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Minutes of public meetings of the Strategy and Policy Committee to hear submissions on the
Draft Annual Plan 2011-2012 held at The Peaks Motor Inn, Ohakune on Monday, 23 May 2011
from 9.30am to 11.15am, at Committee Room 2, Wanganui District Council offices, Wanganui
on Monday 23 May 2011 from 1.30pm to 5.15pm, and at Horizons Regional Council offices,
11-15 Victoria Avenue, Palmerston North on Tuesday, 24 May 2011 from 2.55pm to 3.34pm, on
Wednesday, 25 May 2011, from 9.05am to 5.20pm, and on Thursday, 26 May 2011 from
8.50am to 5.45pm.

PRESENT: 23 May 2011
Ohakune Crs EB Gordon (Chair), J Barrow, LR Burnell, VJE Chettleburgh
QSM ED, GL Cox, MC Guy, GM.McKellar, M. Plowman,
PW Rieger QSO JP, Cl Sheldon and JJ White.

Wanganui Crs EB Gordon (Chair), J Barrow, LR Burnell, VJF Chettleburgh
QSM ED, GL Cox, MC Guy, GM McKellar, M Plowman,
PW Rieger QSO JP, Cl Sheldon, RG Walker and JJ White.

24 May 2011

Palmerston Nth ~ Crs EB Gordon (Chair), J Barrow, LR Burnell, VJF Chettleburgh
QSM ED, GL.Cox, MC. Guy, GM McKellar, M Plowman,
PW Rieger QSO JP, Cl Sheldon, RG Walker and JJ White.

25 May 2011

Palmerston Nth  Crs EB Gordon (Chair), J Barrow, LR Burnell, VJF Chettleburgh
QSM- ED, GL Cox, MC Guy, GM McKellar, M Plowman,
PW Rieger QSO JP, Cl Sheldon, RG Walker and JJ White.

26 May 2011

Palmerston Nth.  Crs EB Gordon (Chair), J Barrow, LR Burnell, VJF Chettleburgh
QSM ED, MC Guy, GM McKellar, M Plowman, PW Rieger
QSO0 JP, CI Sheldon, RG Walker (from 9.00am) and JJ White.

Monday, 23 May 2011 (Ohakune and Wanganui)

IN ATTENDANCE:

Chief Executive Mr M J McCartney
Group Manager Corporate & Governance Mr C Grant
Committee Secretary Ms K Booth

ALSO PRESENT:

Mr C Mitchell (Group Manager Environmental Management), Mr G Carlyon (Group
Manager Regional Planning and Regulatory), Mr A Cook (Group Manager Operations),
Mr G Shirley (Group Manager Regional Services and Information), Mr E Duggan
(Strategic Financial Planner), Mrs C Rowe (Media and Communications Manager, at
Wanganui), and two members of the public at Ohakune.



Tuesday, 24 May 2011 (Palmerston North) (from 2.55pm to 3.34pm, following Council meeting)

IN ATTENDANCE:

Chief Executive Mr M J McCartney
Group Manager Corporate & Governance Mr C Grant
Committee Secretary Mrs J Kennedy

ALSO PRESENT (at various times throughout the Submissions Hearings ):
Mr G Carlyon (Group Manager Regional Planning & Regulatory), Mr C Mitchell (Group
Manager Environmental Management), and Mr E Duggan (Strategic Financial Planner).

Wednesday, 25 May 2011 (Palmerston North)

IN ATTENDANCE:

Chief Executive Mr M J McCartney
Group Manager Corporate & Governance Mr C Grant

Committee Secretary Mrs J Kennedy (to12.40pm)

Ms-K Booth (from 1.20pm to 5.20pm)

ALSO PRESENT (at various times throughout the Submissions Hearings):

Mr G Carlyon (Group Manager Regional Planning & Regulatory), Mr G Shirley (Group
Manager Regional Services & Information), Mr E Duggan (Strategic Financial Planner),
Mr T Colle (Chief Financial Officer), Mr C Mitchell (Group Manager Environmental
Management), Mr A Cook (Group Manager Operations), and Mrs C Rowe (Media &
Communications Manager).

Thursday, 26 May 2011 (Palmerston North)

IN ATTENDANCE:

Chief Executive Mr M J McCartney

Group Manager Corporate & Governance Mr C Grant

Committee Secretary Mrs J A Kennedy (to 3.30pm)

Ms K Booth (from 3.45pm to 5.45pm)

ALSO PRESENT (at various times throughout the Submissions Hearings):

Mr G Carlyon (Group Manager Regional Planning & Regulatory), Mr C Mitchell (Group
Manager Environmental Management), Mr T Colle (Chief Financial Officer), Mr A Cook
(Group Manager Operations), Mr G Shirley (Group Manager Regional Services and
Information),. Mr E Duggan (Strategic Financial Planner), Mrs C Rowe (Media &
Communications Manager), Mr W Wallace (Transport Planner), Ms K Lowe (Transport
Planner), Mrs M Sciascia, Mrs D Punnett, Mrs S Bryne, Ms S deJonge (Customer Service
Officers), Mr D Meads, and students from Massey University.



Monday, 23 May 2011 — Ohakune and Wanganui

APOLOGIES
The Chair advised that Cr Walker had given his apology for the Submissions Hearings at
Ohakune.

DCP 11-01 Moved Plowman/Sheldon
that an apology be received from Cr Walker.

CARRIED

MEMBERS’ CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest noted.

LATE SUBMISSIONS

Copies of Late Submissions, received after the closing date and after the Agenda was printed,
were distributed to the Members. The Chairman confirmed these could be received, and
advised they were additional to the Late Submissions included in the Agenda.

DCP 11-02 Moved White/Barrow
that copies of Late Submissions be received.

CARRIED

FORMAT FOR ORAL SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 11-87

This report set out a timetable to hear oral submissions on the Draft Annual Plan 2011-12.
Sixty-eight (68) requests for oral submissions were received. Extra requests to speak had been
received after the Agenda had been printed.

The Chairman clarified that all submissions were valid, regardless of the age of the submitter,
and that a person did not have to be a ratepayer to make a submission. While the usual process
for hearing submissions was that submitters had five minutes to speak, and ten minutes for
Members to ask questions, the Chair said he was relaxed about the length of time a submitter
spoke for, although he would be closing off each submission after 15 minutes.

The Chairman.invited the first submitters to speak to Council on behalf of their submission.

Anne-Marie Westcott (Team Leader Environment) spoke in support of the submission from
Ruapehu District Council (RDC). She thanked Horizons for all the work it had done with
Ruapehu District Council (RDC) in the Ruapehu district. She highlighted points in the
submission in support of current level funding for Tb control, the expansion of the possum
control budget, continuation of the support and advice from Horizons around flood mapping, and
continuation of the rook control programme. RDC supported continuation of the Kia Wharite
programme and did not support reduction in funding for biodiversity. Ms Westcott explained the
request for two rain gauges and calibration equipment above the township of Ohura. She also
clarified questions around the continuation of the rock wall upstream of the Matapuna Bridge
Members asked further questions in regard to the points made.



Roger Beck, Chairman of the Manawatu-Wanganui TBfree Committee explained the purpose
of the Tbfree Committee, and spoke about the success in the reduction of bovine Tb in the area.
He introduced Bruce Dornbusch and Brian McNeill who were also speaking to the submission.
Mr Beck expressed disappointment that each year they had to make a submission for
continuation of funding, and they asked that Horizons fund the requested AHB contribution of
$750,000. Mr Dornbusch explained they needed to secure funding before they could plan the
programme for the following year. He added that in two years there would be a review of how
the Animal Health Board (AHB) would be funded, when Horizons could consider whether
regional funding was part of the future. In response to questions, Mr Beck said the AHB would
spend the full amount of funding for this financial year, and two programmes were waiting for the
right weather before proceeding. He noted that jobs were paid on completion. He also believed
there was an urban benefit to the programmes, as well as rural benefit. Members asked further
questions of clarification including planning by AHB for funding beyond 2012.

Winston Oliver highlighted the concern expressed in his submission to_the rapid increase of
plant pests in his area along the roadsides, the river, and in fenced off/’retired’ land;.in particular
blackberry and Common barberry, and asked who was responsible for control of these areas.
He was concerned that Darwins barberry was the priority, not Common barberry.«He said the
plant pests provided a seed source for birds, which then spread the plant pests onto his
farmland. Mr Oliver supported Horizons continuing to fully fund the AHB Tb control programme
and he mentioned the problem of possums coming onto his. farm from Department of
Conservation land. Mr Oliver also said he did not support funding:for the Green RIG. He
responded to Members’ questions about the plant pestissues.

Submissions from Tawata Whanau Trust and Hinengakau Development Trust (HDT) were
heard together, at their request. Gary Taiaroa (Chairperson) spoke for the Tawata Whanau
Trust, and Steven Towler (Manager) and<Graeme Bell (Trustee for HDT; Deputy chair for
Whanganui River Maori Trust Board) spoke in support of the submissions from the Hinengakau
Development Trust. Mr Taiaroa spoke of the desire to hear the sound of the kokako once again
in the culturally significant area, and of the Trust’'s concern that loss of funding would impact on
the work currently underway. He and Mr Towler referred to the successful work opportunities
created for their young people.through the projects, the possum control that was underway, and
referred to the opportunities for Horizons to work with iwi. They noted the link between the
Tawata Sanctuary and Kia Wharite and the spread of birdlife between both areas. Mr Towler
mentioned HDT'’s interest with the environment and the economy, noted there was no industry in
the area, and suggested ways to bring people and income into the area through education of
future generations, tourism, development of cycle ways etc. Mr Bell spoke about the history of
the area and keenness to protect biodiversity. He also referred to the Memorandum of
Understanding that had.been developed with Horizons. Members asked questions of
clarification about matters raised.

The meeting adjourned at Ohakune at 11.07am.
The meeting resumed in Wanganui at 1.30pm.

Diana Loader spoke to her submission and stressed the importance of continuing possum
control. She spoke of her success, with help from Horizons, enabling her neighbours to Kill
possums over the last 18 years, and reducing Tb in the area. However she was concerned as
there was still a notifiable Tb area at the top of her road. She said she was passionate about
possum control which would result in a successful tree planting programme, and save native
birds. She encouraged Horizons to fully fund the Animal Health Board to continue the present
level of possum control.

An apology was received from Deirdra McMenamin and Members considered her written
submission.



Allan Anderson spoke in support of continuation of the Green RIG, which he believed was a
valuable environmental education resource and investment for the future. He said in his
experience, that when an initiative was ‘parked up’, sometimes it did not continue, and
suggested a targeted rate would be acceptable. He answered questions of clarification.

Dave Feikert congratulated Horizons on its Whanganui River risk assessment and expressed
concern that it was not continuing with the establishment of by-laws and a Harbourmaster as
regulator. He highlighted that water activities were increasing on the River, and that assistance
could be received from community groups and river user groups with river safety, however it was
important to have a regulatory authority. Mr Feikert highlighted his concern at Horizons’
suggestion to ‘park up’ the Green RIG which he saw as an important enviromental educator; he
also noted his concern at the proposed self regulation of meat inspection. He answered
questions relating to his submission.

Eight students from Wanganui Intermediate School spoke to their submission in support of the
Green RIG. They found the Green RIG made learning fun, enjoyable and relevant, .and the
messages were taken back to the classroom where activities were<environment-linked. The
students explained their school had a strong environmental focus using solar power, promoting
recycling, and planting gardens. They believed it was important for the next generation to learn
about biodiversity. Members asked the students about messages they had taken from the
Green RIG. The Chair congratulated the students on their excellent oral submissions.

Mayor Annette Main and Chief Executive Kevin Ross spoke to the submission of Wanganui
District Council (WDC). Mayor Main highlighted WDC’s disappointment that water safety had
not been included in the Draft Annual Plan and asked to work with Horizons on a lower cost
safety management regime. She mentionedthe good working relationship between the two
councils and looked forward to its continuance around public transport, discussions on Stage 2
of the Lower Whanganui River Flood Protection Scheme and other areas. She said WDC also
looked forward to further discussions on the proposed shared pathway to Upokongaro. Mayor
Main referred to the submission from the students of Wanganui Intermediate School about the
Green RIG and noted general support by WDC for its retention. Members asked questions of
clarification in regard to water-safety management on the Whanganui River, flood modelling
data, feedback from Wanganui residents about flood protection work carried out to date, and the
proposed shared pathway to Upokongaro.

Rusty Kane spoke to his submission and updated Members on discussions with other regional
councils since his recent deputation to Horizons on water quality. He encouraged the use by
farmers of natural fertilisers in and near the riparian strip to improve soil quality, as mentioned in
his submission. He also_touched on the topic of carbon credits. Members asked about the
availability‘of-natural fertilisers, and whether there was a research paper published on their use.

Nic Peet (Area Manager) spoke to the submission of the Department of Conservation (DOC).
He highlighted the request for Horizons to reconsider a proposed reduction in funding for Kia
Wharite and asked that the funding be maintained for the five year term, as initially planned. He
provided. a background to the project, highlighted the importance that DOC attached to the
project, and commented positively on the shared services delivery of the project. He referred to
DOC and Horizons working as good neighbours, and spoke of DOC’s concern about the effects
of reduced funding. In response to questions, he said that when the project started, there was
concern amongst the community and this had now dissipated.

Josephine Rangooni thanked Horizons for providing staff expertise to the walkway project.
She commented on the cooperation and collaboration of Horizons and other groups to this
project. She highlighted that some people in Bulls were not getting access to medical treatment
as they had no money for petrol, and asked Horizons to work collaboratively with St Johns and
identify problem areas. She clarified Members’ questions about the points made in her
submission.



Alan Taylor, Chair of the Wanganui Rural Community Board (WRCB), spoke to the
submission. He drew Members’ attention to the three points made in the submission and asked
Horizons to continue its alignments with the Animal Health Board. He commented that the
WRCB had developed a ten year plan. He responded to Members’' questions about the Board’s
support for parking up the Green RIG for the 2011-12 year.

The meeting adjourned at 3.42pm.
The meeting resumed at 4.00pm.

Tony Grant-Fargie spoke to the submission from the Combined Grey Power Associations.
He highlighted their concern that the Green RIG was taking up ratepayer money and was not a
core function of Horizons. He said that each year they asked Horizons notto put up rates in
excess of the CPI as their members were on fixed incomes. He explained how Grey Power
members were polled for their responses to issues, and clarified questions in regard to the CPI.

Lisa Talbot highlighted her request for Horizons to keep the Green RIG in active use, and
challenged the notion that education was not one of the core functions of the council. She spoke
about the learning opportunities for students, she had experienced, by taking them through the
Green RIG, and in particular the stream table. She acknowledged the environmental
opportunities that Horizons provided, eg Enviroschools. = She clarified Members’ questions
around environmental education, and aspects of the Green RIG that encouraged students’
interest in their environment.

