effective, efficient, and safe land transport system in the public interest.

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) is the main piece of legislation that sets out how
Council should manage our environment. It is based on the principle of sustainable

management. This involves considering effects of activities on the environment now and in the
future when making resource management decisions.

Delegations

Council has the delegated authority to decide this matter.

Consultation

All affected parties have been consulted and signed agreements, and RMA consents are in
place.

Cultural Considerations
To date the following groups have been consulted; Ngati Whitikaupeka, Ngati Tamakopiri,

Ngati Te Ohuake, Ngati Hauiti, Ngati Apa, Ngati Raukawa, Ngati Hinemanu, Te Roopu Ahi Kaa,
Nga Manu Taiko, and Ngati Tawharetoa. All cultural considerations have been addressed.

Conclusion

The tender from the Emmetts Civil Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and
Dempsey Wood Civil Ltd. should be accepted.

Manawatl and Rangitikei District Councils should enter into a contract with Emmetts Civil
Construction Ltd., Stringfellows Contracting Ltd., and Dempsey Wood Civil Ltd.

The cost of construction will be shared equally between the Manawati and Rangitikei District
Councils.
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DISTRICT COUNCIL

Council

Meeting of 20 August 2020

Business Unit: Corporate and Regulatory
Date Created: 14 July 2020

Adoption of Schedule of Meetings 2020

Purpose

To present for adoption the proposed schedule of meetings for the 2021 calendar year.

Significance of Decision

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is not triggered by matters discussed in this report.

Recommendations

That the Council adopts the 2021 meeting calendar as set out in Appendix 1 to the report of the General
Manager - Corporate and Regulatory dated 14 July 2020.

Report prepared by:
Allie Dunn
Governance Team Leader

Approved for submission by:
Shayne Harris
General Manager - Corporate and Regulatory

1 Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes

1.1 Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision:

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawati District — the best lifestyle in New Zealand

Manawatu District Manawatu Manawatu District | Manawatu District is Manawatu Manawatu District
protects the natural District attracts | develops a broad connected via quality | District’s built Council is a
environment through | and retains economic base infrastructure, environment is customer-focussed
stewardship of the residents and from its solid services and safe, resilient and efficient
District’s natural and | businesses. foundation in the technology. and attractive. organisation.
physical resources. primary sector.

v
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2.1

2.2

2.3

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

4.1

Background

The Local Government Act 2002 requires Council to hold the meetings that are necessary for
the good government of its district. A proposed timetable based on the terms of reference for
Council and its committees, is attached as Appendix 1 to this report.

As set out in the Act, the adoption of a schedule of meetings can cover any future period that
the Council considers appropriate. The schedule once adopted, can also be amended if
required.

Notification of the schedule or any amendment made to that schedule constitutes a
notification of every meeting on that schedule. This saves the Council from having to
separately notify members of every meeting that it calls.

Discussion and Options considered

The meetings must be called and conducted in accordance with the requirements set out in
the Local Government Act 2002, Part VII of the Local Government Official Information and
Meetings Act 1987, and the Standing Orders of the Council.

The Council must hold the meetings at the times and places that it appoints.

Council meetings have been scheduled for the first and third Thursdays of every month, to be
followed with a workshop session. There is an exception for the July Council meeting that
would have been held on 15 July 2021. This meeting has been moved to the fourth Thursday
of July 2021 to avoid a clash with the Local Government New Zealand Conference 15-17 July
2021.

The meeting dates for the Manawat District / Palmerston North City Joint Strategic Planning
Committee have been scheduled to be held quarterly on the second Thursday of the month,
starting in March. This is the same timeline followed for 2020 meetings of the Joint
Committee.

The quarterly meetings of the Audit and Risk Committee have been scheduled to fit in with the
guarterly reporting timeframe, for the second Thursday of the month following close off of the
quarterly reporting period, starting at 8:30am (prior to the District Licensing Committee
meetings that start at 10:30am).

Meetings of the Community Development Committee have been scheduled for the fourth
Thursday of every second month, with a start time of 8:30am. For the 2020 calendar year, the
Community Development Committee’s meeting cycle started with its first meeting being held
in February. It is proposed changing the meeting cycle for 2021 to start in March rather than
February. This will allow for better alignment with the closing date for Community Honours as
well as the six monthly and 12 monthly Priority Services reporting against outcomes.

The meetings of Nga Manu Taiko Manawatt District Council will continue to be held on the
second Tuesday of every second month at 6:00pm as previously agreed by that committee.

The schedule will be updated once meeting dates for other committees have been finalised.

Operational Implications

There are no capital / operating expenditure implications or maintenance costs associated with
this paper.
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5.1

6.1

7.1

8.1

8.2

9.1

10

10.1

11

Financial implications

The resource requirements are in accordance with existing budgetary allocation.

Statutory Requirements

Clause 19 of Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002 sets out the provisions for calling
meetings. The meeting schedule for 2016 is proposed for adoption in accordance with Clause
19(6) as follows:

“(6) If a local authority adopts a schedule of meetings, —

(a) the schedule—

(i) may cover any future period that the local authority considers appropriate; and

(ii) may be amended; and

(b) notification of the schedule or of any amendment to that schedule constitutes a notification
of every meeting on the schedule or amendment.”

Delegations

The Council has the authority to adopt the schedule of meetings.

Consultation

The Council is required to give public notice of all Council and Committee meetings, to inform
the public of upcoming meetings. The Council is also required to make available to the public,
at least three days prior to each meeting, the agenda and associated reports that would be
considered at the meeting. This is to enable members of the public to be informed about
decisions that the Council proposes to make, to make their views known to Council members
prior to the debate, and to request to speak during public forum at the meeting on matters of
concern. Copies of the agendas and their associated reports are displayed in the Feilding
Library, and at Council reception, at least three days prior to each meeting.

The Council's meeting agendas, reports and minutes are also published on the Council's
website.

Cultural Considerations

There are no cultural considerations to be taken into account.

Conclusion

The proposed schedule for 2021 has been drafted in accordance with the meeting dates and
times set in the Terms of Reference for each committee, and the Council’s request to hold its
meetings on the first and third Thursdays of each month.

Attachments

° Schedule of meetings for 2021
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2021 MDC Council and Committee Meetings

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
1 wewvea 1 1 ) 1 1 . 1 1 1 1 1
2 2 2 2 2 2 R 2 2 R
3 3 3 2| coourriday 3 5 2 3 3 3
4| Dayafter New Year 4 4 3 4 3 4 3 4 4 3
5 4 5 4 4 . 4 5 4
6 5 5 5| caster Monay . 5 5 5 6 5 5
7 6|  watangivay 6 6 6 6 6 6 : 6 6
8 7 7 7 7 7| cueens bithaay 7 7 7 7 7
9 8|  Waitangi Day obs 8 8 “ 8 8 8 D 8 8 8 8 8
10 ol o 9 9 9 9 9 o : 9 9 o :
11 10 10 10 10 0 : 10 10| s 10 10 s
12 1 aRC 1 : 11 11 sspc 11 11 10 11 1 ARC 10
13 : Jspc 12 12 11 12 b ARc 11 12 : 11
14 12 12 13 12 arc 12 13 : 12 13 12 12
15 13 13 14 : 13 14| onzcont 13 13 14 : 13 13
16 14 14 1 14 14 15 ionzcon 14 14 15 14 14
17 15 15 15 15 16|  onzcont 15 15 16 15 15
18 16 16 16 16 16 17| onzacm 16 16 17 16 16
19 17 17 17 17 o 18 17 18 17
20 18 18 18 18 19 18 17 19 18 17
21 19 19 18 20 19 18 20 18
22 19 19 20 20 19 21 19 )1 19 19
23 20 20 21 20 > 20 20 20 20
24 21 21 22 21 21 21 21 22 21 21
25 | wetington Arniversary | 22 22 23 22 22 23 22 22 23 22 22
26 23 23 24 23 23 24 23 2 24 23 23
27 24 24 25| Antacomy 24 24 25 24 24 25| tabouroay 24 24
28| Ten Year Plan 8:30am 25 25 “ 26 Anzac Day obs 25 25 26 25 25 26 25 “ 25 Christmas Day
29 26 26 27 26 26 27 26 26 27 26 26| eoingoay
30 27 27 28 27| 27 28 27 27 28 27 27| christmas bay obs
31 28 28 29 28 28 29 coc 28 28 29 28 28] soxingayobs
29 30 29 29 30 29 29 30 29 29
30 30 30 31 30 30 31 30 30
31 31 31 31

Legislated non-working
days

Chief Executives
Employment Committee

Workshop - follows
preceding meeting

Ten Year Plan Hearings /
deliberations

Audit & Risk - 8.30am

Creative Communities -
9.30am

Joint Strategic Planning
Committee - tha

School holidays

Updated: 14 July 2020
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Council

Meeting of 20 August 2020

Business Unit: Community and Strategy
Date Created: 29 July 2020

Community Committee Minutes - July 2020

Purpose

To present minutes from recent meetings of Community Committees for information.

Significance of Decision

The Council’s Significance and Engagement policy is not triggered by matters discussed in this report.