Tim Matthews distributed a summary of his‘oral submission to Members. This included a
request for good financial management, an.assumption of the operating costs of the Green RIG
with a request for it to be either mothballed or sold, and support for Horizons to fully fund the
Animal Health Board (AHB) contribution of $750,000 giving consideration to who benefitted and
how they should pay. He did not believe the cost of Horizons’ vector control programme could
match the value of the AHB programme. He challenged Horizons to meet the rate of inflation.
Members asked questions about his thoughts on the proposed rates rise, payment of the AHB
Tb vector levy (from per hectare rate to targeted rate), and his calculations for the cost of the
Green RIG.

Keith Beautrais had supported the Wanganui Intermediate School students’ oral submissions
earlier in the day, and now spoke to his own submission. He passed on the students’ thanks to
Members for hearing their submissions. He highlighted the comments on possum control in his
submission. He endorsed the submission from DOC which supported funding for Kia Wharite.
He appreciated. the assistance from Horizons to fence off a riparian strip and asked Horizons to
encourage landowners further down the Mowhanau Stream catchment to cooperate. He also
highlighted his  comments on the Green RIG and endorsed its continuation, adding that he
scheduled the RIG. to visit the school every two years. He responded to Members’ questions
about his comments on the Green RIG.

The submission of Sustainable Whanganui Trust was represented by Lynette Pearson. She
highlighted the points in the submission about retention of the Green RIG, and continuation of
funding for the Kia Wharite project, adding that it provided local employment, supported local
schools, and provided goat control. She commended Council for its vision around collective
community projects. She clarified Members’ questions about the Trust membership and the
activities it was involved in.

The meeting adjourned at 5.20pm in Wanganui.
The meeting resumed at 2.55pm in Palmerston North on Tuesday, 24 May to consider written
submissions.



Tuesday, 24 May 2011 — from 2.55pm to 3.34pm

At the conclusion of the Council meeting the Chairman took the opportunity to consider a
number of written submissions and noted a copy of a Late Submission, received after the closing
date.
DCP 11-03 Moved White/Sheldon

that the Late Submission from Mr Ross Wilson be received.

CARRIED

The meeting adjourned at 3.34pm.
The meeting resumed at 9.05am in Palmerston North on Wednesday, 25:May 2011.

Wednesday, 25 May 2011 — Palmerston North

APOLOGIES
There were no apologies from Members.

MEMBERS’ CONFLICT OF INTEREST
There were no conflicts of interest noted.

The Chairman advised he had received apologies from Hamish Lowe and John Catley. He then
invited the first submitter to speak to.Council on behalf of his submission.

Dr Jim Edwards spoke to his submission and reinforced the need to continue full funding for the
control of bovine tuberculosis. He said past history suggested that to reduce funding
prematurely would result.in the re-emergence of the disease in herds and in the vector animals
that spread the disease. He outlined the possible threat of Tb to humans through contaminated
milk products, and spoke of the benefits to the export trade by continuing funding to eradicate
Tb. Members asked Dr Edwards questions about possible trade barriers if Tb was not kept
under control, and about other points made in his submission.

Barry Stevenson thanked Members for providing an opportunity for him to speak to his
submission.. He highlighted his concern that Horizons was not proposing to fully fund the Animal
Health Board programme. He highlighted the changing nature of the disease, and the ongoing
effects it could have to both animals and humans. He responded to Members’ questions about
the effects of Tb on animals and humans.

Lew Rohloff, President, Horowhenua Grey Power Association Incorporated addressed his
submission and said he intended to seek an opportunity to work with representatives from
Horizons, Grey Power organisations in the Region, and community organisations to address the
affordability of rates to the community, before the commencement of work on the 2012-2022
Long Term Plan. He believed a more responsible and co-operative approach to moderating the
impact of regional rates, particularly on low income families was required. Members asked
questions of clarification on points raised in his submission.

Emmanuel Yiannoutsos introduced himself to Members and said he was the designer of the
Green RIG. He was in support of retaining the Green RIG and believed it was a powerful and
unique mobile education tool for the community. He proposed the introduction of new messages



whereby the Green RIG could be tailored to a theme of sustainable city life for sensible
environmental living. He said consideration could be given to establishing a joint venture with
the Palmerston North City Council to introduce the new messages. He believed there were
many other possibilities available for utilising the Green RIG to raise awareness and maintain a
healthy environment for the community. He responded to Members’ questions about the
proposal, ideas on future funding possibilities for operating costs of the Green RIG, and possible
sponsorship.

Frederik de Jager passed on an apology from Mr B Judd who was unable to attend the
Submissions Hearing. He said Mr Judd’s suggestion for the future of the Green RIG was for
Council to look at sponsorship for an environmental group to operate it. Mr de Jager spoke
about the proposed programme to eradicate wattle weed fom Waitarere Beach. He said the
local ratepayers should not be faced with a rate increase to cover the cost to eradicate the wattle
weed, which he believed was a problem created many years ago by the Crown. Members
asked questions of clarification about the established wattle weed in the neighbouring forest.

Philippa Barriball representing Fonterra Co-operative Group Limited expanded on points in
the submission about Fonterra’s vision, water quality and quantity “activity,. emergency
management activity, and in particular drew attention to Fonterra’'s extensive involvement with
assistance after the Christchurch earthquake. She said Fonterra was also a proud sponsor of
the Telethon held on Sunday 22 May to raise funds for assistance.in Christchurch. In regard to
the Animal Health Board Tb levy, she believed it was critical. to the economy of the country that
funding for Tb continued. Members asked questions of clarification on points raised and the
Chair thanked her for the enlightening update on Fonterra’s involvement with assistance after
the Christchurch earthquake.

The meeting adjourned at 11.10am.
The meeting resumed at 11.25am.

Susette and David Playford = Mrs Playford spoke about the proposed weed control and
enhancement project for Waitarere Beach. She said coastal wattle was a real problem but
believed until it was controlled within the neighbouring forest block, the regular spraying that was
undertaken would only_ limit the spread, rather than eliminate. Her main concern however was
the proposed dune management. programme which she believed would ultimately expose the
dunes to erosion. She was therefore opposed to any significant redesign of the sand dune
foliage but did support the ongoing management of coastal wattle by way of regular spraying,
and she supported the restoration work proposed for the Wairarawa Stream. Members asked
questions «of «clarification about her views on the proposed public walkway, and the control of
pest plant species.

Susan Hanlon congratulated Council for a well written report on the Restoration Plan for
Waitarere sand dunes and Wairarawa Stream. She said it would be great if everything in the
report could be implemented but believed that was not possible. She expanded on her areas of
concern including the thick covering of acacia spreading from the neighbouring forest, the rabbit
infestation, the positioning of the proposed pathway, the proposed increased cost to ratepayers,
and was concerned with the Pohutukawa tree being referred to as an indigenous weed. She
was supportive of the cycle and walkway proposal along the Wairarawa Stream.

Murray Hanlon congratulated Council and Wildlands for producing an extensive report. He
expanded on areas of concern about who would manage the project, the spread of weeds from
the neighbouring forest area, the rabbit infestation, and was concerned that the Pohutukawa tree
was listed as an indigenous weed. He opposed the walkway proposal from the eastern
boundary of the dunes along the front of houses, and strongly opposed what he believed was an
unfair increase in the spread of rates to cover the cost of the proposal. He did support the
proposed suggestions for the Wairarawa Stream. Despite making some negative comments



about the proposal, he indicated a willingness to be part of the local collective to assist if the
project went ahead.

Mr and Mrs Hanlon clarified Members’ questions. The Group Manager Regional Planning and
Regulatory clarified to Members and Mr and Mrs Hanlon the reference made in the report to the
Pohutukawa tree as an indigenous weed.

John Harrison spoke to his submission and detailed his objection to the track proposed at
Waitarere Beach, and in particular to the additional cost that ratepayers would be asked to
provide for the overall restoration plan for Waitarere sand dunes and Wairarawa Stream. He
believed the biosecurity portion of rates should be allocated to cover the proposed enhancement
work and that all ratepayers should share the cost, rather than just the beach community.
Questions of clarification were asked on the rates Mr Harrison paid to both Horowhenua District
Council and Horizons Regional Council.

Federated Farmers was represented by Richard Murfitt, Tim Matthews, Andrew Hoggard,
and Tessa Mills. Mr Murfitt said they appreciated their allocation of speaking time and would
speak on different topics. He said they had elected to cover three key points of the submission:
the regional share contribution for the Animal Health Board levy, the .increase in water
monitoring and research charges, and raised the issue of contiguous rating for properties being
used as a single entity. Ms Mills questioned the proposed 6% rate.increase, and reiterated their
request from last year to adopt a contiguous property rates remission policy. Mr Matthews
spoke in support of ongoing financial support for the Animal Health Board Tb levy, and Mr
Hoggard expanded on their concerns at the increase in charges on the water quality monitoring
and research. Questions to points raised were clarified by the Strategic Financial Planner, the
Chief Executive and the Chairman. The Chief Executive suggested that it would be useful to
schedule a workshop with members from Federated Farmers and Horizons staff to discuss
some of the funding policy issues raised prior to the Long Term Plan process.

The meeting adjourned at 12.40pm.
The meeting reconvened at 1.20pm.

An apology was received from Diane Brown and Members considered her written submission.

Michael McCartney (Chief Executive) spoke to the Horizons’ Staff Submission. He
highlighted the suggestion to-offset the net fall in interest income to produce a nil effect on rates.
He also commented on the suggestion to increase the Members’ Resource Management Act
training«budget, the changes to Scheme budgets, updated on LAPP insurance discussions, and
the fleet review that was currently underway. Members asked questions of clarification.

Andrew Day spoke to his submission and highlighted his comments about the Green RIG. He
considered it.a retrograde step to ‘mothball’ it, and wondered how that fitted with any ongoing
obligations to sponsors. He said it was a great opportunity for Horizons to communicate with a
large part of the Region, the RIG provided hands-on education, and was an important tool for
environmental education. He clarified Members’ questions in regard to his comments about the
Green RIG.

Clare Wishart spoke to her submission, opposing the poisoning of rooks. She said she initially
thought rooks were a huge pest, but after receiving letters of support from farmers, she changed
her mind. She spoke against the use of DRC 1339, commented on its toxic nature, and the
potential for the accidental poisoning of non target birds (eg kiwi) and other species. Ms Wishart
suggested the use of Diaza Con birth control for rooks, to be distributed by ground bait lines,
which would be humane and provide long term solutions. She also mentioned a ‘Crow’ CD
which was apparently effective in dispersing rooks. Members asked questions about the CD
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and its potential use, the suggested use of birth control and its dispersal, and when and where to
use birth control bait lines.

lan Clark spoke to the submission of Figjam Trust. He said the Trust opposed the rating levy
for the proposed Waitarere Beach Community Weed Control and Enhancement Project and said
there was a lack of detail in the proposal. He suggested the forestry company be told to
eradicate coastal wattle on its land. Mr Clark believed that all properties in Waitarere should be
treated the same, as all the owners enjoyed the beach, the walking tracks and dunes. He added
that the cost of maintenance was beneficial to the whole region, and should be spread over the
region, not just Waitarere Beach. He mentioned a project to replace marram grass with spinifex
on the dunes, and asked why this had not progressed. He clarified Members’ questions.

The submission of St John Central Region was represented by Gael McKechnie and Brian
Crothers. Mr Crothers spoke about the success of the Health Shuttles and‘said St John was
seeking funding to complement the services in Wanganui, Marton and Waimarino. He spoke
about the success of existing services in other parts of the region enabling patients to keep their
medical appointments. Ms McKechnie explained funding would enable the services to continue
as donations did not cover all the costs. Members asked questions around cost per patient per
trip in other areas, payments received from the District Health Boards and for.which patients,
and what other groups provided transport for medical appointments.

Paul Horton and Dr Jonathan Procter spoke to the submission of Tanenuiarangi Manawatu
Incorporated. They appreciated the connection between Horizons and iwi, and highlighted the
points made in their submission. They were concerned about.the proposed cessation of the
Green RIG service, and commented that its key themes were highly significant to TMI. They
saw the Green RIG as a useful tool for public education for the community on the Manawatu
River Accord Action Plan (MRAAP). They believed the MRAAP was a great step forward. They
were also concerned over the proposed. reduction in funding for environmental monitoring and
biodiversity activities carried out by Horizons. They asked that Horizons continued to be an
effective environmental manager. They saw value.in the research and asked why it had been
reduced so much. Members asked for their suggestions on how to continue funding the Green
RIG, and asked for clarification-on their comments around the proposed cut in funding for
environmental activities.

The meeting adjourned at 3.15pm.
The meeting resumed at 3.32pm.

Cr Ross Linklater and Andrew Boyle (Community Planning) spoke to the submission of
Palmerston North City Council (PNCC). They appreciated the working relationship between
the two councils and looked forward to it continuing in the future. They elaborated on the points
made in their submission about the Lower Manawatu Scheme, and their concern around
adequate flood protection for the Crown Research Institute campus across the Manawatu River.
The intention‘was to attract scientists, and investment money, to the region and if the area
flooded it would be a backward step. They fully supported any efforts Horizons wished to make
to protect areas. They then highlighted their comments on the Ashhurst Stream Scheme.
PNCC was currently consulting on areas of development for residential growth in Ashhurst, and
some areas were not being developed due to concerns around flooding. Members asked
questions around PNCC’s policies on urban growth, the support for the retention of the Green
RIG, PNCC’s viewpoint on protection of Class | soils, and the intention for the land as a result of
the possible boundary change with Manawatu District Council.

Elaine Reilly (Chief Executive) and Mark Maxwell (Economic Development Manager) spoke to
the submission of Vision Manawatu. They highlighted the issue of young people getting
employment and elaborated on their business development project - Project Possum. They said
the area of economic development had shifted to sustainable work. The labour was there, the
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markets were there and they sought a one-off funding payment from Horizons of $200,000 to get
the project up and running. They also sought retention of funding for the Green RIG. Ms Reilly
and Mr Maxwell clarified Members’ questions in regard to a return on investment, the
expectation of reduced costs in the pest control budget through Project Possum, and the value
in working collaboratively with Horizons and other agencies.

Two students from Palmerston North Intermediate Normal School spoke in support of the
22 submissions from students at the school. They were accompanied by Kaye Webber, from
the school. The students supported the retention of the Green RIG and explained the resources
on the RIG could not be duplicated in the classroom, they were high-tech and motivating, they
covered all areas of environmental education and provided a springboard to learning. Even
those students who were not interested in learning, enjoyed the Green RIG. They responded to
Members’ questions about the areas in the RIG of most interest to them, personally. Ms Webber
clarified the Green RIG had visited the school a year ago. The Chairman thanked them for their
very good presentation.

Peter Everton spoke to his submission. He did not support further rating through the proposed
Waitarere Beach Community Weed Control and Enhancement project, and questioned the areas
highlighted on the plan. He believed it was a Waitarere township issue. He reiterated he would
continue to control weeds on his property. He was also concerned about telephone calls being
taped without the caller being aware. Members asked about the rates he currently paid on his
property from both Horizons and Horowhenua District Council.