Recommendations

That the Council receives the minutes of the Community Committees’ meetings.

Report prepared by:
Allie Dunn
Governance Team Leader

Approved for submission by:
Brent Limmer
General Manager - Community and Strategy

1 Contribution to the Council Vision and Council Outcomes
1.1 Relationship to the Council Outcomes that underpin the Council’s Vision:

Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawati District — the best lifestyle in New Zealand

Manawatu District Manawatu Manawatu District | Manawatu District is Manawatu Manawatu District
protects the natural District attracts | develops a broad connected via quality | District’s built Council is a
environment through | and retains economic base infrastructure, environment is customer-focussed
stewardship of the residents and from its solid services and safe, resilient and efficient
District’s natural and | businesses. foundation in the technology. and attractive. organisation.
physical resources. primary sector.

v

2 Background
2.1 Under the Council’s Community Committees Policy, a number of Community Committees were

established as advisory bodies in their communities to assist the Council in its responsibilities
to that community.
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2.2

2.3

3.1

3.2

4.1

5.1

6.1

7.1

8.1

9.1

10

10.1

11

The Community Committees are an informal link between the Council and the community
whereby an exchange of information, opinions, proposals, recommendations and decisions
can take place. Community Committees are empowered to present comprehensive
submissions to Council’s Long Term Plans and Annual Plans.

A Liaison Councillor is appointed to each Community Committee. The role of the Liaison
Councillor is to assist with advice on Council processes, and to provide updates on matters of
interest.

Discussion and Options considered

Each active Community Committee has a Terms of Reference which includes how often the
committee meets and its administrative procedures.

The Community Committees provide a copy of the minutes of their meetings to Council for
information.

Operational Implications

There are no capital / operating expenditure implications or maintenance costs associated with
this report.

Financial implications

There are no financial implications associated with this matter.

Statutory Requirements

There are no statutory requirements associated with this matter.

Delegations

The Council has authority to consider this matter.

Consultation

There are no community consultation requirements associated with this report.

Cultural Considerations

There are no cultural considerations associated with this report.

Conclusion

Each Community Committee provides the Council with a copy of the minutes of their meetings.
The minutes received recently are appended for Council information and receipt.

Attachments

° Minutes from recent Community Committee meetings
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Minutes

Tangimoana Community Committee Meeting

Mon 15% June 2020

McKelvie Hall, Tangimoana

Present:
No. | Item Action (who)
1 Welcome Cr Alison Short gave a warm welcome and

thanked everyone for their attendance. Can you
believe it’s been three months since we met
last and how the world has changed since then!

Present (10)

Denise Deacon, Paul Gregan, Jenny Gregan,
Stuart Watson, Margaret Angus, Annie & Russ
Hunter

Council: ClIr Alison Short, Cllr Andrew
Quarrie, Community Development Advisor
Janine Hawthorn

1.1

Apologies

None received

Election of officers

Chairperson: Russ Hunter was nominated
Secretary: remains vacant (tonight Cllr Short)

Treasurer: Denise Deacon

Denise / Annie

Carried

1.2

Correspondence

Inward:

1. Email from Janine H regarding Tangimoana
Community Plan funding priorities and annual
community committee project funding.

2. Email from Janine H advising the committee
that MDC was offering every community
committee up to $1000 to hold a “community
re-connection event” to gather together again
after Covid 19.

1.4

Matters Arising

Moved to general business

21

Finances

Denise has offered to be the treasurer for the
hall but would like some guidance please. The
treasurer’s box will need sorting through and

Denise
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Item

Action (who)

we need to decide who the new signatories will
be.

2.3

Community
Projects

Progress on projects (what’s been completed,
what’s been planned, timeline, issues, actions)

Currently in Tangimoana’s community plan
budget there is a total of $10,000 and a further
$12,696 from the community project fund.
Initially this was all tagged for the walkway
but recently we have discussed maybe doing
some smaller projects first. (total $22,696)
There will also be the $3000 community
committee annual funding at the 1% July 2020
new financial year.

Ideas put forward for consideration:

e ANZAC Memorial Project

e Playground: wood chip, climbing ropes,
speaking tube, flying fox.

e Hall —fix leak in back room

e Signage

e Christmas Lights

e Ellison Reserve — arborist

e Walkway - - who will lead this project?

Tangimoana
stormwater and
drainage

On behalf of MDC Utilities Dept., Janine
circulated a number of maps and talked
through the plans.

Stage one was complete
Stage two was underway
Stage three was going out to tender in August

Stage four heading to design phase in
November.

After much discussion, Janine will take back a
few questions and suggestions to MDC
Utilities.

Council update

Janine gave an update of the Covid 19 MDC
Emergency response .MDC welfare centre staff
had assisted the community (mainly over 70’s)
with grocery shopping and prescription
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deliveries. The Iwi response had also included
groceries and hygiene packs. Many people had
benefitted from this service.

Alison and Andrew reported that Council had
continued to operate best it could under
lockdown. The pool, library and council offices
were closed to the public but staff were still
available by phone and email. Council
meetings continued but were all done via
Zoom.

The ongoing drought had also been quite hard
on the rural community and MPI (Ministry for
Primary Industries) was working with both
Manawatu and Rangitikei Councils for some
farmer social events and welfare support over
the next month or two.

31

General Business

Tangimoana Motor Camp. MDC will be
seeking Expressions of Interest to see if there is
any individual or organisation that would like
to operate the motor camp. There are some
issues at the camp which make it challenging
to operate like poor water supply and septic
system.-Then there is the ongoing concern of
the old macrocarpa trees. These are aging,
probably rotten in the middle and will
potentially cause damage to property and
buildings if any blow over. They are also a fire
hazard.

Boat ramp. The Tangimoana Boat Club would
like to upgrade the boat ramp and have some
money put aside. Alison would make enquiries
with Ross Brannigan from Horizons as to what
is the process.

Tangimoana Centennial Mar 2021. Annie will
call a meeting of interested parties to start
organisation. Janine recommended that they
could apply to the MDC Event Fund. Annie
gave Denise $95.70 which had been fundraised
for the centennial.

Welcome sign and driftwood moa Where is
this at?

Hall. Has a leak that needs fixing in the back
room.-Heating could we apply to Central
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Energy Trust for a grant towards heating. Next
round in November. Quotes would need to be
sort.

Rangitikei River. “Fines” from the upstream
crusher plants were causing silting issues in the
estuary and river mouth. Alison to contact
Wayne Spencer at Horizons.

Police. There is a new position of a rural
community cop in the Sothern Manawatu,
Mark Linton.

Tangimoana Fire Brigade. Weren’t allowed to
practise during lockdown but were allowed to
attend callouts. —The foundations for the new

storage shed would go down shortly.

Tangimoana Saw Mill. There are new owners .
Using the existing resource consent they are re-
starting after several years’ closure where they
will be making pallets. May employ up to 50
people.

Tangimoana School. Going well. 22 pupils.
Rugby posts from reserve were being relocated
to the school.

Community Honours. Nominations for the
annual awards close on 31% July.

Meeting Closed

Next Meeting

Time: 8.50pm

Monday 20" July, 7.00pm , McKelvie Hall
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Minutes

Hiwinui Community Committee Meeting
16 June 2020 at 7 .30pm
Hiwinui School

Present: Greg Barratt, (Chairperson) Pam Eastcott, Sean Hurley, Brenda Leigh (Hiwinui
School Principal), Richard Fernando, Richard Ramson, Phil Pirie, Tracey Mouat. MDC
Hilary Humphrey, Phil Marsh and Shane Casey

No. | Item Action (who)
1.1 Apologies That the following apologies be accepted: Tracey/Greg
Moved/Seconded
Johanna Wood, Duncan Baker, Janine Hawthorn, Clare | Carried
Ridler
1.2 Correspondence | There was no correspondence
1.2 Confirmation of | Minutes of the previous meeting were presented and Pam/Richard
Previous accepted as a true and accurate record. Moved/Seconded
Minutes Carried
1.3 Matters Arising | No agenda had been set.
1.4 Secretary Appt Tracey Mouat was appointed as interim secretary in
the absence of Johanna.
2 Items for Approval/Information
2.1 Communication | Tracey presented the Hiwinui Community Newsletter | Tracey will send
which will go out at the end of term 2. to Brenda for
printing/
distribution
2.2 District Plan/ There is confusion around the district plan and Hilary will
Rural Zone various meetings/feedback requirements. confirm dates for
feedback
2.3 Public Meeting The Committee will have a Community Public Greg coordinate
Meeting on 21 July, 7:30 pm, agenda to follow. agenda
2.4 | Footpath There are various examples of rural footpaths, Richard Ramson
extension examples will be sought to prepare for Public discuss further
Meeting (present options) with Hilary
There may be additional funding for beautification
(planting) of bank but a number of things need to be
confirmed first (responsibility for spraying,
maintenance)
2.5 Signage Phil has drawn plans and will request a quote. The Phil/Richard
council roading inspector has approved the plans. Ramson
Matt Avery will be approached to see if he can assist
with the sign design.