Brent Barrett (Chair of the Trust) spoke in support of the submission from Palmerston North
City Environmental Trust. He gave a brief background to the Trust, details of which were
covered further in the submission. He said the submission was the collective view of the Trust.
He referred to the Draft Annual Plan document, appreciated having it available on the website,
although he said he found it challenging to work through the tabular information. He looked
forward to specifics about the Manawatu River Accord funding, and he elaborated on the areas
in the submission where the Trust ‘supported.in principle’, ‘supported’, ‘opposed’, and ‘queried’.
He referred to the administration work the Trust undertook for PNCC and suggested the Trust
partner with Horizons around-that function. He elaborated on the Trust's opposition to
‘moth-balling’ the Green RIG, a reduction in support for the Sustainable Land Use Initiative, and
the proposed reduction of the Living Heritage investment. He clarified Members’ questions on
his comments around failure to provide public transport (bus and train) to meet the demand, and
his suggestion to administer the community grants.

Cr Rieger left the meeting at 4.53pm.

As there were.no more submitters to be heard that day, the Council continued to consider the
contentcof the Written Submissions. The Chairman asked Craig Grant (Group Manager
Corporate and Governance) to respond to Mr Everton’s comments about taping of phone calls.
Mr: Grant fully explained the background to the comment, and the steps taken to ensure the
actions were legally sound. Members provided their own viewpoints about the matter.

The meeting adjourned at 5.20pm on Wednesday, 25 May 2011.
The meeting resumed at 8.50am on Thursday, 26 May 2011.
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Thursday, 26 May 2011

APOLOGIES
An apology was noted from Cr Walker for lateness.

DCP 11-04 Moved White/Chettleburgh
that an apology be received from Cr Cox.
CARRIED

The Chairman invited the first submitter to speak to Council on behalf of his submission.

Richard Green spoke to his submission. highlighted his concerns about the proposed
Manawatu Drainage Scheme Burkes Pump Proposal and expanded on some key points as to
how the pump would affect the drainage of his property. He was opposed to the current
proposal which he believed was unaffordable and did not provide any further benefit to his
farming operation, but did support the option of a smaller pumping scheme. Mr Green
responded to Members’ questions about rating categories and the provision of personal pumps
as a secondary pumping option.

Chris Teo-Sherrell said he would speak to the public. bus service part of his submission and
referred to a link he had distrubuted to Members about a radio interview in regard to the decline
of conventional supplies of oil. He said the bus service needed to be made more attractive to
encourage more people to use the buses rather than their own motor vehicles. He suggested
that the bus routes needed to be made.more direct, with timetable information displayed at all
bus shelters. Rather than raise bus fares he believed a better option would be to raise the
transport portion contained in the rates. Members asked questions of clarification about the bus
service and other points raised in his submission.

George and Christina Paton. Mrs Paton provided copies of extra notes to their submission.
She began by commending the excellent communication generated by Cr Sheldon through her
column in the media. She believed there was a lack of communication offered by Council for
consultation with the’community on the Draft Annual Plan. She expanded on other points in her
submission about the Manawatu River Accord and the timelines for the Action Plan, pre-
hearings for resource consent applications, the Foxton River Loop, and spoke about areas in
Horowhenua at high risk of liquefaction. Members asked questions of clarification on points
raised.

Richard Green, Peter Wells, and Paul Argyle represented landowners from a joint submission
about the suggested rating categories for the Manawatu Drainage Scheme Burkes Pump
proposal. Mr Green expanded on landowners’ views that landowners in the P4 and indirect
benefit category areas would receive no economic benefit from the proposed pump stations.
They supported contributor rating and therefore submitted that the P4 and indirect category be
removed and be spread over the contributor rating category. In answer to a question Mr Green
replied that if modifications were made to the P4 and indirect categrory areas, landowners would
need to know the cost involved before committing to any new proposals. Mr Green, Mr Well,
and Mr Argyle responded to further Members’ questions.

Peter Wells spoke to his personal submission. He was opposed to the proposed 7.5 cubic
metre pump as he believed his land would receive no economic benefit from it, however he did
support a 5 cubic metre pump option. He believed that the P4 rating category should be
removed and spead over all rating categories and that the indirect rating category be be
removed and spread over the contributor rating category. Members asked questions of
clarification.
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Neil Perfect addressed his submission and did not believe the proposed establishment of an
annual rate for the control of coastal wattle at Waitarere Beach would work unless there was full
support from the owners of the adjoining forest. He said the benefits of the beach were shared
by a wider population than just those landowners who lived on the beachfront. He supported an
initiative whereby volunteer work with support from Horizons could be undertaken. Questions of
clarification were asked about the spread of coastal wattle from the adjoining forest land.

Clyde Rowland elaborated on his submission about the proposed Burkes Drain Pumping
Options. Mr Rowland spoke against the proposal and said he did not see it as a viable option for
the ratepayers of the area. It was explained to Mr Rowland that as a result of submissions
received it was proposed to revisit, and possibly modify the rating categories. Members asked
questions of clarification.

Kathleen Murphy represented cyclists in the Rangitikei who formed a group in the district called
‘Cycle Marton’. The group would like to see more funding available for promotion through the
functions of the Horizons’ Road Safe Central Group around: signage to-alert motorists of cyclist
on the roads; education for cyclists and motorists; collaboration withdocal groups to assist with
and energise projects. Questions were asked about the nature of the signage, and the
possibility of cyclists contributing to costs as users of the road.

The meeting adjourned at 10.50am.
The meeting resumed at 11.10am.

Waitarere Beach Progresssive & Ratepayers Association was represented by Mr Herlihy.
Mr Herlihy said at the time of the submission the Association had not had time to engage with
the community about the proposal. Since that time the proposal was discussed with the
community at a meeting held on 22 May 2011. The proposal was mainly supported but with
modications required to the amount rated for beachfront ratepayers. It was felt that the
increased amount for beachfront residents:was not justified. Mr Herlihy answered questions of
clarification about objectives contained in the proposal.

Peter Shaughnessy, Trust Chair of the Horowhenua Community Health Shuttle asked for
consideration to be given for an increase in the subsidy for the continued running of the health
shuttle service. He' expanded on.the activities, funding split, and the increased number of
passengers using the shuttlesservice. Mr Shaughnessy clarified questions about the funding
split from other organisations, and the growing passenger numbers.

Hopkins Farming Group - representatives from this group urged Council to ensure that the
proposed Burkes Drain pumping option went ahead as soon as practical. They referred to the
benefits to be gained by the community through any action taken to minimise the risk of farming
inthe area. Members asked questions of clarification.

Potangotango Foundation, Phil Taueki, Chief Executive introduced himself to Members and
identified his historical and cultural connection to the mountain, river and sea. He referred to his
submission and said his main point was that he believed there was a lack of consultation with
tangata whenua in the past around Horizons’ plans and strategies, in particular the One Plan.
He expanded on various issues the Foundation was concerned about in regard to Lake
Horowhenua: stormwater entering the Lake; overflows from the wastewater system entering the
Lake; renewal of the lease on land for the sewage treatment plant; failure by Horizons Regional
Council to adequately protect Lake Horowhenua; and failure to adequately consult with the
owners of the Lake. The Chairman thanked Mr Taueki for his submission.

Trevor Donaldson spoke to his submission. He did not support the Animal Health Board Levy
on land over 4 ha. He said the possums on his property were out of control and he was
responsible for trapping and controlling the possums at his own cost. If the Council supported
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the levy then he believed it should be a uniform rate to all ratepayers. Mr Donaldson did not
support the Burkes Drain pumping options. He said the cost to the ratepayer was too high for
little benefit. He believed there were other options available, such as the raising of the spillways.
Members asked questions about the frequency of the operation of Burkes Gates.

Neville Gimblett, Foxton Community Board spoke about the deteriorating state of the water in
the Manawatu River Loop and highlighted the number of signs displayed at the Loop to warn the
public of the danger. He said the water had deteriorated incredibly in the last 12 months. His
request was for Horizons to make their position known on where they stood in regard to the
Foxton River Loop. Mr Gimblett responded to questions about E. Coli levels, and silting in the
Loop.

Mina Teal referred to the work of the Te Awahou Trust and the need to support their efforts. She
said the health of the Foxton Loop needed to be improved and expanded on‘the importance of
future development in the Loop. She asked Horizons to give consideration to any assistance
that could be offered. Ms Teal answered questions of clarification.

The meeting adjourned at 1.05pm.
The meeting resumed at 1.30pm.

Jim Waters spoke in support of the Waitarere Beach Proposed Coastal Wattle Control and
Community Enhancement Project. He said the spread of the wattle was a severe problem and
needed urgent attention. In regard to the proposed rate increase aimed at beachfront residents,
Mr Waters believed the rates should be spread more evenly throughout the community. In
response to a question the Group Manager Environmental Management suggested that
engagement with the community could possibly be through the Ratepayers’ Association, as they
had a well established network. Members asked questions of clarification.

Rosemary Osborne spoke in support of maintaining full funding to the Animal Health Board for
the continued control of bovine Tb. She detailed the social cost, and gave examples of the
public health risk to humans and animals;. if bovine Tb was not kept under control. Members
asked questions of clarification.

Dr Robert Holdaway, Dr Robert Weir, and Peter Wood represented MidCentral Health. Dr
Holdaway congratulated Horizons on the Manawatu River Accord and the active transport work
carried out by «Council. Mr Wood spoke about emergency management activity. He said
MidCentral Health believed the Green Rig had a key role to play in the Region in that capacity
and therefore supported continued funding for the Green RIG. MidCentral was opposed to the
Council’s. decision to cancel the flood plain mapping programme. The cancellation of the
programme. would delay providing information that was required for flood protection measures.
Members asked questions of clarification on points raised.

John Williams spoke to his submission and expanded on the benefits gained by the coastal
wattle on his property. He spoke against the proposed project to eradicate wattle from the area
and said the wattle protected his property from sea and rain, and also acted as a great
windbreak. He raised concerns about erosion of the sand dunes if the wattle was removed.
Mr Williams answered questions about alternative methods of erosion control if the wattle was
removed.

Save Our River Trust was represented by Tony Murdoch. Mr Murdoch highlighted the request
for Council to consider the introduction of a region-wide policy, not just guidelines, for the
removal of livestock from the stopbanks in all riparian zones. He wanted to see all stopbanks in
riparian zones fenced off completely. He was concerned about the degradation of the Foxton
Loop and the deterioration of the biodiversity and the environment in the Loop. He would
therefore like to see an increase in the biodiversity budget. He would like to see the Loop
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included in the Lower Manawatu Scheme and funding to be provided to remove silt from the
bottom end of the Loop. Mr Murdoch expanded on the many opportunities available for tourism
in the Foxton area and educational ideas for utilising the Green RIG. Mr Murdoch asked Council
to consider the piping of King’'s Canal at the corner of Steward Street and Purcell Street.
Members asked about the siltation and water flow in the Loop, and the educational opportunities
available for the Green RIG.

Submissions from Surf Life Saving New Zealand represented by Sue McMaster,
Kate Dench and Alec MacKay were heard together. Ms McMaster said their submission
sought support by way of an annual grant of $80,000 for surf life saving activities in the Horizons
Regional Council area. Together they expanded on the activities and services provided, the
public education, the current situation, combined rescue statistics, and the future vision for the
provision of surf life saving services in the Region. Members asked questions about the
intended split of any possible funding between clubs, beach education programmes, statistics on
rescue operations, and clarification on any funding received from other territorial authorities in
the Region. A suggestion was made that the Chairman could raise, at.a future regional chiefs’
meeting, the role of territorial authorities to support funding for life saving services in the Region.
It was also suggested that Surf Life Saving New Zealand present a‘business plan to Council, for
discussion during the Long Term Plan process.

The meeting adjourned at 3.30pm.
The meeting resumed at 3.45pm.

Malcolm Guy spoke to his submission. He asked for more communication and information to
ratepayers about the coastal wattle problems and.the proposed rating: why, how long, rating
area, and discussion about a fair way to rate. He‘mentioned that people from other areas visited
Waitarere and asked why it was proposed to only rate Waitarere landowners. Members asked
questions about the area delineated on the plan, and whether Mr Guy had an issue with the
plant pest on his land.

Bill Wallace explained his submission was on behalf of the Queen Elizabeth Il National Trust
(the Trust). He provided information about the Trust’'s covenants in the Horizons’ Region,
including wetlands, indigenous cover etc. He highlighted the points in his submission about the
proposed reduced funding for environmental grants being a backward step and a threat to
biodiversity (preventing regeneration etc). The proposed reduction also affected the leveraging
received by the Trust, and Mr Wallace clarified Members’ questions about the leveraging, and
other funding options available to the Trust.

Viv McGlynn represented Forest and Bird Manawatu Branch and spoke to its submission.
She commented that the four points in the submission were generally around biodiversity. She
highlighted the concern around the proposed reduction in funding of the biodiversity budget, and
endorsed the comments from Bill Wallace about the leverage to be gained from funding.
Ms McGlynn elaborated on the points in the submission around compliance in the Manawatu
Catchment, and opposition to ‘moth-balling’ the Green RIG. She clarified Members’ questions
around Forest and Bird’s comments on the Manawatu River Accord Action Plan budget.

Murali Gopalan (Interim Chair), Bruce Bulloch (Treasurer) and Sally Pearce (Coordinator)
represented Environment Network Manawatu (ENM). Mr Gopalan highlighted that ENM
opposed the cancellation of the Green RIG due to its important education function and
suggested possible outsourcing as an option. The decline of biodiversity nationally was of
concern and ENM opposed the proposed reduction in funding. He urged Horizons to prioritise
the SLUI programme to finish within the ten year timeframe. ENM was delighted public transport
patronage had increased with Horizons’ help, and urged Horizons to continue improving routes,
improving services to hospitals, and improvements for small communities. ENM opposed the
proposed cuts to road safety activities. In response to questions, Mr Gopalan explained the
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value his school-age children found from the Green RIG and commented on opportunities for
outsourcing and sponsorship. Mr Bulloch and Ms Pearce responded to questions around ENM’s
comments on SLUI and the Trees for Survival programme.

The submission of the Animal Health Board (AHB) was addressed by John Dalziell (Board
Chair), William McCook (Chief Executive), Matthew Hall (Vector Operations Manager) and
Bruce Dornbusch (Board member). Mr Dalziell emphasised the importance of this Region to
the AHB strategy, and asked Horizons to provide $750,000 funding for the AHB as requested in
its submission. Mr McCook advised a revised AHB strategy would commence on 1 July 2011
which set out funding for five years, and in two years time, the funding process would be
reviewed. They all responded to Members’ questions as appropriate. Members asked whether
the funding for the current programme would be fully spent in this financial year and were
assured it would be. They questioned the level of funding requested in light of-the decrease in
area worked, and asked about the funding assigned to Head Office administration. Members
asked about the letter sent to farmers by the AHB (enclosing a submissionform to be sent back
to Horizons) and questioned whether the letter contained accurate information. Members also
asked about the planned 1080 drops and research into alternatives to 1080.

Jim Howard spoke to the submission of the Rangitikei Environment Group (REG) in support
of continuation of funding of $85,000 to the REG for the control of Old Man’s Beard. He looked
forward to satisfactory progress in the future, and clarified Members’ questions.

The Chairman advised that was the completion of the oral submissions. He noted that Members
had considered and discussed the content of the majority of the Written submissions, as time
allowed, during the Submissions Hearing process and also at the end of the Council meeting on
Tuesday 24 May. He asked Members to let him know if they had any matters they wished to
raise once they had read the remainder of the Written submissions.

FORMAT FOR WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 11-88

The Members considered all written submissions on the Draft Annual Plan 2011-2012, and
asked questions of clarification where required.

While a total of 892 submissions were received by the closing date, eight hundred and
twenty-three (823) did not wish to speak to their submissions. Copies of all submissions were
circulated to-Members for their consideration during the Submissions Hearing process.

DCP 11-05 Moved White/Barrow

that the Committee receives and considers all written submissions, copies of
which have been distributed under separate cover.

CARRIED
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FORMAT FOR ORAL SUBMISSIONS
Report No. 11-87

The report set out a timetable to hear the oral submissions on the Draft Annual Plan 2011-12.
This timetable was amended when changes were requested by submitters and Members were
kept fully informed.
DCP 11-06 Moved White/Walker
that the Committee receives the oral submissions in Report No. 11-87.
CARRIED
SUBMISSIONS TO DRAFT ANNUAL PLAN 2011-12
Report No. 11-89

The report provided the background and introduction to the submissions made on the Draft
Annual Plan 2011-12.

DCP 11-07 Moved Guy/Burnell

a. acknowledges with pleasure the input.made by sector groups and
individuals to the Council’s Draft Annual Plan 2011-2012;

b. acknowledges all submissions; and

c. instructs the Chief Executive to forward:
I a-CD.copy of the adopted Annual Plan 2011-2012 to all submitters
who spoke to.their submission.

ii. a letter advising all non speaking submitters that a CD or web copy
of the adopted Annual Plan 2011-2012 is available.

CARRIED

The Chairman.thanked Members for their huge input over the three days of the Submissions
Hearings.

The meeting closed at 5.45pm on Thursday, 26 May 2011.

CHIEF EXECUTIVE CHAIRMAN
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Item No: 5

Date: 9/06/2011
Report No: 11-109
File No: OMS 1002 11

A Significant decision?

If Yes
Do recommendations meet
Significance Policy (contained | Y
within the LTCCP)

CONSIDERATION OF SUBMISSIONS TO:
THE 2011-12 DRAFT ANNUAL PLAN

PURPOSE

1. This report provides management responses and recommendations
submissions made to the 2011 -12 Draft Annual Plan (DAP).

regarding

FINANCIAL IMPACT

2. In the 2009-19 Community Plan (as Amended) in 2010-11 the total rate increase for the
2011-12 year was 4.49% and for the 2012-13 year 6.79%. In December 2010
management brought to Council a proposed 2011-12 DAP which included a 2.52%
increase in total rates for 2011-12 and 3.11% for 2012-13. These increases excluded the
effect of the increase in the GST rate in October 2010 from 12.5% to 15.0%

3. Council considered that the proposed reduction in levels of service that accompanied this
budget was unacceptable. After further workshops and meetings in January, February
and March Council went out to the public with a DAP which had a total rate increase of
3.78% for 2011-12 and 2.46% in 2012-13 (the 2012-13 figure did not provide for AHB Tb
vector funding). To complicate matters the rates actually paid by ratepayers would rise
to 6.00% due to the GST increase effect in the 2011-12 year.

4. Submissions received from the community requested increased levels of service with
flow on addition to rate if accepted. Management has considered these requests and the
table below summarises what the request would fully cost, what management suggests
appropriate, suggested non rating source of funding and the final rate effect. The rate
effect is also shown for the 2012-13 year

Non
Suggested | Rate Total Rate | 2012-13
Submission Item Full Cost Cost Funding | Effect Rate effect
AHB Tb Vector 200,000 100,000 0 100,000 0
Green Rig 104,000 104,000 | 80,000 24,000 74,000
Waitarere Beach -18,000 -18,000 0 -18,000 0
River & Drainage -2,063 -2,063 0 -2,063 0
Vision Manawatu Possum Fur 200,000 0 0 0 0
Tawata 100,000 50,000 | 50,000 0 50,000
Kai Wharite 75,000 30,000 | 30,000 0 30,000
Biodiversity 165,000 86,000 | 86,000 0 86,000
E Grant 45,000 0 0 0 0
Governance 5,000 5,000 0 5,000 5,000
Staff Training -6,250 -6,250 -1,250 -5,000 -5,000
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Environmental Reporting 76,000 0 0 0 0
Whanganui Bylaw 200,000 50,000 0 50,000 200,000
Flood Plain Mapping 10,000 10,000 | 10,000 0 10,000
Motor Vehicle Insurance 41,000 41,000 0 41,000 41,000
Motor Vehicle Costs -41,000 -41,000 0 -41,000 -41,000
Investment Interest 200,000 200,000 0 200,000 0
IRIS -200,000 -200,000 0 -200,000 0
Total Change 1,153,687 408,687 | 254,750 153,937 450,000
Total from 2010-11 surplus 206,000
Total Rate Increase Ex GST 7.28% 5.02% 4.25% 3.12%
Total Rate Increase Inc. GST 9.67% 7.36% 6.56% 3.12%
5. If Council fully implemented the request from the community the 2011-12 rate increase

would be 9.76% inclusive of GST. If Council fully funded from the rates the management
suggestions the 2011-12 rate increase would be 7.36%. Management has suggested
that other sources of funds be used to reduce the rate burden. These sources are:

¢ not fully funding depreciation on the Rig $50,000

e using the 2010-11 surplus from the rig $30,000

e using other 2010-11 surpluses $176,000

The discounted rate increase from implementing management suggestions and using
other funding sources means the final rate increase for the 2011-12 year would be 4.25%
exclusive of GST or 6.56% inclusive of GST. The resulting increase in the 2012-13 year
would be 3.12% assuming there is no AHB TB vector funding in that year.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

7.

The Draft Plan was released for public consultation on Wednesday, 6 April 2011 and
submissions closed at 5.00 pm Friday 6 May, 2011. 892 submissions were made by the
submission deadline, with Council accepting a further 29 late submissions until the end of
hearings on 26 May 2011.

At hearing meetings in Ohakune and Whanganui (23 May 2011) and Palmerston North
(25 May and 26 May 2011), Council heard oral submissions and viewed all of the written
submissions

After Council have deliberated on submissions (09 June 2011) and adopted the final
Annual Plan (28 June 2011), management will need to write to submitters to let them
know what has been decided in regards to their submission. This correspondence will
also be an opportunity for management to answer questions asked by submitters in their
submission.

COMMENT

10.

Council now needs to deliberate on the 921 submission received and determine what
changes they wish to make to the Draft Plan before it is completed prior to its adoption
on 28 June 2011.
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11. Annex A attached provides a summary of submissions, management replies and
recommendations based on the order of activities in the Draft Plan. Each of the issues
and recommendations will be outlined below. Each issue will refer to the page and
recommendation number in Annex A.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12. Animal Health Board (AHB) Tbh Vector Programme Pages 1-4. Recommendation
Numbers a and b.

to fund Horizon Regional Councils regional share of AHBs TB vector control

programme;

i. to the full amount requested of $750,000 plus GST, representing a $200,000
increase on funding signalled in the Draft Annual Plan OR

ii. toalesser amount of $650,000 plus GST

In funding AHB continue to require

i. management of both agencies to prepare an operational plan

ii. prepare a funding agreement that acknowledges the “pay on completion”

requirement of Council

13. Green Rig Pages 5-7. Recommendation Number c. :
to reinstate the Green RIG, funding this reinstatement by

i an increase in the Environmental UAC of $104,000 OR

ii. funding the increase according to the funding schedule in the
management recommendation above, noting the net rating impact of this
option would be $24,000

14. Waitarere Beach Project Pages 8-9. Recommendation Number d.
to recalculate the proposed rating model for the Waitarere Beach Weed and
Enhancement project to better reflect the Communities expectations of a single, flat
targeted UAC of approximately $10 plus GST per rateable unit, while also working
with the Community to prepare an approved operation plan for implementation in
2011-12 financial year (i.e. a rate reduction of $18,000 on that proposed in the Draft
AP).

15. Water Quality and Quantity Activity Pages 10-11. Recommendation Number e.
That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the water
quality and quantity activity.

16. River and Drainage Scheme Activity Pages 12- 20. Recommendation Numbers

f-m.

That the proposal to install 7,500 I/s of new pumping capacity at Burke’s floodgates
be adopted and that the current rating system be amended in accordance with the
recommendations in the Management Reply above,

That the rock lining asset being constructed by RDC to protect the water intake at
Matapuna be transferred on completion to, and be maintained by the Upper
Whanganui River Scheme,

That a proposal for the extension of the Upper Whanganui Scheme to include the
lower reach of the Ongarue River be inserted in the Draft 2012-22 Long Term Plan
(LTP).

That staff discuss with PNCC officers flood risk and mitigation opportunities with
respect to growth areas in Ashhurst.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

22

That Council supports a full partnership approach to consultation around Stage 2 of
the Lower Whanganui River Scheme flood protection proposal.

That Council confirm its continuing support, within a limited budget, for recreational
access improvements within the Rangitikei Scheme works area.

That Ruapehu District Council be invited to participate in the programmed
consultation process with regard to a river management proposal for the
Taringamotu River.

That the changes suggested in the staff submission and summarised in the table
above be incorporated in the 2011-12 Annual Plan.

Pest Animals and Plants Pages 21-22. Recommendation Number n.

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to these pest plant an animal
submissions.

Living Heritage (Excluding Waitarere Beach) Pages 23- 26. Recommendation
Numbers o to q.

Increase funding to the Tawata Project by$50,000 or $100,000

Increase funding to Kia Wharite by $30,000 or $50,000 or $75,000, representing the
full reinstatement of funding to the project

Increase funding to Biodiversity support project group by

$86,000 representing the minimum required to avoid staff issues or

$165,000 representing a full reinstatement of the biodiversity project group or
$210,000 representing a full reinstatement including biodiversity EGrants.

Rates Increase. Page 27. Recommendation Numbersr. :

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the rate
increase.

Land Management (including SLUI) Page 28. Recommendation Number s. :

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the rate
increase.

Passenger Services Activity Activity Page 29-31. Recommendation Numbers t - u.

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the
Passenger Services activity.

That the Chief Executive undertake a full review of the Horizons role in the funding
of health-related transport services, as part of the development of the Long Term
Council Community Plan 2012-22.

Road Safety and Sustainability Pages 32-33. Recommendation Number v

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the Road
Safety and Sustainability activity

Governance Pages 34-35. Recommendation Numbers w-x

That Management be requested to established a group to review the format of both
the LTP and subsequent Annual Plans with the view of reducing the size of the
documents while increasing its clarity.

An additional $5,000 RMA training budget for Councillors with $6,250 be reduced
from staff training budgets to offset the increase in rates. (Revenues will also be
reduced by approximately $1,250)
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Consents and Pollution Management Page 36. Recommendation Number y

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to the consents and pollution
management submissions.

General Financial Position or Revenue and Financing Policy Page 37.
Recommendation Numbers z -aa

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on debt levels,
revenue and financing policy and contiguous rate remission policy.

Council reviews debt levels, revenue and financing policy and contiguous rate
remission policy together as part of the 2012-22 LTP consultation process

Environmental Reporting and Education Page 38. Recommendation Number bb

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to the submissions for the
environmental reporting and education activity.

Emergency Management Activity. Page 39 - 40. Recommendation Numbers cc - dd

That $120,000 be added back to the Capex budget to complete the flood
plain mapping and modelling project for Feilding. Opex and rate impact of
$10,000 per year, cash flow impact of $120,000.

Continue to support navigation safety as proposed in the draft AP including
the development and implementation of a formal Bylaw with appropriate
resourcing as soon as reasonably practicable. Opex and rate impact of
$50,000 2011-12, then $200,000 2012-13 onwards.

Strategic Management Activity. Page 41. Recommendation Number ee.

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to the submissions for the
strategic management activity.

Corporate Support and Investment Activity. Pages 42-43. Recommendation
Numbers ff-gg

That the insurance budget is increased by $41,000 and the Motor Vehicle budget is
reduced by $41,000. Net Nil impact on rates.

That investment interest income budget is reduced by $251,000 and interest
expense budget is reduced by $51,000. Net $200,000 increase on general rates
(offset by IRIS savings)

Information Page 44. Recommendation Numbers hh - ii.

That $200,000 of the IRIS maintenance budget for 2011-12 be utilised to offset
forecast reductions in investment returns.  This is possible due to delay in the
construction and implementation of this software. (These costs will need to remain in
the 2012-13 budget).

Council adds $30,000 to Capex for the two rain gauges and $5,000 to Opex and
general rate to operate them.

Communications Pages 45. Recommendation Number jj.

That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to these communication
submissions.



24

32. Iwi Activity. Pages 46. Recommendation Number kk

kk. That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the Iwi
activity.

33. Miscellaneous Pages 48-49. Recommendation Number Il

Il. That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to these miscellaneous
submissions.

34. The resolutions Council make on 9 June, 2011 will be incorporated into the Final Plan.

The final document will be posted to Council on 19 June, 2011 for adoption on 28 June,
2011

Ed Duggan
MANAGEMENT ACCOUNTANT

ANNEX

A Management Replies and Recommendations
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ANNEX A TO ITEM 6
Report No. 11-109

MANAGEMENT REPLIES AND RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE
2011-12 ANNUAL PLAN SUBMISSIONS

1. Animal Health Board (AHB) Tb Vector Programme
(Craig Mitchell)

Submissions Summary

678 submitters made 678 submission points on the AHB Tb vector programme.

20 points supported Councils position

646 points opposed Councils position

12 points neither supported or opposed Councils position

652 submissions were received on the AHB provided submission form with 332
simply ticking the provided boxes.