1

104




2.6 Planting Day 8 Aug was agreed to hold a planting day and to use Richard Ramson
the $1,000 community grant to support the day with
a lunch/afternoon tea.
2.7 Community Richard Fernando is collating information on Arthur Richard Fernando
Award for this, submissions required by 30 July
2.8 Roading It was confirmed at a Joint Council Meeting that the
Ashhurst-Bunnythorpe/Watershed Rd intersection
will be upgraded during the next financial year.
2.9 Rubbish The current site has safety issues for the contractors, | Hilary (coord)
and encroaches onto the pathway. An alternative site | Tracey (advise)
(opposite Greer Rd) will be trialled. Richard F (advise)
2.10 | MDC Update Hilary provided an update on local issues. The Rail
hub at Bunnythorpe has not yet been confirmed.
2.11 | Community The following items will be developed for discussion: | Greg
Meeting Agenda | Beautifiation/planting day; intersection
Items development; rubbish feedback; pest eradication;
signage.
3 Other Business
31 School Report The return to school post Covid lockdown has gone
smoothly and the school are focussing on ways to
enhance procedures should we find ourselves in
another lockdown.
3.2 Meeting Closed 9.21PM
Next Meeting 21.07.2020 - 7.30pm at Hiwinui School (Community

Meeting)
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Halcombe will be a safe, supportive and progressive community.
It will be attractive, valued by all and well connected fo the wider district.

MINUTES OF THE HALCOMBE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT GROUP
Monday 6" July 2020 7pm @ Halcombe Hall
Opening item — Thank you

PRESENT: Jeannette Henderson (Chair), Vicki Powell, Richard Bain, Barb Davies, Stuart Campbell,
Alex Short, Peter Beck

1.1 Apologies: Maureen Lambert, Rachel Lane, Annie O’Fee

(Moved: Vicki Powell Seconded: Richard Bain )

1.2 Correspondence

e Rebecca Bell — Strategy Manager MDC re: extension to submission date for Stock Grazing and
stock movement bylaw and Stock underpass policy (until 18" June) and 10 Year Plan online
process (needs to be submitted by 31% July).

e Thank you from Mathew Bayliss MDC re: Walking & Cycling Strategy feedback presentation.

e James Adamson MDC re: coming out to our community to have a korero about how things are
going and discuss any potential projects that you are looking at or would like some guidance on
and also information on #Prideinourland initiative.

e  Mayor Helen re: #Prideinourland initiative and MPI Rural Support initiatives.

e Stacey Hulena re: Feilding Moa fundraising idea.

e  Matthew Mackay MDC re: booking another time to come and speak to the community re:
draft proposal on Rural, lifestyle and village subdivision following March meeting (need to
have thoughts on draft back to MDC by 8t July).

e Lantern Festival RSVPs.

e Rural Connectivity Group re: update on where the cell phone tower progress is at.

e  Carl Johnstone re: Regional Growth Fund application for hall.

e  Emails to Kirsten Otter re: championing the info boards for the walkway.

e Janine Hawthorne re: update on what funds we have available.

Hall Correspondence:

e  Mark Evans: Bookings for Moa Harrier: 8 August, 19 September, 3 October

e James Adamson MDC in reply to leak in storeroom; also setting up meeting to assess hall
needs with Alex (MDC) and Trev (plumber)

e Re Provincial Growth Fund opportunity for funding through MDC: Carl Johnston, James
Adamson (MDC), Peter Rankin Metalcraft (quote for roof replacement), Grant Joule, Central
House Movers.

e Keryn Paekau Bike Manawatu Booking Sunday 5th July form and payment

e  Maria Barnes possibility of hall hire

e AnaJacobs re hall hire: booking form and payment

(Moved: Barb Davis Seconded: Peter Beck )

Actions required from Correspondence
e 10 Year Plan online process (requests need to be submitted by 31 July).
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e Rural, lifestyle and village subdivision draft proposal thoughts back to MDC by 8t July.

1.3 Confirmation of previous minutes:

That the minutes from the previous meeting held on I** June 2020 be accepted as a true and correct

record.

(Moved: Vicki Powell  Seconded: Jeannette Henderson )

1.4 Matters Arising from 1% June 2020 minutes:

Carolyn Redmayne and Doug Dean follow up after posting on FB
and via email for information on their behalf (Rachel).

Not done again.

HCT signatories to meet at the bank once account is set up and
HCF is ready to be transferred. This remains a matter arising and
will be done after lockdown.

Next HCT meeting is set for 22 July
where this will be discussed

Solution for Hall bar kick boards needs to be decided — paint colour
or alternative material.

Unanimously agreed to use an
alternative material for under both
bars. Prefer wood

Richie to follow up with slumping transaction number progress
(#53240) and log jobs for other two issues (26 Godly Street and 105
Knorp St).

Rachel to do up a budget for a running water solution for Cemetery
Land.

Budget was approved via email and
the gear has been purchased.
Working-bee was postponed due to
the tractor breaking down and then
the ute getting stuck!

New working bee date — Oct/Nov

Welcome packs:
e Alex to design and get done A6 flyer adverts for; Ladies
Night, Yoga, Zumba, hall hire, Playcentre, Fire Brigade.
e Jeannette to speak to Robbie & Sandra re: pub vouchers.
e Annie offered to champion updating the Red Phone Book.
e Rachel to ask clubs if they want to include anything in the
packs.

See notes below.

Annie draft a letter re Reb Phone
Book, this was circulated to the
committee for feedback.

Terms of Reference — Rachel to send these out to committee.
Committee to send through any proposed changes and these be
discussed and agreed on in May meeting.

Rachel just needs to send to Kirsten
for webpage to be updated.

Rachel to cost up a Weekend craft type seat (with a flower carved
in??) or a railway sleeper seat — to have a plaque in memory of
Cynthia.

$705 has been contributed.
Brazen have made the seat.

Agreed to gift a garden sculpture. Rachel to check meaning of the
ones in mind with Manuere. Need to confirm afternoon tea date
once pandemic levels relax.

Rachel still to do.

Rachel to do up a map to try and get a more co-ordinated
Neighbourhood Support network going in Halcombe.

Rachel still to do.

Add Maureen as a signatory for HCDG accounts.

Letter received from BNZ — we need
to organise a time for all to go meet
at BNZ to sign documents.
Jeannette to arrange

10 Year plan engagement — our requests and feedback on ‘top
topics’ need to get underway.

See notes in Council Business section

Next step for Halcombe’s Walking & Cycling strategy.

Rachel has contacted Paul Jukes
(Local earth works/Dingo business)
re: catching up to discuss walkay
plans. Rachel has also looked into the
regional growth fund and there is
potential that we could apply for
funding for walkways.
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Jeannette to follow up where Cenotaph lights are at. Done and look awesome — thank you
MDC

2.0 FINANCIAL BUSINESS

2.1 Financial Report
That the Financial Report showing an overall total balance of $21,570.92 as at 30" June 2020 be
accepted.
See attached Financial report for payments made and received in June.

(Moved: Jeannette Henderson Seconded: Richard Bain )

2.2 Invoices for approval
Vicki — Wet & Forget — Vicki to send in invoice to Rachel for payment
(Moved: N/A Seconded: N/A)

2.3 MDC Project Funding
We currently have the following sitting with MDC:
e Community Committee Project Funding $4,967.22
(ANZAC Day ($500); Community Communications ($500); Community Events ($1,000);
Walkway ($500); concrete for picnic tables).

e Community Planning Fund 2019/20 Cenotaph Lights. This was originally budgeted for
$11,000.00 but will cost $5,510.00 leaving a surplus in the community planning fund of
$5,490.00 from this project. Do we want to re-allocate this to getting the Monteith Street
Walkway done? Unanimously agreed

e Community Planning Fund 2020/21 $17,000 for information signs and picnic area. YES

e Community Planning Fund 2021/22 $8,200 for the CBD/Cenotaph/Recreational Area
Development.

Note from Janine: We are aware that priorities do change particularly in the year of a triennium.
Should the Halcombe Community Development Group now wish to change its project priorities that are
noted above then | will need for you to please let me know as soon as possible so that | can amend the
project schedule as carrying forward unspent funding from 2019/20 into the 2020/21 financial year still
needs to be approved. Do we want to re-gig anything else? No — Priorities are Monteith Street walkway
link and Picnic Tables set into concrete pads.

Actions required from Financial Business
- Rachel to do a Year End report for next meeting.
- Rachel to reply to J re: unspent funds.

3.0 COUNCIL BUSINESS

Current Consultation Underway:

District Plan Review Draft proposals for Rural, Residential and village areas.
https://www.mdc.govt.nz/Contact-Us/Have-Your-Say/District-Plan-Review-Draft-Proposals-Rural-
Residential-and-Village-Areas

This is about the District Plan. That's the plan that says what activity and development can happen on land.
The District Plan does this by categorising land into different zones. It then sets standards for subdivision,
buildings, activities, noise, etc.

We are currently reviewing parts of the Manawata District Plan relating to the Residential, Village and Rural
Zones.

This is an early opportunity for you to be involved in shaping the district. There will be additional
opportunities over the next year.
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Closing Date feedback on the draft proposals: 5pm, Wednesday 8" July.