Major Points:

The 20 points that supported Councils position did not want to see the funding
increased from the level indicated in the Draft Annual Plan (DAP)
Of the 646 points opposed to Councils position 42 opposed any funding to the AHB
programme
604 points requested the funding be increased to the $750,000 outlined by TB Free
in their letter to 6,000 farmers in the Region.
10 of the neither submissions just specified they did not support the $750,000.
The main reasons for requesting the $750,000 for the AHB programme were:

o Need to continue the effort and maintain the results made by the
programme so far.
Threat posed by Tb to the income/ economy/ market access.
Threat posed by Tb to the health of the community.
The additional funding attracted from Central Government and levy
Eradication of Possums and eradication of Tb
Only visible thing of value received from the regional council

o Biodiversity benefits
The main reasons for opposing the programme were

o Affordability (rates are too high).
Do not support the use of 1080.
We do our own possum control.
No benefit seen in their locality.
Meat levy collects enough for this work.
Horizons programme more effective.
Possum trapping and fur trade better for the economy.

o AHB should cut the cloth to fit
5 submitters wanted the funding policy in regard to TB vector funding to include a
general rate component.
It should be noted the Animal Health Board (AHB) TB Vector funding has been a key
issue and has been mentioned in 678 submissions. This level of submission is in
response to a letter sent out by Tbfree NZ to rural property owners across the
Region, along with a Horizons Regional Council freepost envelope. This freepost
envelope using Horizons freepost number was printed by Tbfree (at their cost)
without consultation or permission. 652 submissions were received on the TB Free
form, with 332 ticking the yes or no box on the form and making no comment. Over
ten people did not even tick the box and had to be contacted to find out what was
their submission position When Council staff were following up with submitters who

O O O O O

O 0O O O O O
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did not indicate if they wanted to speak or not, a significant number of submitters had
not realised they had submitted on the Horizons DAP

Submitter Suggestions:

Cut back on other Horizons (or AHB) costs (e.g. salaries) to fund additional cost.
Use the additional $156,000 from Horizons programme to fund AHB

Help people kill their own possums (e.g. supply gin traps)

Increase funding from general rate (40% to 60%)

Horizons increase their own possum killing program rather than AHB

Late Submissions:

Up to 26 May 2011 22 late submissions were received, all on the TB Free provided
submission form. 19 submissions supported the funding be increased to the $750,000 and 2
opposed the increase

Submitters as per Appendix 1
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Management Reply:
Responses have been almost entirely in overwhelming support for the retention of a
$750,000 levy to fund the Regional share of TB Vector Control.

Frustratingly there is still confusion amongst the community on the various roles and
functions of Council and its own Possum Control Programme (PCO) and the AHBs TB
responsibilities. This confusion was not helped by the misinformation contained in its letter
to the Regions rural community and the mixed messages to that community, relating to TB
versus possums and Councils own PCO. It is important to be clear that AHBs role relates
solely to the elimination of bovine TB. AHBs overall budget, which HRC has traditional
funded to the tune of 10%, is however heavily slanted toward the control of TB vectors, of
which possums are a major component. Despite this weighting up to 40% of the AHBs
vector control budget is still spent on other activities such as surveys, monitoring, regional
and national administration costs and research. Council may find it useful to revisit the
attached workshop agenda item (appendix 2) from last year back-grounding the AHB TB
Vector control and other related matters including a funding agreement.

Not withstanding this confusion the support for a lift in funding is almost unanimous.
Considering that the Regions current contribution to AHB is $750,000, with $130,000 going
toward national and regional management costs and the remainder supporting regional TB
vector control, Council may have a view on how much this increase might like to be. A
$100,000 lift represents approximately a 0.30% overall rate increase while a $200k lift is
double this amount or 0.60%

Another consideration for Council relates to the collection of this levy. Despite recent
payments to AHB being ‘marketed’ as a “levy collected on behalf of the AHB” our regional
community still consider it as part of the overall rate and it is still factored into rate increase
calculations. However, the targeted community who are the sole source of this levy (9000
properties over 4ha in size) have almost unanimously supported a return to $750,000
funding, or a $200,000 increase preference. This support will be weighed up against the
fiscal restraint applied to all other parts of HRCs business. This will also be part of Councils
considerations.

Council’s thoughts may also be occupied by a potential surplus signalled in this years AHB
funding line and its current view that this possible surplus could be used as a method of
minimising rate impacts going forward. AHB are adamant this will NOT eventuate and
therefore this may further complicate your decision process.

Criticism of funding uncertainty adversely affecting AHBs TB programme would seem
unjustified from Management view as AHB have been guaranteed no less than $550,000 in
the Draft AP, a sum it would seem easily capable of allowing a unhindered start to a good
part of the contracting season.

Management Recommendation:

e If financial prudence is a more compelling factor then it may be appropriate to
provide an additional $100,000 toward HRCs TB vector control regional share OR if
the risks or threats of lost funding and / or trade are greater then $200,000 will be the
preferred option.

¢ Respond to all submitters with the aim of clarifying the functions and responsibilities
of the various agencies involved in TB and possum control and to respond to various
misunderstandings could be advantageous.

¢ Management will continue to work with operational staff from AHB on the preparation
of an operational plan 2011/12 and funding agreement, irrespective of the final
decision by Council.

Council would also benefit from continuing with a “pay on completion clause” which
has ultimately proved financially beneficial and offsetting real collection costs
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Suggested Council Resolution:

Council resolve:

a.

to fund Horizon Regional Councils regional share of AHBs TB vector control

programme;

i. to the full amount requested of $750,000 plus GST, representing a $200,000
increase on funding signalled in the Draft Annual Plan OR

ii. toalesser amount of $650,000 plus GST

In funding AHB continue to require

i. management of both agencies to prepare an operational plan

ii. prepare a funding agreement that acknowledges the “pay on completion”

requirement of Council
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2. Green Rig
(Craig Mitchell)

Submissions Summary
97 submitters made 97 submission points on the Green Rig.
e 22 points supported Councils position
e 72 points opposed Councils position
e 3 points neither supported or opposed Councils position

Major Points:
e The main reasons for supporting cutting the Green Rig were:
o Another cost we do not need & should not be funded by rates.
o Itis anti farming and does not give a balanced view of rural economies.
o Education is not a core business, central government should do it.
o Ineffective way to educate children.
o Concern expressed at email sent by Horizons staff to schools requesting
support
o $104,000 cost saving questioned as 2010/11 budget $370,000

¢ The main reasons for opposing cutting the green rig were.
o Valuable civil defence and emergency management tool
o Environmental education is part of Horizons core business
o Excellent interactive tool to engage and educate children (and their parents)
about environmental issues and sustainability.
Successful and liked by community, stakeholders and developers.
Provides environmental education not provided by Central Government
Re-themed Rig gives accurate and reliable information to the community
Additional $1.00 per ratepayer sustainable for the benefits obtained. Great
value for money.
The rigs ability to move around allows children to learn in their own
backyard
o Supports NZ’s green clean image in export markets
o Cessation of Rig would severely impact on iwi ability to educate the wider
community on the cultural view of water and water management
o Children have had an extremely positive experience of the Rig and
Horizons.
o Rig has and continues to increase Horizons profile in the community.
o Genesis Energy is the primary sponsor of the Green RIG and has a current
10 year agreement with Horizons (expiring 31 Dec 2017). Note Clause 12.2
of sponsorship re: reimbursement of moneys paid in advance.

O O O O

O

Submitter Suggestions:
e Use the Rig for wider communication with the community (e.g. community plans,
encouraging walking, and volcanic emergencies).
¢ Obtain more sponsorship to fund the Rig from other sources

Late Submissions:
Up to 26 May 2011 1 late submission was received which opposed the removal of the
Green Rig

Management Reply:

Generally there was a very strong response in favour of retaining the Green RIG.
Opposition to the reinstatement of the RIG would appear to be twofold in its nature. Firstly,
many focused solely on the financial or affordability aspects of the RIG, while a lesser
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proportion questioned HRCs role in education (i.e. not seen as core business).

Management are of the view that Regional Council does have a mandate to be involved in
Environmental Education (EE). Currently the majority of Regional Councils are involved in
such activities, many significantly so.

While a number of submitters queried the RIGs affordability there was however some
confusion as to the exact costs of running the RIG. The total the cost to the community to
operate the RIG and to deliver an educational programme, all be it at reduced levels of
service, is currently $245,000. However, the confusion would appear to relate to an often
quoted income or revenue target of $150,000. To be clear this figure (the $150k) relates to
a combination of OPEX/CAPEX revenue which was budgeted for as part of the 2006/16
LTCCP. Due to accounting convention any CAPEX funding received must be reported in
HRCs Profit and Loss statement and this is unfairly implying an operational shortfall for
which the community is being penalised. In response to this, Council has previously
resolved to operate its EE functions, including the RIG, entirely within its rate funding budget
(i.e. 245K). Management have steadfastly maintained this position over the life of the RIG.

The proposed reduction of $104,000 relates to ALL of the operational costs associated with
the RIG ONLY (i.e. depreciation, driver) and reduce the total EE functions budget down to
approximately $140k (i.e. 1 FTE delivering Tree for Survival etc.).

Sponsorship has been hard won and increasingly difficult to obtain. While there remain
some avenues for Capital (CAPEX) type grants, there are very few opportunities for
sponsorship for operational expenses. HRC also do not have a dedicated full time “money
hunter” and any applications for funding have to date been both time consuming and done
as part of ‘normal’ business.

Management Recommendation:

e The majority of submitters seek the reinstatement of funding for the Green RIG.

o Funding of this potential increase or reinstatement could simply be a matter of
Council approving an increase in the Environmental UAC, adding a further 0.3% to
the overall rate increase.

e Alternatively this increase ($104,000) could be addressed using a combination of
funding sources. Firstly, by carrying forward a 2010/11 operational surplus forecast
from within GEM ($30,000), secondly by reducing operation expenses on the RIG by
choosing NOT to fund depreciation of the RIG ($50,000) and finally by increasing the
Environmental UAC for the remainder ($24,000). It should be noted that this option
has a net rate impact on the community of $24,000.

¢ Respond to all submissions

Submitters as per Appendix 1




31

Suggested Council Resolution:

Council resolve:
C. to reinstate the Green RIG, funding this reinstatement by
i. an increase in the Environmental UAC of $104,000 OR
ii. funding the increase according to the funding schedule in the
management recommendation above, noting the net rating impact of
this option would be $24,000
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3. Waitarere Beach Project
(Craig Mitchell)

Submissions Summary
78 submitters made 112 submission points on the Waitarere Beach Project.
e 58 submission points were on the project itself with 32 supporting the project, 18
opposing the project and 8 neither supporting nor opposing.
e 54 submission points were on the proposed funding of the project with 8 supporting
the proposed funding 45 opposing the proposed funding and 1 neither supporting
nor opposing.

Major Points:
¢ The submission points for the project state that the wattle is a problem that needs to

be controlled. Some submissions include the need to control other problem weeds.
e The submission points opposing the project include:

o Property owners should be responsible for clearing out the problem

o Not enough information or time has been given to residents to consider the
project

o Wattle is attractive and is not a problem

o Wattle is good for erosion control and preventing people getting vehicles
onto the beach.

o Fencing, fish ladders and use of poisons opposed by a number of
submitters

o Proposed path would interfere with property owners privacy

e The neither support nor oppose submissions raised concerns about the information
& time available to consider the proposal. They also expressed concern about
including surrounding forestry areas in the project and funding

e Most of the submissions supporting the funding just stated their support. One
supported the tiered rating approach and another said they were willing to pay the
beach front rate.

e The submission points opposing the funding include

o All residents should pay equal amounts, the tiered system opposed.

o Differential for the tiered system too great with water front properties paying
too much. Some back street properties have better views.

o All ratepayers in the Horowhenua should pay.

o Visiting fishermen and others non residents using the beach should also pay

o Surrounding coastal forestry properties should also pay as they make the
problem worse.

o Ministry of Works introduced the wattle so Government should contribute

o We already pay for pest plant control so why do we have to pay more?

Additional Hearing Points
¢ 1 submitter concerned that Horizons consider Flax and Pohutakawa as weeds in
their beach area
e Security concerns raised about the track to the wetland by all hearing submitters

Submitter Suggestions:
e Delay the project and consult more
Funding being tied to CPI for future rate increases.
Other costs should be reduced to pay for the project
Flat rate should be applied over Waitarere Beach or whole of Horowhenua
Rating should be applied to surrounding coastal forestry areas and Doc properties
Property owners should be encouraged to carry out own weed control
Reduce the amount beach front properties pay
Reduce the catchment (blue) area of the rating map
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Late Submissions:

Up to 26 May 2011 4 late submissions were received, with 3 supporting the project,
1opposing the project. 1 submitter supports the funding and 3 submitters opposing the
proposed rat funding

Management Reply:

Management and representatives of Council (Cnr. Sheldon), in addition to submission
received and heard, have also met with the Community to discuss this project.

At a its AGM and at regular Residents Association meetings there is still strong support
for the project to proceed, but the funding approach taken is clearly out of sync with the
communities views.

The Catchment sub category (blue zone) funding suggestion is also poorly supported.

Walkways and any suggested control of Pohutakawa are off the agenda. However, the
remaining key elements of (a) wattle control and (b) enhancement planting would appear
to be widely supported.

There would also appear to be a good level of support for an ‘entry level’ type approach
and the introduction of a single uniform UAC. That is a single, lower flat rate UAC
targeted at beach front and beach residents ONLY.

Exacerbators to the weed issue (the Crown and Crown forests) are a concern to
submitters.

The project has potentially strong leadership and support via the Waitarere Rate Payers
Association who suggested this project in the first instance and who are the logical
vehicle to engage with the Community further.

Management Recommendation:

¢ Reassess the rating categories to include only the beach front and beach township
residents, thus reducing the rateable units from approx. 1500 to 700.

e Set a flat rate UAC on this new category of approximately $10 per rateable unit, thus
raising approximately $7,000 (i.e. a rate reduction of $18,000 on that proposed in the
Draft AP).

¢ Continue to use the Rate Payers Association to engage with the community on
further enhancements to the proposed programme.

o Develop an operational plan with the support of the community identifying external
(additional) funding sources (e.g. Crown Forestry, HDC, Local businesses).

Submitters as per Appendix 1

Suggested Council Resolution:

Council resolve:

d. to recalculate the proposed rating model for the Waitarere Beach Weed and
Enhancement project to better reflect the Communities expectations of a single,
flat targeted UAC of approximately $10 plus GST per rateable unit, while also
working with the Community to prepare an approved operation plan for
implementation in 2011/12 financial year (i.e. a rate reduction of $18,000 on that
proposed in the Draft AP).
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Water Quantity and Quality Management Activity
(Greg Carlyon)

Submissions Summary
19 submitters made 31 submission points on the Water Quality and Quantity Activity.
¢ 15 submission points were on the Manawatu River Accord (MRA) with 14 supporting
the project. One submitter supported the use of a UAC for funding the MRA.
e 7 submission points supported the water quality and quantity programme in general,
with 1 supporting the increased amount being spent.
¢ 1 submission point opposed the increase in funding for water quality & quantity and
water research charges. and wanted the rate component funded via a UAC rather
than the general rate.
e 6 submitters either made suggestions or asked clarification of issues

Major Points:
* Manawatu river accord project and funding well supported in submissions.

* 1 submitter opposed the Accord saying “Manawatu River Accord action plan is poor,
not a viable plan, no time line”.

¢ One submitter said increase in funding for water quality and quantity was
“‘excessive”.

o Water quality and quantity monitoring programme was seen as a necessary step to
manage and improve the regions water ways.

Additional Hearing Points
e All people urban and rural should pay for water.
e Tanenuiarangi o Manawatu Inc. would not like any of the MRA UAC to be used
to fund existing programmes such as the Green Rig.

Submitter Suggestions:

s The rate portion of the activity should be funded by a UAC similar to the MRA UAC
rather than the general rate.

¢ 1 submitter wants a number of policies to be activated such as no stock in riparian
zones, fencing all stop banks and riparian zones and, the development and
maintenance of walkways (including stop banks).

o 1 submitter considers, in the interest of fairness, that all water should be metred and
paid for once consent is issued.

¢ 1 submitter wanted increases in water research charges to be reduced and funded
from a targeted water quality UAC.

Management Reply:

The points made by submitters are currently being picked up through the Manawatu River
accord and appeals in relation to the One Plan. The points made regarding funding are
noted and are largely matters for consideration through the funding policy review.

Management Recommendation:
¢ No change to proposal. Note taken to pick up funding matters for LTP.

Submitters as per Appendix 1
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Suggested Council Resolution:
Council resolve:
e. That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to submissions on the
water quality and quantity activity.

(Nil financial impact on opex, capex, revenues & rates)




36

Rivers and Drainage — Scheme & Non Scheme Activities
(Allan Cook)

Submissions Summary

29 submitters made 62 submission points on Rivers and Drainage Activities.

25 points commented on Burkes drain pump in the Manawatu drainage scheme.
13 of these points were on the project (11 opposing & 2 supporting) and 12 points
on the funding or Burkes drain (11 opposing & 1 supporting)

6 submission points were made in regard to non scheme activities (5 in support 1
neither supporting or opposing)

The remaining 32 points commented on Schemes General (4), Lower Manawatu
(4) Lower Whanganui (3), Ashhurst Drainage (2), Debt Levels (2), Manawatu
Drainage (2), Rangitikei (2), Akitio (1), Foxton East (1), Koputaroa (1), Lower
Kiwitea (1) Makerua Drainage (1), Matarawa (1), Ohau-Manakau Drainage (1),
Pohangina Oroua (1), Powera (1), South East Rauhines (1) Tawhatai Mangaone
(1) Upper Manawatu (1).

Major Points:

Burkes Drain Pump Project — Support for the project comes from the scheme
lisison committee and a submission from seven affected property owners. The
support for the scheme is based on the reduced flooding during frequent minor
floods for property owners in the Taonui. The 10 submissions opposing the project
stated the following reasons

o The 7,500 litre per second (Ips) pump is too large (5,000 Ips suggested)

o Other alternatives should be tried instead such as realignment of current
gravity outlet

o Oppose the funding for the pump

Burkes Drain Pump Funding — Support for the funding comes from the joint
farmers submission who “have faith that the rating system proposed is sound and
fair”. The 11 submissions opposing the funding stated the following reasons

o Increase in scheme debt of 180% unacceptable

o The Capex and Opex costs should be entirely funded by properties in the
P1 & P2 (direct pump benefit) rating areas

o Opposes rate increases of 36% on P3, P4, IN, & CN rate categories to fund
the project.

o Consider the rate increase on IN and CN rate categories for the project to
be a “gross travesty”

o P4 rate category should be removed as no direct benefit received

o IN rate be removed and incorporated into the CN rate.

Non Scheme Activities — Four submitters support the investigation activities, one
noted specifically the current Taringmotu river investigation. Three submitters
suggested that the investigations should look wider than stop banks creating
narrow channels, with one opposed to the widespread use of stop banks. One
submitter requested an investigation of the continuation of rock wall from upstream
Matapuna Bridge to Matapuna Water Supply Intake gallery

Schemes General — The staff submission noted the uncertainty around scheme
insurance and insurance premiums going forward. One submitters wanted council
to continue their scheme work and supported Councils current levels of service.
One submitter opposed the reliance on stop banking which she considers fight
against the river rather than working with the river.

LMS —

o 1 submitter in Flygers line opposed being rated for stop banks as he
considers they have only been made necessary by the spillway that protects
the city.

o The staff submission requests Council provide for payment of proportional
contribution ($22,235) to first year costs for Burkes Pump project (within
Capex budget). Impact - Nil on Scheme and General Rates.1 submitter is
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concerned that the channel management work in the Oroua river and thinks
his property should not be paying a LMS rate
o City reach 500 year protection supported, along with cooperation between
PNCC and Council staff on the residential growth strategy for Palmerston
North
Lower Wanganui (LWS) -
o 1 submitter supports the Capex outline in the DAP for the LWS.
o 1 submitter opposed works to protect the Kowhai Part and river mouth
works
o The Whanganui District Council request to a partner in the stage 2
consultation process rather than a submitter
Ashhurst — Both submitters supported the work to protect Ashhurst from flooding.
PNCC noted the 100 year level proposed may clash with the One Plan requirement
for 200 year on new developments as Ashhurst grows.
Debt Levels — Two submitters opposed scheme debt based on the concern that
future generations will be harmed by the cost of servicing the debt.
Manawatu Drainage —
o 1 submitter supports the Capex outline in the DAP for the.
o Staff submission requests Council provide for receipt of LMS contribution to
loan servicing costs ($22,235) associated with first year of Burkes Pump
project. Impact - Nil on Scheme and General Rates.

Rangitikei —
o 1 submitter supports the Capex outline in the DAP for the Rangitikei
Scheme.

o Staff submission requests Council increase rate increase to 5% with
additional $5,000 to works and $5,000 to reserves. Impact - Plus $9,176 on
Scheme Rate. Plus $1,000 on General Rate.

Akitio — staff submission requests the transfer of additional $14,000 from scheme
balance to reserves at end of 2010/11. Impact - Minus $16,606 on Scheme Rate.
Minus $2,904 on General Rate.

Foxton East Drainage - 1 submitter supports the Capex outline in the DAP for the
Foxton East Drainage Scheme.

Koputaroa Drainage— staff submission requests Council transfer additional
$10,000 from scheme balance to reserves at end of 2010/11. Nil impact on
Scheme and General Rates.

Lower Kiwitea — staff submission requests Council transfer additional $10,000
from scheme balance to reserves at end of 2010/11. Nil impact on Scheme and
General Rates.

Makerua Drainage — staff submission requests Council provide for $5,000 transfer
to reserves. Impact - Plus $5,000 on Scheme Rate. Nil on General Rate.

Ohau - Manakau— staff submission requests Council include $10,000 works at
Kimberley Reserve, offset by contribution from HDC. Impact - Nil on Scheme Rate.
Plus $2,000 on General Rate.

Pohangina Oroua — The scheme liaison committee wants Council to continue the
$70,000 pa river protection works in the Totara Reserve park budget as these
works prevent debris from entering the scheme and incurring clean up costs for the
scheme.

Porewa — staff submission requests Council transfer $1000 from budget for rentals
to loan principal repayment. Impact - Nil on Scheme and General Rates

South East Ruahines — staff submission requests Council hold rates at 2010/11
level by reducing credit balance. Impact - Minus $1,451 on Scheme Rate. Nil on
General Rate.

Tawhatai - Mangaone - staff submission requests Council reduce budget
provision for dam spillway modification - negates load drawdown. Impact - minus
$223 on Scheme Rate. Minus $1,055 on General Rate.

Upper Manawatu — staff submission requests Council transfer insurance receipts
to reserves at year end. Impact - Nil on Scheme and General Rates
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Management Reply:

A.

Manawatu Drainage Scheme - Burkes Pumping proposal
Background

A review of the Manawatu Drainage Scheme was carried out in 2002 and resulted in a
recommendation to install 15,000 litres per second of pumping capacity at Burkes Drain
Floodgates, subject to further investigation and ratepayer approval after completion of a
new rating system. This large scale pumping would improve drainage in the Taonui
Basin when Burkes Floodgates are shut and significantly reduce overflows into the basin
via Burkes spillways (local overflows).

A new rating system for the drainage scheme was subsequently developed and adopted
by Council in July 2003. The system includes separate pumping categories for direct
(P1, P2, P3, P4) and indirect benefit as well as a catchment-wide rate for contribution to
the need for the works. The pumping rates were partially applied from 2003 to 2005 to
cover the cost of pump station investigation and design work but have not been applied
since.

Detailed designs and cost estimates for the construction and operation of a five-pump
pump station with a total capacity of 15,000 I/s were prepared in 2004. The annual cost
of the resulting pumping service, including servicing of a loan to fund capital construction
costs, was much higher than expected and would have required significantly higher rates
for the pumping categories than had been indicated through the earlier consultation.

Feedback from scheme ratepayers was mixed, however the predominant view was that
any decision on the pumping proposal should be deferred until the final scope of
proposed Lower Manawatu Scheme (LMS) flood protection upgrade works, and more
particularly the associated rating impacts, were known. Accordingly in December 2004
Council decided to defer a decision on progressing the Burkes pump station proposal
until the impacts of the LMS Upgrade were confirmed. A newsletter to inform ratepayers
of this decision was sent out in February 2005.

Relevance of the LMS Upgrade and Mitigation Proposals

The LMS Flood Protection Upgrade Project was initiated in 2006 and the final project
scope and budget ($40 million) were ultimately adopted by Council in February 2009.
The project included provision for works designed to mitigate or offset the detrimental
effects of using the Taonui Basin as a flood storage area, for the benefit of the wider
LMS flood protected area.

In developing a new LMS rating system in 2008, special consideration was given to the
Taonui Basin and other rural land affected by LMS spillways (Kopane, Rangiotu and
Mangaone). Separate rating categories were included to recognise the lesser flood
benefit received in those areas. However this approach did not take account of the
damage costs that are incurred in the Taonui Basin ponding area when the LMS
spillways do operate. These losses, when analysed on the same average annual loss
basis used to develop the LMS rating categories, have a net present value of
$2,865,500. Accordingly works proposed to mitigate or offset that damage are
proposed to the value of that sum and have been incorporated in the Upgrade Project.

Investigations have identified a number of gravity drainage works that will accelerate the
clearance of ponded flood water in a cost effective manner and those are estimated to
cost $784,000. The balance of $2.08 million has been allocated for the provision of
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pumping. While pumping will not mitigate the effects of major LMS ponding
events, it will provide substantial alternate benefits (offset benefits) in terms of
preventing local spillway overflows from Burkes Drain and in improved drainage
during and following the more frequent and smaller local ponding events

It should be noted that offset works (pumping) are not directly related to the current
consent application to divert additional water into the Taonui Basin resulting from the
LMS upgrade. The works are justified on the basis of the present and proposed future
use of the entire Basin for flood storage purposes.

Pumping Options

Over the past 18 months various primary (from Burkes Drain to the Manawatu River)
and secondary (from tributary drains and ponding areas into Burkes Drain) pumping
options have been investigated in conjunction with the Scheme Liaison Committee and
the Taonui Basin ratepayers. This has included the rating impacts of all the options
considered. It was concluded that primary pumping at Burkes Floodgates was the
optimum solution for the whole Basin and a weighted survey of the Taonui Basin
ratepayers indicated a preference for 7,500 I/s of pumping capacity.

Primary pumping would operate once Burkes floodgates are shut by rising river levels
and would lower drainage levels along both Burkes Drain and Main Drain. It would
therefore reduce the potential for local spillway overflow and meet the overall objective
for drainage improvement over the whole Basin as a means of offsetting damage
caused by operation of the LMS spillways.

Greater pumping capacity, eg. 15,000 I/s would clearly provide increased benefits
however Basin ratepayers believe that 7,500 I/s provides very significant benefits while
any greater capacity could not be economically justified at the present time.

Secondary pumps will continue to have a place in conjunction with Burkes pumping,
when water backs up in the main drains and impedes gravity drainage. The provision of
such pumping should however be left with property owners, as a number of submitters
have reiterated.

Submissions
Submissions could be categorised as follows:

1. strong support for the notified proposal for 7,500 I/s of primary pumping capacity
and opposition to any reduction in that capacity;

2. opposition to the P4 and Indirect pumping categories;
3. support for a lesser (5,000 I/s) pumping capacity; and

4. opposition to any pumping proposal, or at least a reluctance to contribute to costs.

Strong support for the 7,500 I/s pumping option

The six submitters who support the proposed 7,500 I/'s pumping capacity by way of joint
submission (Hopkins, Clausen et al) have noted that they have already accepted a
significant compromise position and would seriously question the economics of any
lesser pumping capacity. This group collectively own the overwhelming majority of the
P1 to P3 rated land. The 7,500 I/s option is not ‘gold plated’ as has been suggested. It
will provide for 4 mm/day of runoff whereas the other large pumps operated by Horizons
typically are designed for 16 mm or more /day. The 4mm /day is considered by the
HRC Design team to be the minimum viable pumping capacity for the Burkes
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floodgates site. Any further reduction in pumping capacity would seriously affect the
viability of the project and would almost certainly be regretted in future years.

Opposition to rating categories (P4 plus IN)

The pumping categories in the rating system were developed in 2003 on the assumption
that 15,000 I/s of pumping capacity would be installed. The P4 category was added late
in the process to include land between the 9 and 10 metre contours that was considered
to receive a very small degree of benefit from that large pumping capacity. The point
made by submitters that such a benefit, if it did exist, will be lost with the proposed much
smaller pumping capacity, is valid, at least for those properties in the upstream part of
the P4 area. Those P4 areas at the lower eastern end of the direct benefit area would
however derive some benefit, albeit less than was originally envisaged.

Taking those matters into account, it is recommended that the P4 category area be
reduced by the removal of those areas at the upstream end of the direct benefit area
(approximately 50% of proposed P4) and that the proportion of benefit for the rates to
be recovered from the remaining P4 area be reduced from 10% to 5%. The total rates
to be collected from the P4 area would then reduce from $6,350 to $1,750. It is further
recommended that the portion of rates removed from P4 be spread across categories
P1, P2 and P3 in proportion to the respective differentials.

The Indirect benefit category was also established on the basis of a perceived additional
benefit, over and above the direct drainage improvement benefit, that would accrue to
an area including and surrounding the direct benefit area. Indirect Benefit is not difficult
to justify in respect of the larger flood control schemes, e.g. the LMS, where there are
often significant wider benefits for example in the form of safer access to community
services. However the concept is more difficult to justify in relation to smaller schemes
and particularly drainage schemes. Accordingly there has been a trend with the more
recent rating systems to increase the proportion of costs allocated to a contributor
category and avoid the indirect benefit argument. A number of submitters clearly do not
support the Indirect benefit category and accordingly it is recommended that it be
removed it from this rating system. It is further recommended that the rates that would
have been collected from that category be re-spread partly across the direct benefit and
partly across the contributor categories. The direct benefit area comprises 28% of the
indirect benefit area and it is that proportion that is recommended should be spread over
the direct benefit categories, with the balance of 72% being spread over the entire
catchment area in the contributor category.