10 Year Plan 2021-31

5 “big issues”

The future of the Feilding CBD, particularly in relation to our earthquake prone buildings

The housing shortage in the district — particularly rental properties and entry-level homes, as well as
social housing options

Climate change adaptation planning

Our approach to sealing rural gravel roads

Investing in our community facilities to ensure they are fit for the future needs of the District.
Rachel to send out the link to the Community so they can read the info on the ‘Big 5” and vote on the polls
being run. https://www.mdc.govt.nz/Documents/Plans/Manawat%C5%AB-District-10-Year-Plan-2021-2031
NOTE FOR CR CAMPBELL to feed back — trying to find where to go on the website to find the 10 Year Plan
page is really hard.... You have to go to Documents>Plans> and then you see the link there. It should be
under Have Your Say like all other consultation. Stuart Campbell noted this requested and will action at
MDC to make it more visible on the website

10 Year Plan Funding applications

You will remember that Council has brought its community funding application process forward so that
requests can be considered during the budget setting process rather than as submissions during formal
consultation (which happens very late in the planning process).

We are transitioning to an online application system, which will streamline the process for you and us. We
are currently in the final stages of getting that set up and will soon be calling for applications from
Community Committees and Community Groups. Applications will need to be in by the beginning of
September so now’s the time to start preparing your application info. We will let you know when
applications open.

The online application form is now open. Rachel would like to propose that walkways be our main thing that
we ask for funding for. Is there anything else?? Agree to Rachel’s proposal above, plus, tar seal on Kimber
Street and to Continue the fence line from the Playground to the Levin Street carpark as they is still a large
ditch exposed.

Council Report: Stuart Campbell

Stuart reported on the 5 big issues that require feedback on — please give feedback by 8t July
e Onthe ‘Climate Change’ item we asked about the proposed ‘Recycling Processing Centre’ that was
mentioned a couple of years ago? This proposal is STUCK in Resource Consent.

e Bylaw review — Stock Movement extension — 18 submissions to be presented

e Community Fund of $1000 to organise a community get together

e Library $5m in the budget — needs consultation to proceed

e  Council Building Improvements — Civil Defence Centre — needs roof replaced/air-con/more office
space.

4.0 GENERAL BUSINESS

4.1 Focus #1 — Walkway and Domain (Vicki)

Replacing the trees lost last year — Banksia, Bottle Brush. Vicki was Vicki has purchased the trees.
going to speak to Donna Hughes re: options from Mauway Nursery?? | $7 each could get a discount on 21.

Do we need a working bee for planting the new trees? No Vicki proposes that when we
are ready to plant we just send out
notification for people to come
down and help.
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4.2 Focus #2 — Hall & Hall kitchen/bar (Maureen)

Decision to be made tonight re: wood vs paint in front of the bar and
servery.

Wood has been agreed upon

Discussions with people:

e Removal of ANZAC decorations and gear from stage,
removal of old fridge and oven (Richard and Wayne)

e Tuesday 2 Meeting with James, Alex and Trev (as above) See
attached document for outcomes.

e Friday 26 Grant Joule — discussed electrical work outstanding
for November CET grant. This will be completed soon.

e Saturday 27 Met with Maria Barton re possibility of hall
booking for daughter’s 21st. This has raised questions about
community use for (16", 18, 21 type) birthday parties and
terms of hire.

The committee has been sent an email asking for their position on
this one off event.

My feelings are that the hall is a community hall and as such should
be available for community use, including family birthday and
engagement parties, weddings and other gatherings - with the
proviso that we have clear guidelines to ensure safe use. Similarly, if
there are any questions around the application requesting hire of the
hall, supervision of the gathering, or any other concerns then we
would not proceed with the hire.

This does not extend to people outside the community, unless they
have links and a community member is vouching for safe use.

Done

Vicki mentioned that you need to
be 20 years old to obtain a licence
to sell alcohol

Agree to increase the bond for 16
& 18t parties if we allow them.

Agree for community use.

Maureen is proposing we re-look at the terms of hire and have
attached a document with highlighted changes and areas of
ambiguity (for me) for discussion at the August meeting.

Agree to review at Aug meeting

Maureen would also like to have a one page document on alcohol
regulations pertaining to the hall.

Agree

2 June re meeting report of damage to lights at hall — | checked on
outside lights at hall. Nothing was amiss. However, the outside light
at the main entrance does not have a glass cover, and the side door
one is cracked. They have been like this since forever. | have not been
able to source them - if anyone knows where to obtain these this
would be helpful.

Would there be any parts available
from the decommissioned halls eg
Ohakea.

Vicki to check out the Rusty Nail in
PN.

Fire exit door on Dairy side needs
upgrading.

Wormold to change battery — done
Change lock on stairs leading to
projector room - Done

17 July Trev (plumber) fixed water tank leak and put silicone around
nails in roof (main hall and storeroom).

This has not leaked since

Painting in toilets ongoing with just window and trim in urinal stall,
and high window in ladies toilet to complete.

Well done

Actual use in June
e Tuesdays Yoga 6.30-7.30
e Tuesday 9th Fire brigade training exercise in kitchen/supper
room
e Sunday 21 & 28 Gospel Group 3.30—5.00
e Thursday 25 7.00pm MDC policy planning (Matt)
e  Friday 26 5.00-8.00 Teddy Bears Picnic

Bookings for July
e Sunday 5th Bike Manawatu 9.00 — 3.30pm
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e Sunday5, 12, 19, 26 Gospel Group 3.30 - 5.00

e Tuesdays yoga 6.30 — 7.30 Holidays?

e Sunday 12 Ana Jacobs birthday party 8.30 — 3.00

e Wednesday 8, 10.00 —4.00, Saturday 11, 12.00-4.00,
Saturday 18, 2.00 — 9.00 Lantern festival

The committee would like to thank Maureen for all her hard work on
the hall. She has transformed it into a bright, modern space that is
getting a lot of useage.

4.3 Focus #3 — Cenotaph & Recreational Area (Rachel)

Thank you MDC.

Cenotaph lights look good at night. They are linked to the street light circuit.

planted as agreed in June meeting.

Rachel confirmed with Carl that Horse Chestnuts to match the 3™ tree are to be The trees have been planted — thank

you MDC

4.4 Focus #4 — Connectivity (Rachel)

9am Thursday 18" June, presented to MDC on our Walking and
Cycling strategy submission.

Monteith Street — John Jones said to wait for the new financial year.

Next step (regardless of MDC outcome) is to put together a plan for
how to do it (ideas of funding streams etc... and what to ask Council,
HCF etc... for). Then put it out to the community to review. As
discussed in the May meeting, where there is a bottleneck could
private land be utilised as has been done in other areas (e.g. Hiwinui).

Rachel still to do.

4.3 Subprojects

Roading (Richie)

Continued from last month; the road slump on Mt Biggs Halcombe
road opposite Stewart St. intersection has not yet been properly
repaired.

Metal needed on small section of Knorp St. around #102.

Metal roads around the village have been graded and have come up
really muddy.

Roading: Please can a survey be
done on all the metal roads to
check gravel levels and water
table.

Community get-togethers

ANZAC DAY (Wayne/Richie) Invoice from Rob received and paid.

Post-Lockdown get-together (Barb)

Teddys Bear picnic — Fantastic evening. Thanks to Barb for
championing this! Rachel paid Magician $170 cash and has been
reimbursed.

Lockdown challenges to be awarded via Facebook and email.

Rachel still to do FB challenges.
Well done to Barb for organising
such a fantastic event. Everyone
enjoyed the picnic and the
magician.

Lantern Festival (Jeannette)

Suggested Saturday 18™ July for the date. Note to go out asking for
assistance from the wider community for the likes of helping prior and
at the workshops, soup makers, helping heat food, collecting braziers
etc...

Workshops on Wednesday 8" and
Sat 11t July.

Jeannette to purchase all materials
and food and claim from the MDC
Community Fund.
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Food/drink wise — BBQ food, mulled wine, soup, hot black currant (for
the kids), marshmallows (paper cups!)

Auction (Rachel)
No update — No Auction this year.

Halcombe Fun Run series (Rachel) — On hold until the Monteith Street
walkway extension is done.

Cemetery Land (Darryle)

Ewes have been vaccinated and belly crutched. Lambing has begun.

Need to re-set a date for doing the water system and load out.

Next dryish weekend — end of
spring.

IT communication — cell, landline, internet (Rachel)

A lease is almost in place with the property owner. It will be situated
close to the road (2" Poplar tree in kind of thing. Poplars are going to
be removed). Will stick out a bit like a sore thumb ® but we guess
people will get used to it. Once lease is in place letters will be sent out
to nearby residents and RCG have said they will have something
formal for us to send out to the community 6" Aug meeting.

This is good news.
We can get the picnic table
cement pads put down.

Entrance/Welcome signs (Richie)

1 coat of paint done on signpost, 2nd coat to be done as soon as I’'m
able.

Neighbourhood Support (Rachel)

Rachel is yet to do up a map to try and get a more co-ordinated
Neighbourhood Support network going in Halcombe.

Civil Defence (Alison)

No update.

Power capacity in village

We may have a lead on someone who can assist with this matter.

| Rachel yet follow up.

Christmas Lights (Richie)

$422.32 balance (Held in General Account)
Nothing to report.

Rangitikei River Access (Alex)

No update.

Recycling (Richie)

Nothing to report.

4.5 Other General Business

Iwi Matters -

Sewerage -
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Stormwater

Water Scheme

SHRWS are still waiting to meet
with the Council re: a proposal sent
through to MDC.

Halcombe Community Trust

The Halcombe Community Trust,
through its Funding Panel, has been
in discussion with the Halcombe
Playcentre about providing funding
assistance. Alison Short is the
person liaising with the Playcentre
and Alison met with Liz last week
(w/c 22 June) to look at their
project-(Carpentry centre and small
storage shed). Playcentre is
exploring another funding option as
well and we will know more by the
end of July. Alison explained that
she won'’t be on the decision-
making panel as she in the patron of
Halcombe Playcentre but can get
the application moving. Another
HCT Trustee will join the Panel to
assess the application if one is
submitted.

HCT Funding Panel is reviewing its
communication approach to
stimulate community interest in
applying for fund.

A few of the current HCT Trustees
will be stepping down at the next
AGM to be held on 3 Sept 2020. This
opens up some exciting
opportunities for community
members to join the Halcombe
Community Trust. The Trust is keen
to hear from any community
members who may be interested in
joining the team. Information on
the Halcombe Community Trust is
available through our Secretary
Geraldine Managh at
secretary@hct.org.nz.

Halcombe Community Fund

As above.

Still with HCDG as the HCT hasn’t
been able to meet and sort out
setting up an account.

5.0 COMMUNITY COMMUNICATIONS

Facebook (Rachel & Maureen)
Nothing to report.

Website (Kirsten Otter)

Thank you Kirstin

113




Update - the new Business Directory of the website is now done -
http://www.halcombecommunity.co.nz/business-directory.html

Halcombe Herald (Rachel)
No Halcombe Herald is in the pipeline.

Road Information signs (Richie)
No changes needed.

Community Email (Rachel)
Nothing to report.

School
Nothing to report.

Playcentre (Vicki)
XXXX

Halcombe Tavern
Nothing to report.

Fire Brigade (Paul Hughes)
No report.

Welcome to Halcombe packs — Jeannette and Rachel. Still work in
progress.

e Alex has started the flyers. Not yet finished but will resume the
flyer later this week.

e Jeannette spoke to Robbie and he was going to discuss with
Sandra and get back to us.

e Annie — Draft a letter (to go out via RD9) detailing that we are
going to update the phone book and if anyone wants to be
included to send in their details. Calls will also be made to
everyone currently in the book to see if they would like to
remain in there. Letter to be sent to the committee first and
Rach to put a note on FB and email out.

e Sell advertising for a certain number of advertisers as per the
last book to help with printing costs. Discussed doing it just as a
pdf but decided the physical red book is what people like best.

e Business directory — see website action.

Annie has produced a draft
letter to go to the community re
the Red Phone Book. This has
been circulated to the HCDG for
feedback

6.0 OTHER ITEMS

Tennis Court moss — Vicki has sprayed this out with Wet & Forget
(Vicki needs reimbursement)

Vicki still hasn't heard back from Council about the pine trees at
the back of the courts.

Vicki to submit invoice for the
product. Just waiting to see if it
has worked.

Stuart Campbell will chase up on
the pine trees behind the tennis
court as they are causing a hazard.

Jeannette proposed that HCDG purchase a mic & speaker set for
the hall because it is so difficult to hear because of the acoustics.

Jeannette to get a quote from
Fauldings.

Land Use — can a section be used for motorcycle dirt track in a
residential area? Knorpe Street on the right — Crowd of people no
mufflers/ Noise control

Other residential properties — do they have a licence for business
use?

Jeannette to contact council

Meeting Closed: 9pm
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MDC ACTION SHEET SUMMARY

MDC Action point Transaction # | MDC dept/ Minutes
Where and who
the next action
sits with.

Cenotaph lights: (For previous points relating to this Action Roading / Parks | April 2019*
see April 2019 minutes and July 2019 minutes) and Property.

date

August 2019 — Work is underway. MDC to supply quote for plug
to be installed on Cenotaph and HCDG to decide if we want it.

Nov 2019 - Estimate is that it will cost between $7-5$10K!
Decision was to continue with the original plan with no plugs!

Feb 2020 — Janine H to follow up to see where things are at as
progress has halted.

Feb 2020 — Email received from Carl Johnstone/Grant
Stevenson saying lights will be completed by end of Feb 2020.

CBD/Rec Area and Walkway Plans: (For previous points Janine April 2019*
relating to this Action see April 2020 minutes) Hawthorn

Decision made to put this on ice until the cell phone tower
location has been confirmed.

An underpass/overpass option for Halcombe Road: (For Transaction Roading April 2019*
previous points relating to this Action see July 2019 minutes) #51656

30/07/19 — Confirmation received that this has been added to
the Safer Journeys to Schools program.

Nov 2019 — Please can we have an estimated time for beginning
this from MDC - Safer Journeys to School Programme — Matt
Williams has confirmed that a crossing aid/point will be
installed at the Stanway Road intersection on Halcombe

Road. This work will be done in March 2020 if not sooner.

Stanway Road/Domain entrance trees: (For previous points Carl Johnstone — | April 2019*
relating to this Action see July 2019 minutes) Parks, Property

L & Reserves.
August 2019 - Only the Domain side to be planted as doesn’t

really work on both sides. HCDG need to confirm if Italian
Alders are a go.

Oct 2019 - Will wait until next year. Be on the look out for nice
trees.

Willoughby Street Flood Gates: # 53787 July 2019
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July 2019 — MDC to contact owners to clean off flood gate
blocking stormwater.

August 2019 — Shane to follow up to see if this is Horizons
responsibility.

Mt Biggs Road pothole between 334 and 357 Mt Biggs Road:

August 2019 — This has been patched extremely poorly so
needs doing again. New transaction number has been issued.

Oct 2019 - The pothole was mechanically caused and
temporarily filled, pending permanent repair, programmed for
Sept 2019.

#53706

July 2019

Subsidence on Mt Biggs road:

August 2019 — Patching has been done in 1 area but not the
other.

# 53239 DONE

# 53240

August 2019

Hall matters:

July 2019 — Meeting with James - Items discussed included,
flashing on roof, storeroom door, kitchen door, guttering,
external paint, water tank running, grass in gutter - James took
photos to follow up.

Oct 2019 - James Adamson will organise a follow up meeting
on site with Rec Services and plumber to look into fixes

James Adamson
— Parks &
Property.

July 2019

No Dumping — carpet had been left at the Monteith Street
carpark. Council have removed this. Thank you

If unwanted items continue to be dropped off in this carpark
we will require an ‘No more carpet please’ sign to be erected.

KEY:
****Greater than 12 months since point raised
**6 months since point raised
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Minutes of the

Rongotea Community Committee

Held at 7.30pm on Monday 6™ July

at the Rongotea Community Centre

Present: (10) L Berry, M Munn, A Hodge, B Proctor, H Wheeler, B Thatcher, S Manley,
Mayor H Worboys, Cr A Short & Cr A Quarrie.

Welcome: Chair Lance Berry welcomed all those present. This was the first meeting since
March and wasn’t the world a different looking place now.

Apologies: T Ross, S Liverton, J Liverton, J Hawthorn
That the apologies be accepted. Moved: B Thatcher / L Berry
Minutes:
That the minutes of the 2" March 2020, as amended, be adopted.
Moved: L Berry / A Hodge

Matters arising:

Please note continual problems with potholes at the Kopane Bridge. Unfortunately when
one is fixed a new one appears.

Correspondence:

Inwards: 1. Rongotea Tennis Club. Thank you for letter of Letter of Support.
2. Email from J Hawthorn requesting post-covid catch up.
Outwards: 1. Reply to J Hawhorn confirming time & date. Lance & Teri.

Community Projects:

After meeting with J Hawthorn, it was agreed to:

1. The Walkway Project will be completed by a paid contractor using money from the
Rongotea Community Plan fund. Work would commence starting at the bus stop and
proceed 100m up Waitohi Rd. The landowner there had very kindly offered to
donate a bus shelter. Then 600m further up would be completed.

2. Phoenix palms. These will be taken down, initially to stumps using Community
Committee funding.

3. “Teri’s tree” would be removed. Also to be funded by Community Committee
funding.
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4.

Public Art Project. Permission has been given to “trial” a sheet of mounted plywood
in the position proposed for a rusty steel artwork to see if the community feel the
location is suitable and that it does not block sight lines.

General Business:

1.

Rongotea Community Centre refurbishment. Lance gave an update of renovations
and members looked around. Suggestions for a display cabinet for village
memorabilia, the art space, the library space were explained and it was agreed to
proceed.
There are some maintenance issues to be fixed please.

e the toilet cistern needs fixing

e the hand basin tap is leaking

e the lockin the outside door is jamming

e the hot water infinity is overflowing.

e could the phone jack be relocated to the new library space too.

e the electrician did come and look at the reported kitchen electrical issues but

has not been back to complete the work.
e The front step is slippery when wet. It is the painted section of the step.