The following table illustrates the changes to category differentials that result from the
recommended amendments to the rating system:

Rating Category Area (ha) Rate per hectare (per | Rate per hectare
Draft Proposal) (Amended)
P1 (High benefit) 724.2 $151.94 $166.89
P2 (Medium benéefit) 175.9 $75.97 $83.44
P3 (Low benefit) 907.9 $37.99 $41.72
P4 (Very low benefit) 481.0* $15.19 $8.34
In (Indirect benefit) 7,353.8 $4.99 Nil
CN (Contributor) 15,382.6 $5.76 $7.48

Note: Pumping rates will increase progressively to the levels indicated above over the next three years.
*Reduced to 240.5 (approximately) for amended proposal.

The above recommended changes would appear to substantially address the concerns
of the 10 submitters who were opposed to the present rating system, in that they would
all be removed or largely removed from both the Indirect and P4 categories.
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3.

Support for a lesser (5,000 I/s) pumping capacity

Some submitters have supported this option on the basis that the capital work would be
fully funded by the LMS contribution. Furthermore they have concern as to the future
operating costs. Both of these concerns are largely addressed through the
recommended change to the rating system. With those changes, those who have
submitted against the larger pump would pay only 6.9% of total pumping rates, whereas
those who support the larger pump would pay approximately 54%. As regards future
operating costs, the multi-pump design of the 7,500 I/s allows for optimization of the
pumping service/operating cost relationship through smart operating protocols. There is
however minimal flexibility with the lesser capacity option and no ability to switch in extra
pumps to handle peak drainage flows. Some concern has also been expressed around
the risk of final capital costs exceeding the estimate and rates increasing accordingly.
This risk can be managed to a large extent by employing a design/build ‘target price’
tendering process.

Opposition to any pumping proposal

Two submitters have opposed any pumping, although one of those agreed with the
proposal so long as he was not required to contribute. The latter submitter was largely
opposed on the basis of his disagreement in principle with Indirect Benefit rating and its
impact on his property. That issue will no longer exist if the recommended changes to
the rating system are adopted. The other submitter opposed pumping and suggested
that similar benefits could be achieved by raising the Burkes and Main Drain stopbanks
by 0.5 m such that additional catchment flows could be contained without spillway
overflows while the Burkes floodgates were closed. That option was investigated
thoroughly as part of the 2002 Scheme Review. It was found that the storage gained by
raising the stopbanks would be equivalent to 2.5 mm of runoff per metre of raising. The
suggested raising would therefore provide for approximately 1.25 mm of runoff compared
with the 4 mm provided by a 7,500 I/'s pump. The cost of that 0.5 m of raising is
estimated at least $5 million. Furthermore the water backing up in the stopbank system
would restrict drainage to higher areas and result in more ponding. Most importantly, the
increased stopbank height would result in greater water pressure on the existing
stopbanks,and associated failure risk. Accordingly major stopbank reconstruction would
very likely be required over approximately 11 km. The concluding recommendation in
the Review was “it is therefore clear that any significant raising of the existing stopbank is
not a viable option”

Management Recommendation:

o That the proposal to install 7,500 I/s of new pumping capacity at Burke’s floodgates
be adopted and that the current rating system be amended in accordance with the
recommendations in the Management Reply above.

Management reply

B.

Upper Whanganui Scheme

It is logical that the Upper Whanganui Scheme should assume ‘ownership’ of that
section of rock lining installed upstream of the Matapuna bridges primarily for the
purpose of protecting District Council infrastructure. A pre-requisite would be that the
linings are constructed to the appropriate standard, and that the capital cost is met by
Ruapehu District Council.

The request from Ruapehu District Council for inclusion of the lower reaches of the
Ongarue Stream within the Upper Whanganui Scheme is noted. The matter has been
considered in the Scheme Audit to be presented to the Catchment Operations
Committee in June.
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Management Recommendation:

¢ That the rock lining asset being constructed by RDC to protect the water intake at
Matapuna be transferred on completion to, and be maintained by the Upper
Whanganui River Scheme.

e That a proposal for the extension of the Upper Whanganui Scheme to include the
lower reach of the Ongarue River be inserted in the Draft 2012-22 Long Term Plan
(LTP).

Management Reply

C. Ashhurst Stream Scheme
Flood protection works currently being constructed within the Ashhurst residential and
commercial areas are designed to the 1% AEP standard. Any higher standard would
be extremely difficult to achieve within the built environment. Nevertheless discussions
should be held with PNCC to gain an improved understanding of identified growth areas
and opportunities for providing a higher standard of protection for those in the future.

Management Recommendation:

o That staff discuss with PNCC officers flood risk and mitigation opportunities with
respect to growth areas in Ashhurst.

Management Reply

D. Lower Whanganui Scheme
The opportunity to work in partnership with Wanganui District Council around
consultation for Stage 2 of the Lower Whanganui River flood protection proposal, is
welcomed. The first step, being the establishment of a joint management/governance
group to consider project scope and to formulate a consultation strategy should
commence in August/September this year.

Management Recommendation:

¢ That Council supports a full partnership approach to consultation around Stage 2 of
the Lower Whanganui River Scheme flood protection proposal.

Management Reply:

E. Rangitikei River Scheme
Confirmation of on-going support for river enhancement elements within the Rangitikei
Scheme has been sought, While there is a limited budget for this work, the Scheme
Manager will continue to participate in community initiatives that are consistent with
scheme objectives and recreational access enhancements at Bulls and Kakariki will
receive priority for scheme funding.

Management Recommendation:

e That Council confirm its continuing support, within a limited budget, for recreational
access improvements within the Rangitikei Scheme works area.

Management Reply

F. Taringamotu River investigation
An investigation of the Taringamotu River has been completed and Council have
approved a draft river management proposal for consultation. As a key stakeholder,
Ruapehu District Council will be closely involved in that consultation process which is
programmed to commence very shortly.

Management Recommendation:

e That Ruapehu District Council be invited to participate in the programmed
consultation process with regard to a river management proposal for the
Taringamotu River.
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Management Reply

G.

Staff Submission

The staff submission is fully supported with the financial effects outlined in the table

below.

Management Recommendation:

e That the changes suggested in the staff submission be incorporated in the 2011-12

Annual Plan.

SCHEMES ACTIVITY - RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO LTCCP FOLLOWING ANNUAL
MEETINGS (Including Financial Impact)
(Refer Management Recommendation G)

Scheme Change requested Impact on Impact on
Scheme General
Rates Rate
Lower Kiwitea Transfer additional $10k from Nil Nil
scheme balance to reserves at
end of 2010/11
Akitio Transfer additional $14k from Minus 16,606 | Minus 2,904
scheme balance to reserves at
end of 2010/11 Nil Nil
South East Hold rates at 2010/11 level by Minus $1,451 | Nil
Ruahines reducing credit balance
Upper Manawatu Transfer insurance receipts to Nil Nil
reserves at year end
Manawatu Provide for receipt of LMS Nil Nil
Drainage contribution to loan servicing
costs ($22,235) associated with
first year of Burkes Pump
project
Lower Manawatu Provide for payment of Nil Nil
proportional contribution
($22,235) to first year costs for
Burkes pump project (within
Capex budget)
Ohau-Manakau Include $10k works at Nil Plus 2,000
Kimberley Reserve, offset by
contribution from HDC
Matarawa Budget additional $3k for Plus 2,400 Plus 600
investigations
Porewa Transfer $1000 from budget for | Nil Nil
rentals to loan principal
repayment
Koputaroa Transfer additional $10k from Nil Nil
scheme balance to reserves at
end of 2010/11
Makerua Provide for $5k transfer to Plus 5,000 Nil
reserves
Rangitikei Increase rate increase to 5% Plus 9,176 Plus 1,000

with additional $5k to works
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and $5k to reserves
Tawhatai- Reduce budget provision for Minus 223 Minus 1,055
Mangaone dam spillway modification —

negates loan drawdown
TOTALS Minus 1,704 | Minus 359

Submitters as per Appendix 1

Suggested Council Resolution:

Council resolve :

f.

That the proposal to install 7,500 I/s of new pumping capacity at Burke’s
floodgates be adopted and that the current rating system be amended in
accordance with the recommendations in the Management Reply above,

That the rock lining asset being constructed by RDC to protect the water intake
at Matapuna be transferred on completion to, and be maintained by the Upper
Whanganui River Scheme,

That a proposal for the extension of the Upper Whanganui Scheme to include the
lower reach of the Ongarue River be inserted in the Draft 2012-22 Long Term
Plan (LTP).

That staff discuss with PNCC officers flood risk and mitigation opportunities with
respect to growth areas in Ashhurst.

That Council supports a full partnership approach to consultation around Stage 2
of the Lower Whanganui River Scheme flood protection proposal.

That Council confirm its continuing support, within a limited budget, for
recreational access improvements within the Rangitikei Scheme works area.
That Ruapehu District Council be invited to participate in the programmed
consultation process with regard to a river management proposal for the
Taringamotu River.

That the changes suggested in the staff submission and summarised in the table
above be incorporated in the 2011-12 Annual Plan.

All but the last recommendation have no financial impact. The final recommendation on
the management submission has the following effect Scheme rates decrease by
$1,704, General Rates decrease by $359 and total rates decrease by $2,063
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Biosecurity — Pest Animals & Plants
(Craig Mitchell)

Submissions Summary
22 submitters made 27 submission points on pest animal and pest plant activity.
e 22 submission points were on the pest animal activity with 13 supporting the activity,
6 opposing the activity and 3 neither supporting nor opposing
e 5 submission points were on the pest plant activity with 3 supporting the activity 1
opposing the activity and 1 neither supporting nor opposing.

Major Points:
¢ 9 submitters supported the Possum Control Operations (PCO) with 4 specifically

mentioning support for the increased $156,000 in the DAP. PCO seen as effective
and successful
¢ The activity was opposed for the following reasons.
o Perceived poor results in the PCO programme so far.
o Use of 1080 inhumane.
o Want the money spent on the AHB programme.
o Cost should be only levied on properties that benefit.
o Have been paying rate for five years but have not seen PCO in their area
yet (promised by past chairman they would see control within 3 years).
o Rook programme opposed as it is inhumane and results in sexual abuse of
immature female birds.
e 1 submitter opposed the two tiered rate for the Rangitikei old mans beard control
program and suggested a flat rate over the entire district.
* 1 submitter supported the pest plant programme in general and another submitter
supported the Rangitikei old mans beard control program.
¢ One submitter expressed concern at a blackberry problem at Orautoha bounding
the Manganui o te ao river.

Submitter Suggestions:

o Trapping for fur trade be encouraged to fix unemployment. Vision Manawatu seek
$200,000 to begin a “Project Possum” scheme to train and engage youth in fur
harvesting industry and wider pest control

e Additional $156,000 be used to support AHB

¢ A flat uniform annual charge for the Rangitikei old mans beard control program over
the entire district.

¢ Assistance is given to the property owners in Orautoha for the blackberry problem.

Management Reply:

Overall there would appear to be solid support for most of the biosecurity / pest activities
with most comments relating to methods (e.g. 1080 or DRC1339) or funding policy
decisions.

Management are already working with Vision Manawatu on potential contracting / fur
recovery options but the unencumbered provision of a ‘grant’ from the PCO Budget is both a
surprise and difficult to justify.

Comments regarding Councils apparent lack of interest in production weeds (blackberry
etc.) is somewhat understandable as Council in its last review of the RPPMS, made an
informed and transparent decision to address most of these production weeds through a
“complaint driven regulatory mechanism”. That is HRC do not actively seek out and respond
to infestations of blackberry etc., instead we act on complaints received. HRC do however
invest heavily in biocontrol agent for these species.
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Some submissions queried funding and funding policy of various pest control categories and
these concerns should be addressed as part of the next LTCCP.

Management Recommendation:

¢ In conjunction with the AHB / TB vector control comments, reiterate to submitters the
difference in responsibilities and programmes.

e Respond to submitters in general.

Submitters as per Appendix 1

Suggested Council Resolution:
Council resolve:
n. That no changes are made to the Draft Plan in regard to these pest plant an
animal submissions.

(Nil financial impact on opex, capex, revenues & rates)
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Living Heritage (Excluding Waitarere Beach)
Craig Mitchell

Submissions Summary
35 submitters made 49 submission points on the living heritage activity (excluding Waitarere

Beach)

3 submission points support the new $20,000 Community Grants Fund

1 submission supports the collaborative approach being taken to Kitchener park and
also supports the Gorge project.

1 submission point supports the cut to living heritage activities

2 submission points supported the Totara reserve with one specifically supporting
the $70,000 funding for river control works.

27 submission points opposed proposed cuts to the living heritage activities in
general with an additional 4 submission points opposing the cuts to the Kai Wharite
project.

5 submission points were made in regard to the Foxton Loop and the Manawatu
River Mouth

5 submitters asked questions regarding proposed cuts in funding or made other
comments

1 submitter supported the aid Horizons give to the Rangitikei River Users work
around the Bulls Bridge area.

Major Points:

The following points were made in opposition to the proposed cut in living heritage
funding:

o Biodiversity is one of the top four priorities in the One Plan and is important.

o Risk of undermining community and district councils support and losing

volunteer efforts.

Risk of losing external funding for programs carried out in the Region.
Important habitats (e.g. Kitchener park) may be lost due to lack of funding.
Cuts now will increase restoration costs later.

Current grant programmes working well, why cut them?

Inconsistent with RMA changes, National Policy Statement developments
and Horizons role as leader for biodiversity.

Region's loss of biodiversity a concern and what is left is mostly on private
land.

o Wetlands need more attention in the region

o Horizons must have due regard to the Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi
when managing a resource that is taonga for Muaupoko.

The following points were made in opposition to the proposed cut in the Kai Wharite
project:

o Project to date has been very successful to date and providing high cultural
and environmental gains

o Tawata Whanau trust chairman “disgusted about short notice and no
communication” regarding.

o Hinengakau Development Trust concerned about the short notice,
especially as MOU was signed with Horizons in 2010. Chairman “deeply
regretful” that the current process may undermine “warmer relationships
that have taken decades to evolve”

o There are significant environmental, cultural and economic benefits from the
funding spent by Horizons, Iwi, Doc and Te Puni Kokori in the area.

o Project is boosting biodiversity and inc water quality of the loop realising
tourism and job opportunities in the area.