Heating. Now that the centre was being refurbished could it be heated by a heat
pump or other suitable heating. It was agreed that this could be a future grant
application to Central Energy Trust or Eastern & Central Community Trust. CET’s next
round is November. ECCT has a round every 2" month. Who will co-ordinate?
Internet at community centre. Would it be possible to get the centre connected as it
is a satellite library and many more services could be offered if it was online. Is this
something council would consider funding?

Rural Connectivity for cellphones. Lance was keen to find out where Rongotea
features in this space. Mayor Helen said council was due a post-covid update and she
would ensure Rongotea was mentioned.

The Rongotea Community Committee’s independent bank account. Aside from
council funds, the committee has its own funds in a separate bank account which has
to get administered with signatories etc. Lance suggested that this separate account
be closed and that the funds be transferred into the council account to streamline
administration.

e That the Rongotea Community Committee’s own bank account be closed and
the $3000 in it be transferred to the council’s Rongotea Community
Committee fund. Moved: L Berry / H Wheeler

Trees planted on road verge. H Wheeler asked if property owners were allowed to
plant trees on the roadside in front of their property? There were some examples of
this nearby.

Tree trimming by roundabout. B Thatcher asked if the tree trimming by the cenotaph
was still programmed to happen?
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9. Pipe damaged by contractor outside 4 Douglas Sqr. B Thatcher has reported this PVC
pipe broken by contractor to council but it still has not been repaired yet.
10. MDC 2020 Community Honours — nominations close on Fri 31t July.

Council report:

Mayor Helen and councillor’s Alison & Andrew gave a comprehensive report on what’s been
happening in the district both during lockdown and post-covid. (attached).

The meeting closed at 8.55pm

The next meeting would be held on Mon 3™ August. Council would like to give the District
Plan presentation that was postponed by Covid, so please note the earlier start time of
7.00pm.
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Minutes

Cheltenham Community CommiOee Meelng

7 July 7pm Chelty Hotel

Present: Mark Dickins, Cr Heather Gee-Taylor, Keith Robertson, Dave and Pauline, Tammy, Jane
Rennick, June BarreO, Jacquie and Michael Campion, Geoff Shannon, David Mills, Amanda
and Andy Gillies.

No.

Item

Action (who)

Procedural Matters

1.1

Apologies

That the following apologies be
accepted: Kim, Leslie and Janine
Hawthorn.

Tammy/Dav

e Carried

1.2

Correspondence

Inward:

Quote received for CCTV $2900 or $2200 -
awaiting one more.

Jane Renwick - rural connection bus scheme.
District Plan Review requests due. Decided

that

extra smaller sections in the township working out
to larger sections all except Jacquie Campion voted
for this.

Geoff Shannon request for funds for John and Diny
Dermers leaving luncheon gift. $100 was moved as
appropriate. Keith to get Rlyers printed.

Outward

Funding report to council.

1.2

ConRirmation of
Previous
Minutes

That the minutes from the previous meeting held
on

2 June be accepted as a true and correct record.

Michael /Paulin

e Carried

No.

Item

Action (who)

1.3

Matters Arising

Wanting to get neighbourhood support to email

their regular reports to the committee.
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Tammy to start generator solo to confirm working.

Dog training man to talk at pub 15 July 7pm, drink

and nibbles provided.
Hall toilets signage needs changing for new

location.

New toilets ready just need power hooked up.

Discussed the need for new secretary in the

future - Keith taking too much of the load.

2 Items for Approval/Information
2.1 | Finances Income:
Finances unavailable as internet banking not
working.
Expenditure:
Balance:
That the Financial Report as presented be Moved/Seconde
received.
d Carried
2.2 | Community Plan | Review of Community Plan Projects (what’s
been completed, what's been planned,
(where timeline, issues, actions)
applicable)
No. | Item Action (who)
2.3 | Communit Toilets complete just need power.
y Projects

MDC Community Project Funding Balance: $
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2.4 |Rural Jane Rennick and June Barrett spoke on the rural
Connection Bus | connection scheme they are working on to
service the Northern Manawatu for residents
unable to drive. Committee agreed great idea.
2.5 | Police Report Engine breaking issues through the village.
Speeding.
Stock rustling
Overstayers are Armidale - Mark to investigate.
3 Other Business
3.1 | Subcommitte Andy and Amanda voted onto the committee. Jacquie/Tammy
e Reports
3.2 |Hall 2x bookings for next 12 months.
3.3 |Armidale Awaiting signage with MDC - Keith following this
Reserve
up.
4 Council Matters
Update from Liaison Councillor on current MDC
activities.
Meelng Closed 9:25pm
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1. Minutes

Bainesse/Rangiotu Community Committee Meeting
15th July 2020 @ 7pm)

Rangiotu Memorial Hall

Present: D Mitchell, R Taylor, J Taylor, A Horsfall (chairman), A Sterling (secretary), B Law

Guests: W Mudford, J Hawthorn (MDC), Cr A Quarrie, K Lightbody (MDC Policy planner) Matt MacKay

(MDC Policy planner)

No.

Item

Action (who)

Procedural Matters

1.1

Apologies

That the following apologies be accepted:

Mayor H Worboys, Cr S Casey, G Dorn, J Mudford, F
Reid, T Donaldson

AHorsfall/RTaylor

Carried

1.2

Correspondence

Inward: Mayor H Worboys — PNCC Wastewater
proposals

Outwards: Mayor H Worboys- Concerns over PNCC
wastewater proposals

Tokomaru Rural community support -PNCC
wastewater proposals

Phone call to PNCC requesting a meeting — Re
wastewater — confirmed meeting July 8th

That the inwards and outwards correspondence be
approved.

A Sterling/B Law

Carried

1.2

Confirmation of
Previous Minutes

That the minutes from the previous meeting held
onl7th June be accepted as a true and correct record.

Sterling/RTaylor

Carried

1.3

Matters Arising

Drainage Scheme: Cr A Quarrie, A Bustle, 3
drainage scheme members have met, but no
committee has been formed.

Beautification: Area along the side of the road and
the large mound of metal will be sprayed.

Post Covid gathering is only available till 30™ Sept.
The Hall committee will follow this up.

There will not be a nomination for honours award in
the present round.

Civil Defence: Jeff Graham is waiting for a
community contact list. Lists need to be collected so

A Sterling
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No.

Item

Action (who)

this can proceed.
Local Constable Mike Linton and Trish Balmer will
be at the September meeting.

Other Business.

Hall Committee: Ceiling progressing, & look
forward to having the kitchen done by Christmas.
The area on the roof over the men’s toilet is leaking.

A lengthy discussion followed regarding the PNCC
Waste water proposal. Public meeting held 8 July.
A submission objecting to the options, has been
lodged with PNCC on July 10" 2020

Thanks expressed to A Sterling for all the work done
re: PNCC waste water proposal. The committee has
granted permission to Ann to pursue further avenues
with the PNCC.

As MDC do not have a generic letterhead for the
Community Committees, A Sterling asked if the
Committee could design a letterhead for our
Committee. B Law will obtain photos of the Hall and
Bainesse School, which could be used.

Matt MacKay and Kirk Lightbody gave an overview
of Reviewing the District Plan. The plan is the rule
book, how, where, etc. for each area. Q&A’s
regarding sub division and forestry in this area.

AHorsfall/BLaw

B Law

Council Matters

Update from Liaison Councillor on current MDC
activities.

Cr Quarrie gave an overview: Listed below:

By-law passed on Freedom Camping Stock
movement — submission due by 30" July Freight
Hub in P.North vehicle movement from Wanganui
will travel through Manawatu District. The waste
water consolidation scheme from Sanson to Feilding
will be done in stages. Resource recovery
centre has begun on Kawa Kawa Road.

Items for 10 year plan — 1%, sealing of metal roads.
Mangaweka Bridge replacement beginning the tender
process.

Meeting Closed

Next Meeting

Time: 8.50pm

9th August @ 7pm Rangiotu Memorial Hall
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Apiti Community Committee Minutes

Thursday 16 July, Apiti Hall, 7pm

Present: Alex Robertson, Jemma Robertson, Felicity Reid, Sonya Dearlove,
Ken Thompson, Eric Brew, Andrea, Jeanne, Helma Hughes, Lesley Thompson,

June Barrett, Ross (Jock) Bielski, Mark Dickins, Russell Knight.

Apiti School Support Association - request for
donation - aiming to raise $1500 - donation of
$500 for new books for Apiti School

Email form Tony Waugh reporting on the
Combined Community Committees Meeting in
June.

Outward:

Celeste Harmes inviting her to a future meeting

That inward correspondence received, and
outward correspondence approved.

Procedural Matters Action
Apologi That the followi :
pologies at the following be accepted F Reid / K
Councilor Steve Bielski, Murray Whitehead, Julie | Thompson
O'Reilly Carried
Previous | That the minutes from the previous meeting grfvfid / E
Minutes held on 18 June 2020 be accepted as a true
and correct record.
Matters There were no matters arising from the previous
Arising minutes
Correspon | Inward:
d
ence Rebecca Bell - MDC - funding in 10 Year Plan
F Reid/K
Janine Hawthorne - reimbursed $900 for Gazebo Thompson
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Financial Financial Statements at 30 June 2020

Report .
Apiti Hall account $4618.64

Project account $144.03

Banked $351.90 from the Tour Aotearoa

into Apiti Hall account S Dearlove/J

Accounts to be paid Robertson
Apiti Show $250 - paid
Meridian Energy $51.50 S Dearlove/J
FMG $386.58 Robertson

That the list of accounts be paid

It was proposed that due to her no longer
living in the district, Kylie King be
removed as a signatory for the committee
and online banking and Ross Bielski be
added as the third signatory for the
committee and online banking.

Committee Reports:
Only need motion for specific recommendations

Apiti Gates project

Apiti Domain | Russell Knight will contact MDC next
Development | week to get the $13,500 project

underway.

Apiti Ken has cleared the room previously used

Ei%TaTyumty for the RSA equipment and moved this to
a space at the side of the stage. He is
working on securing this space with a wall
and door for safety and security of RSA
equipment.

Signage at | afier discussion, it was decided

Kimbolton that, due to the Tavern being up for

Rd turnoff ’

Tender, this project will be “parked”
until the future of the Tavern in
confirmed.

Alex will talk to Tony Waugh about if the
new signage going up at the Apiti Lookout
will mention Apiti Village.
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Apiti Hall

Curtains for Supper Room

Sonya found curtains at The Warehouse
— Feilding.

Price is $89.00 a set. They are Therma
Drape curtains.

Three sets and new tracks for the

Supper Room = $327. Sonya to purchase.

The price being so reasonable, Sonya was
asked to also purchase new curtains for hall
windows too.

Bus
project

June reported that she and Jane went to
Cheltenham Community

Meeting. Cheltenham are keen to support
this project.

There have been discussions with Massey
University around completing a survey to
see what the demand and needs may be.
Also discussions with MDC Mayor Helen
Worboys around funding for this survey.

Apiti Gates
Project

Alex to get a working group together and
bring drafts to next meeting. Signs need to
be at each of the three entrances entrance
to village. Eric will help.

Budget of $5000

Community

Reports

Felicity

Call receive from James Patterson - MDC
Parks and Reserve - about maintenance
and general upkeep needed for Apiti Hall.
This work will be carried out and funded by
MDC, separate to any other funding we
have from them
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Mark
Dickins,
NZ Police

Stock still going missing. People need
to be vigilant about stock theft and keep
an eye out for unfamiliar vehicles and
people acting suspiciously. Encourage
people to record number plates if they

see anything suspicious.

Please urges residents to turn their car lights
in dull, rainy weather as well as on in the
mornings and evenings so oncoming traffic
can see them.

MDC Report

There were no MDC representatives
present so there was no report.

General Business

What to do with
funding already
approved by MDC

We have agreed to transfer $2900
unallocated it to the Apiti Gate
Project and for Village Beautification.

What to do with $3000
of allocated funding
for 2020/21 year.

Signage for Apiti Hall — approx. $2500
Replace and upgrading posts that
remembrance signs are on — approx.
$250

Replace flag on Apiti Hall — approx.
$250

Record on Community Committee
Project Form and send to Council
before 31/07/20.

Post-COVID-19
Community

Celebration

Apiti Community Post-Covid Party to
be held on Friday 7™ August 2020.

If the Tavern is not available as a
venue, the party will be held in the
Apiti Hall.

The $1000 will go towards
quality food, soft drinks and non-
alcoholic drinks.

Working party: Helma, Ken, Julie,
Ross, Sonya Jeanne (Apiti School
Principle) to put event in school and
community newsletter. Ross to
confirm venue for her by 10am
Monday.
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Discussed funding for new books
for Apiti School. We have invited
the school to run a raffle as a
fundraiser for new books
(included in advertising).

June Barrett has acquired a copy of
old ticket for the post-WW1

Returned Soldiers’ Ball to go in Apiti
Hall. She will frame this and donate
to the Apiti Hall to display in the
Supper Room.

Note of thanks to Pat Prince for
opening the hall for the
community on meeting nights.

Meeting closure

Next meeting

Meeting closed 8.33pm.

Thursday 20 August 2020 at 7.00pm
in Apiti Hall Supper Room.
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Himatangi Beach Community Committee 2020

HIMATANGI
BEACH

COMMUNITY
COMMITTEE

Community Committee Minutes

Venue: Himatangi Beach Community Hall Date / Time:16/07/2020 at 7pm

Present:
Jason Kennerley, Chris Rosvell, Brian Pinker, Reuben Ebrey, Alec Mackay, Judy

Howatson, John Hodder, Con Fraser.

Amendment to previous minutes: Janine Hawthorn was present.
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Apologies:

That the following apologies be accepted:

Janine Hawthorn, Stuart Campbell, Sylvia Kavanagh

Moved : Jason Kennerley
Seconded: Reuben Ebrey

Carried: yes

Correspondence:

Inward:

- Email from Mike Vincent about waste water.

- Email from Chris Rosvall about previous minutes.
- Email from Chris Rosvall about water funding.

- Email from Rebecca Bell about LTP.

- Email from Stacey Eagle with an action report.

- Email from Sylvia Kavanagh resigning from the committee.

Outward:
Moved: Jason Kennerley
Seconded: Reuben Ebrey

Carried: Yes

Confirmation of Previous Minutes:
That the minutes from the previous meeting held on 16th April be accepted as a true

and correct record.

Moved: Jason Kennerley

Seconded: Reuben Ebrey

Moved: yes

Matters Arising:

Results from the Committee Survey :

The committee did an internal survey about what projects the committee should focus
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on.
The bollards project was listed as the first to commence, followed by the skate park
make safe, security cameras for the village, bollards between the surf club and hall,
privacy screens for the public showers, improvements along the creek, upgrade to the

walkway to the beach, upgrade to the tennis court.

Post covid community party update :

The following is being organised by the Community Trust.
HIMATANGI COMMUNITY POST COVID THANK YOU
AFTERNOON TEA

50'S AFTERNOON GARDEN PARTY

e Open Hall for all the community and visitors!

e The community are welcome to pop in anytime.

e Himatangi Events Centre Hall

e 4pm-6pm — 3rd Oct 2020

e Theme — 50’s Garden party

e Dress — tidy and if can dress up in 50’s party dresses and dress pants.

¢ Plan — Soft Guitar music playing while people arrive (local musician)

¢ Nibbles will be supplied throughout the 2 hours.

¢ Venue and decorating — tables around the hall with tablecloths making it a
nice space for people to also stand and chat. Fairy lights, lamps for
lighting, flowers and petals — candles??7??

e Food — club sandwiches, asparagus rolls, mini pies, chippies with NZ
classic dip, cheese and onion with toothpicks, and other 50’s garden party
finger food.

¢ Younger local children will be handing out the platters (so also being
involved in a community event).

e Drinks — Tea and Coffee with pink lemonade

Meeting with James Adamson from MDC :
The committee has a meeting with James to discuss what we might like to put into the
LTP as well as other concerns that we might have. This meeting was very productive

and the committee appreciates James coming out to meet with us.
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Recycling centre :

The committee discussed the recycling centre and possible options. The recycling
centre is much cleaner now with community volunteers cleaning the area but the bottle
bins are still too close to the road as the area was never designed to hold so much
recycling equipment. As a group we thought the easiest solution to this would be to
have the back fence of the area pushed back another 10 metres which would allow for

all the bins to be housed within the recycling area.

PNCC option to discharge waste water into the ocean:

A member of the community wanted to bring to the committees attention that one of
the options for the waste water treatment for PNCC was discharging the waste water
into the sea. The committee discussed this and we encourage members of the

community to make a submission if they feel strongly about this.

Applying to the government to improve the village water supply:

Chris Rosvall submitted the following to the committee:

One of the main functions of our local council is to provide fresh water to the residents
within its area.

For a while now, the residents in the Himatangi Beach village have not been happy
with the water we have here. Our Council is well aware of that fact. We depend on the
water supplied for many things but mostly for drinking. We are all aware of the
repercussions when problems occur — it was only just over 2 years ago when the
Hastings, Havelock Nth area experienced a huge outbreak of sickness caused

from drinking impure water. My sister was one of those effected - | went there to nurse
her through it and believe me, it was nasty. Our council informs us when the water is
tested, that it is safe to drink. But the water tests also show up the presence of silica —
something that causes damage to our paint surfaces etc. It doesn't give the locals
much faith that our water is all that safe when we see the damage done to our

property. Is it doing damage to the inside of our bodies? Who knows! The Councillors

also have advised that it would cost $2 million to fix the problem, and if we want it
sorted, we the residents, would have to foot the bill. This was stated at the HBCC
meeting held with Hamish Waugh and several other MDC representatives present on
the 16th October 2019. There is no way the locals can afford this and we don't want to

go down that path again — we are still counting the cost of joining the sewerage system
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that we all went into in good faith and then got walked all over — costs skyrocketed way
above what was advised before we signed up, and have continued to rise ever since.
Then, to cap it all off, our locals were included in the rate changes so had to pay
towards the upgrade of the Feilding sewerage system which had problems —
something we had previously been advised that we would not be charged as the
Feilding residents had not paid towards our system costs. But there is a light on the
horizon now -the Labour Government has announced (on 8th July) that they have $761
million available to local councils towards sorting water problems. Applications need to
be in to government by August and the work needs to be completed by July 2021. We
need to get an application into our local council and a copy sent to the govt minister in
charge ASAP. In the past when Govt made offers like these we (past HBCC
members) moved to make the most of them. Results. Sewerage Upgrade Govt paid for
half of the sewerage system costs Cell phone coverage We went straight to Govt —
Amy Adams was the member we corresponded with — result was that we went to the
“front of the queue” and got our new tower so we had cell phone coverage before other
areas. This may be our only chance to get pure water again for our village, so lets go
forit. If the Committee agree, | can set up a register so we can obtain signatures from
our locals to support the application. An email could also go out to home owners on
the CC list to get their support. The more support we have for this, the more likelihood

that it may come to fruition.

Chris Rosvall
16th July 2020

Zoom Meetings:
The committee has decided to continue having a physical meeting in the hall every
second month with a zoom meeting in between. Any one that wants help with Zoom

can contact Reuben.

Abandoned Car:

There is a car that has been abandoned outside the Cossy Club. The police are aware
that the car was stolen and dumped. The car has been there for some time and no
one want to remove it. The committee proposes that the council assist in removing the
car.

Action Report :

Doggy Do Bins - Council is still assessing this and these will be implemented as
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required in due course.

Road Barriers - One of the projects that the committee is working on is the
replacement of the white wooden corner barriers along the length of Koputara Rd. The
committee is looking to have these replaced by recreational services. The current
barriers are in poor repair at the moment and have needed to be repaired/replaced so
the committee has asked if Stuart Campbell could approach "roading" to see if the cost
to repair /replace the existing barriers could be put towards the upgrade to the bollards
and ropes. Higgins have been asked to repair, but due to the confusing messages
received, this work has been stopped pending a decision to provide funding for the

community project to replace the sight rails with bollards and rope.

50kph temporary sign - There is a 50km/h temporary speed sign at the start of the
village which has been a temporary 50kph for some time. Stuart has been asked to
find out when this will be made 50kph permanently or be raised back to the previous
speed.

The posted speed will remain at 50 until the Programme Business Case to review and
amend speed limits to our villages throughout the District is completed. A 60km/h some

will probably be implemented 2022-23

LTP funding application
Work will start this month on the LTP application.

Finances:
Project fund:
6562.58

(tennis court redevelopment/entrance way)

Community Tagged Funding

$3000 has been allocated for the Community patrol
$3635 Stage 3 signage

$3000 Stage 4 signage

$10000 for tennis court redevelopment.

Moved : Reuben

Seconded:Jason
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Carried: Yes

Community Plan:
Review of community Plan Projects ( whats been completed, whats been planned,

timeline, issues, actions)

Bollards and hall signage have been approved by the committee to start.

Reuben will get both projects underway.

MDC Community Project funding

Balance: $ 26197.58

Surf Club Report:

Mid winter swim on Sunday at 11am.

Fire Brigade Report:
The Fire Brigade is still recruiting if anyone would like to join come down on Monday

nights at 7pm.

Community Patrol Report:

None

Councillor Update:

None

Meeting Closed:

Time - 747pm

Next Meeting:

20th August @ 7pm on Zoom
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Present:

DRAFT Minutes

Kiwitea Community Committee Meeting

20-Jul-2020

7pm

Kiwitea School

Dickins,

Apologies:

Glen Terry, Jo Terry,

Pam Corpe, Gayna Brown, Helen Worboys

Paula Scott, Vicki Stack, Desire Silk, Michael Ford, Darrell McMasters, Mark

No.

Item

Actioned

Confirmation of
the previous
minutes

That the minutes from the previous meeting held on Monday 15 June
2020 be accepted as a true and accurate record.

Moved:
Jo

Matters arising
from previous
minutes

Hall Rules and Hire Guidelines - all done

New bank signatories documents - completed

The sub-committee for the planning of the Post Covid Gathering in
August had some family things to deal with so it was decided to move
the date out to 6 September to give us time to plan a little better. Paula
has done up a flyer, and the local postie will be approached to deliver
these in our area. Notices will go up in the School Newsletter, and an
event made in on FB.

The Haynes Creek Catchment meeting reported they do not get
funding so Paula will ask them to help with the working bee (to be held
after the roof is replaced) in lieu of payment.

Desiree read the proposed change to Stock Droving rules for the
Manawatu and advises it is for main arterial routes such as Kimbolton
Road and State Highway 54.

Finance

Balance is $829

New bank signatories documents have been signed and Jo will deliver
them to the Westpac bank on Wednesday.

Jo

Inwards

Correspondence

Email from Janine Hawthorne in reply to Jo Terry, advising it is
acceptable for us to use MDC funds to enlist the fundraising committee
to help with catering for the Post Covid Gathering in September.

13/7/

Email from Stacey Eagle in response to the comment from P Corpe in
the July minutes regarding a road worker. Thank you to MDC for the

reply.

1777/
20

General
Business

A reminder to have a think if there is anyone in our area who we should
put forward for a Community Honour. The closing date for nominations
is 31

Whole
Committee

Paula had a meeting with James from MDC to discuss the Hall
Reports. The latest hall report will be submitted this week. Thanks to
Paula and James for sorting this out.

Paula
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School is being charge $25 per mow for their lawn contractor to mow
the surrounding area of the Hall. This is a tiny amount of grass so we
have decided to have a roster for mowing this. Paula will notify the
contractor about this decision.

Paula

James advised Paula that Council does not pay for contents insurance
for the Hall. There was some discussion around this and we took
advice from Desiree. Our decision is that the items in the Hall do not
amount to as much as the premiums would be so we will not be taking
out insurance at this stage. Jo to ask Janine at MDC if the Committee
needs to be covered for a fire damaged by an appliance or wiring.

Jo

Darrell suggested we should open the Hall once a month so locals
could come and have a catch up if they felt like it. The Committee
thought this was a good idea to try and will set a date for this to begin
after the Post Covid Gathering on 6 September.

School would like to know when the roof is going to be replaced.
They have events coming up and would like to plan alternative venues
if the work is going coincide with any of these. Jo to ask James.

Jo

The Committee decided we would start a roster for cleaning the hall
once a month - to keep the kitchen and toilets clean and sweep the
main floors if required. A check of the Hall would also be done at this
time. This could be included in the lawn roster.

TBA

Council Matters

Cr Ford reported on Council happenings.

Local (NZers) tourism in the Manawatu/Palmerston North area is
doing very well - better than Napier and New Plymouth - which is
great. We need to promote the Northern Manawatu. Will we do this
as a locality, with Ceda, as a district, with the Western Lower North
Island,or the Lower North Island in general. Something to consider.
Also, what do we have in our region? The cycle route, hunting, fishing,
tramping.

Glen suggested that the new Mangaweka bridge and use of the the
old bridge as a cycle/footbridge would be a real asset to the Northern
Manawatu.

Darrell suggested we need more free camping sites for motorhome
association members - that would get a lot of people coming through
our way. There are not many freedom campsites in this area.

Plan changes: rural planning for the new zoning is getting closer.

Waterwater centralisation, which is piped grey water from outlying
communities to the Feilding wastewater plant; also if you are close to
the pipeline you may be able to hook into this to remove the grey
water from your septic. Council is expecting some funds from Central
Government towards this.

The building of the new recycling centre is underway and expected to
be completed by December. This is positioned on the land in front of
the wastewater plant.

Council are looking into a potential plastics recycling centre on this
site also. This plant would chip plastics according to the number on
the bottom of the item, bale it up and sell it to manufacturers. It would
need a lot of volume to be viable so would look to import plastic from
other areas. It would be great for the environment and create local
jobs.
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Michael told us what was happening with the Earthquake prone
buildings. 4

Engineering reports have been completed with 2 more expected soon.

Council have found a man who may be able to do the strengthening
for a reasonable rate which is great.

Council are looking to widen the contract with Feilding and District

Promotions

Police Report

There are still some stock losses in the area. Please be vigilant and
take registration plate numbers then immediately let PC Dickins know.

A reminder to all residents travelling to and from work: TURN YOUR
LIGHTS ON! You may be able to see, but other road users cannot
always see you. Be safe - be seen! This to go in school newsletter
and also on FB page.

Jo

And the final reminder is that the speed when passing a School Bus is
20 km/hour. Serious fines can be delivered for breaking this law, but
more importantly, how would you feel if you hit a school pupil?

Jo

Upcoming
Events

Looking at doing some belly dancing lessons in the Hall when the
weather is warmer;

Kiwitea Fitness 3:30pm Tuesdays, 7pm Wednesdays; Cooking with
Grannies 18th August;

Oroua Speech Competition 20th August; Community Post Covid
Gathering 6 September

Closing

The next meeting will be Monday 17 August 2020.
The meeting closed at 8:47pm
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