O O O O O

O
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o Project is a significant partnership between Horizons, Doc, Iwi and
Landowners so Horizon’s funding significantly leveraged.
e The submitters on the Foxton loop are concerned about the water quality of the
loop and the environment around the loop and the river mouth.
e Concern expressed that targets have not been adjusted down when funding has
been reduced

Additional Hearing Points
e A MOU with Iwi for the Tawata project was developed over two years but not yet
signed (due to the death of Sir Archie Tairoa). This MOU allowed for a two month
notice and negotiation period if any changes were to be made to funding.
e Jobs for young men in the local Iwi will be on then line if the funding is cut (move to
during submission).
¢ The Tawata Kiwi Sanctuary has very large support from Iwi down the whole
Whanganui river.
e Palmerston North City Environment Trust offered to administer the new $20,000
Community Grants Fund.

Submitter Suggestions:
e Council fund Kai Wharite to original levels or restore goat control ($30,000)
component or pest control component ($20,000)
The Tawata Kiwi Sanctuary be supported to the level stated in the MOUI
Restore all biodiversity programmes
Restore all E Grant funding
Complete the hydrology study of the Foxton Loop as a matter of urgency
Fence off all stop banks
Foxton Loop works be included in the LMS scheme with appropriate budget
Pipe the Kings Canal at the corner of Stewart and Purcell Street in the Foxton Loop
Adjust targets to level of funding provided

Management Reply:
Overall there was good support for the reinstatement of many of the proposed reductions in
a number of budget lines within the Native Habitat Activity, signalled in the Draft AP.

Tawata

The abeyance of the Tawata project due to the untimely death of Sir Archie Tairoa and the
change of the Regional Council Chair last September drew some understandable criticism
from Hinengakau Development Corporation (HDC) representatives and its contracting arm
Te Amo Taiao (TAT). Council should note the MOU mentioned was never signed by
Council. The expectations of HDC are however very clear and to meet these expectations
would cost an additional $100,000. Current funding policy would have this amount drawn
from two common rate types; 50% from general rate and 50% from an Environmental UAC.

Despite the apparent issues Management are of the view that the relationship with HDC and
TAT is sound and a satisfactory resolution can be found. If budgetary constraints are the
over-riding consideration then a figure of $50,000 may very well be an acceptable
compromise.

Kia Wharite

The Department of Conservation also made an appeal for a funding lift in part, or in full to
the Kia Wharite project proposed for cuts in our Draft AP. Like all Native Habitat projects Kia
Wharite is too funded 50:50 between general rate and environmental UAC. Again, a
$75,000 reinstatement in full of the current Kia Wharite budget may be untenable and
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub
Number

Page
No

Submitter Contact

Submitter Group

IM

IM

IM

Animal Health Board (AHB) Tbh Vector Programme

19 50 |Mavis Mullins Aohanga Incorporation
20 56 |Chris Scanlon Atihau Whanganui incorporation
21 62 |Roger Beck TB Free NZ Manawatu-Wanganui
23 75 [Gillian A & William E Lundie [56 West St

25 785 |Dave Luke

26 786 [Wayne & Anne Young

27 103 [AN & LH Cave

28 109 |Bill Huzziff

29 118 |David & Suzanne Croad

30 125 |BP & PM Guerin Askkaton Farms Ltd
31 787 (BJ & AJ Bowler

32 788 [ID Short

33 138 [Jim Worboys

34 789 [Alan White

35 790 |Chris George

36 154 |Angus & Carole Morison

37 169 |Blee

39 179 |GC & B Boyden

41 791 |Steven Chambers

42 195 |Gordon Kuggeleijn

43 792 (MR & LL Langtry

44 793 |JLS Pedley

45 213 |Peter Wells

46 228 |Alan Aplin Harmony Farm

47 794 [Craig Wigglesworth

48 242 |Stuart & Pam Rankin

49 246 |Jennifer R Kells

50 795 [DH Pike

51 260 |Shane Aukett

52 796 (DG Timmins

53 278 |keith Fenemor

54 797 [Rikke Hastie Hastrown Farms Ltd
55 286 |Cliff & Carol Rore

56 798 |Noel Johnston

57 310 |Alex Allan

58 320 |Jeremy Gilbert Stubbs

59 799 |Simon & Melana Bradley

60 332 |GT & RE Burton

61 800 [Kevin & Annette Mossop

62 801 |Selwyn Meads

63 365 |Mike & Katie Moles

64 802 |David Galvin

65 803 |N & H Worboys

66 804 |AJ Heap

67 433 (Merv George

68 440 (Keith M Green

69 447 |John Harley Tarrant Ararata

70 805 |Owen Bonnor

71 806 |Mark Godfrey
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page

Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM

72 807 |Lance Jones Maata-kotahi estate

73 502 |Russell & Jayne McDonald

74 808 |Caryll & Arthur Hudson

75 518 |Craig & Nadine Bishop

76 534 |David Carrington

77 589 |Joseph Diamond

78 604 |WT Ley

79 809 |JC Dermer

80 625 |Shane & Debbie Hurley

81 810 |Michael &Gaylene Hart

82 647 |Ben Read Read Farms Ltd

83 666 |John G Williams

84 696 |George & susan Flintoff

85 715 |Jk & JC Darragh

86 811 |Malcolm George

87 751 |Rob Gaskin

88 757 |Keith & Joanne Thompson

89 763 |Kiaran king

90 812 |Stephen Hocken

91 765 [Andrew Waaugh

92 813 |keith Rose

93 766 [Wayne Reid

94 814 |BR & PR Hills Burnside Farms Ltd

95 767 |DS Freeman

96 815 |NM Burne

97 768 [Peter Dee

98 769 [Hamish M Brown Medway Hills

99 770 [Ken & Kathy Swainson

100 3 |M Southee

101 816 |Ronald Trotter

102 4 |Bruce Mills

103 5 |John & Kathryn Love

104 6 |Mark Chrystall

105 7 |James & Noelyn Hamilton

106 817 |M Mallalieu

107 818 |Paul Cockrell

108 819 |Allistair James McDonald

109 820 |Roy F Ferretti

110 821 |TJ & MC

111 9 |Peter Bills Te Rata Farm

112 10 |MA Birill

113 11 |[Alan M Bailey

114 12 [Raewyn Poynter

115 822 |Trevor Last Harris

116 823 |Greg Brogden

117 824 |MJ Carmichael

118 13 [Alan Davison

119 825 |Larkellick

120 15 [Joan Margaret Sutherland

121 16 [Mount View Farms Ltd

122 826 |James & Linda Farley Aramoana

123 17 |Alan Ritchfield

124 827 |PR Mc Donnell
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
AHB 125 18 |Jack Hartstone
AHB 126 828 |Greg & Tania Windle
AHB 127 829 |A Belk
AHB 128 830 |Davis Corney
AHB 129 831 |Kelly Oneill
AHB 130 832 |RA Limpus
AHB 131 20 |John P Maher
AHB 132 833 [Janice Cameron
AHB 133 834 |Wayne Falkner The Totaras
AHB 134 835 |GJ Dyke
AHB 135 21 |GP Olsen
AHB 136 836 |DS & KP Darby
AHB 137 22 |Hugh Akers Broadlands Station
AHB 138 23 |PB & PG Clayton
AHB 139 24 (D Blenkiron
AHB 140 837 |PR LeQuesne
AHB 141 26 |WH Allan
AHB 142 838 |Graeme Richfield, Erica Gee
AHB 143 839 |Catherine Carr
AHB 144 27 |Ron Parkin
AHB 148 31 |MR & LK Riddle
AHB 149 840 |Alan & Bethney Rowland
AHB 150 841 |W Eviniven
AHB 151 842 |SP Maher
AHB 152 33 [Sue Evans
AHB 153 843 |Graham Walker
AHB 154 844 |John Rowland
AHB 155 34 |lan & Ann Simpson
AHB 156 35 |Rodney Wilson
AHB 157 36 |Ghee Yong & Janice Tan
AHB 158 845 |GM & MI Van Rooyen
AHB 159 846 |DD & WA Hart
AHB 160 38 [Janet Newman
AHB 161 847 M Poulton
AHB 162 848 |Mervlyn & Dianne Steedman
AHB 163 849 |KJ Cayley
AHB 164 850 |ER weir & PA McGuade
AHB 165 39 (WM Thornburrow Puiket Ridge Farming Co Ltd
AHB 166 851 |Mark mcGhie
AHB 167 852 |Jennifer Hutchinson
AHB 168 853 |John Peterson
AHB 169 854 |B & S Lee Family Trust
AHB 170 855 |Dave Williams & Leonie
AHB 171 41 |KWaldman
AHB 172 856 |Craig Boyden
AHB 173 857 |Dave Whellan
AHB 174 42 |Bruse Hoopersmith
AHB 175 43 |Gerald Cosgrove
AHB 176 858 |Steve Free
AHB 177 859 |Andrew Fenemor
AHB 178 860 |Cole Simmons Brightside Farm Ltd
AHB 179 861 |[Ken Cameron
AHB 180 45 |lan Ferrick
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AHB 181 862 |IM & CM Graham
AHB 182 863 |JC Davies Glen Elgin Farm
AHB 183 864 |Andrew Coleman
AHB 184 865 |Ferg McNaught
AHB 185 46 |Russell Trevor & Maxine
AHB 186 47 |SB Clifton
AHB 187 48 |Maree Hoggard
AHB 188 49 |[George Bennett & Vicky
AHB 189 866 |P & M Staples The Olympus Trust
AHB 190 867 |Humphrey O'Leary
AHB 191 868 |Andy Collins
AHB 192 52 [P & RA Rutherford
AHB 193 53 [Tom Sims
AHB 194 869 [DI & IJ McClure
AHB 195 870 |FA Blatchford
AHB 196 871 |Riverside Ag Ltd
AHB 197 872 [Rod Southgate
AHB 198 54 |Dave Garner Wanganui DC Deer Herd
AHB 199 873 |John McNaughton
AHB 200 874 |Glencroft Farms
AHB 201 58 ([Brian Shaw Shaw Partnership
AHB 202 875 |Graeme Allomes
AHB 203 756 |Amanda Prior
AHB 204 59 [Anne Jones
AHB 205 877 |Donald Polson
AHB 206 878 |Evan Griffiths
AHB 207 60 |A & B Vincent
AHB 208 61 [Malcolm Guy
AHB 209 879 |Allan Wallbank Blazing Trails
AHB 210 880 |Peter Millard
AHB 211 63 |[Bruce Gilbert
AHB 212 64 |Philip & Colleen Cotter Tironui
AHB 213 65 |Neil Fergus
AHB 214 881 |Brent Flower
AHB 215 882 |JL McQuarrie
AHB 216 66 |Steve Hopcroft
AHB 217 883 |RJ Fullerton-Smith
AHB 218 884 |[lan & Debbie Mason
AHB 219 67 [JG Grant
AHB 220 69 |Derek R Burt
AHB 221 885 |Peter & Wendal Masters
AHB 222 886 |Fred Heap
AHB 223 70 |[Barb & Pete Davies
AHB 224 71 |[Donald Irivine
AHB 225 72 |Hamish Blundell
AHB 226 887 |G Gush
AHB 227 73 |James Grant Williamson
AHB 228 888 |Bruce Kiihtuss Waiwera Station Ltd
AHB 229 74 [HB & JM Anderson
AHB 230 76 |Stewart Checkley
AHB 231 889 |Andrew Quarrie
AHB 232 77 [Lynne Sheridan
AHB 233 890 |Ross Harvey
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234 78 |Chris Baines

235 79 |Cliff Tombleson

236 80 |Bruce Rhodes

237 81 |Margaret Liley

238 83 [NW Jack

239 891 |Paul Cameron

240 86 |[Konrad Schwanecle

241 892 |SJ & SL Cowan

242 893 |NJ & SA Murphy

243 87 |[Sean Trafford & Alexandra

244 88 [Gavin Hill

245 894 |B & A Connors

246 895 |CD Liburn Inzavar

247 89 |[Graeme Nicholls

248 90 [Wallcott Farm

249 896 |PT & RA Hagenaars

250 91 |Rex Omundsen Omundsen partnership

251 897 |CW Yells

252 898 |Mike Barrett & Sylvia Clark

253 899 |Max Coley

254 92 [Forbes Ewen Cameron

255 900 |CH Ramsay

256 93 |Brian Howse

257 901 |Unknown

258 902 |Unknown

260 95 [Dr Arnold Chamove

263 903 |Brian Eades Ltd

264 98 |Douglas Cripps & Kim

265 99 [NK & JA Gudsell

266 100 (G & T Kroes

267 101 [FW & AM Beckett

268 102 |Colin Bond

269 904 |Jamie & Catherine Tait-

270 905 |Terry Cooney

271 104 |Brendon White Balmoral Farm

272 105 [A & ME deJong

273 106 |Peter Meech

274 906 |James Kittow Moaland

275 107 [GA & WE Lundie

276 907 [Duncan Trail

277 108 |GL Marshall MT Drake Farm

278 908 |Neil Johnston

279 909 |Tim McVeagh

280 110 (GG & PM Roberts

281 910 |Michael Robert Toms

282 111 [Tony Gray

283 112 |Joe & Lea Foulty Glanworth Partnership

284 911 |Terry Yates

285 912 |Philip Harris

286 113 [Richard Hamblett Carol

287 114 |Diana Loader nuts 'N May

288 116 |Andrew Falloon

289 913 |JD Ramsden Moanaroa Farming Co Ltd
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290 914 |Kendrick Family Trust

291 119 |Elizabeth Rae Brook

292 120 [Brian Mc Alistair

293 121 |Anthony Paul Rhodes

294 915 |Paul Hancock

295 916 |Robert Thorneycroft

296 917 |B & N Boothroyd

297 918 |Malcolm Willoughby

298 122 |Robert Waddell Byers

299 123 [Graham Nicol

300 919 [Michael Laing

301 920 |RG Brown

302 126 [Simon Redmond

303 921 |R & R Thomson

304 922 |AR Newton

305 127 [Peter McKenzie

306 923 |Michela Fox

307 128 |Greg Maughan

308 924 |Annabel Sidey

309 129 |Gary Rawnsley

310 925 |Roger Feickect

311 926 |Cedrie Murphy

312 130 |BJ & JWM Small

313 927 |John Richard & Shirley

314 131 [Alec Bashford

315 132 |Kate Ebbitt

316 928 |S Morton

317 929 |David & Dian Buchanan

318 930 |Andersons farm Ltd

319 133 [Owen John Cowie

320 134 (GP Duncan Hiwera Estates

321 931 |Alex McAlley

322 932 |James & Ginny Kilmister Kilmister Farms Ltd

323 933 |Voelkerling Family Trust

324 934 |Brian Hope

325 935 |David Russ

326 936 |Eugene Breukers

327 135 [Mark Jacobson

328 136 [Susan Stuttle

329 137 |Craig & Sue Cutbush

330 937 |Geoff Ogle River Run Trust

331 139 [John W Marshall

332 938 |WA Burton

333 939 |David Richarson Kinnell Estate

334 140 |DJ & GL Sherson

335 940 |Roger Godfrey

336 141 [Roger Aitken

337 941 |George Beaton & barry

338 142 [Peter Brown

339 143 |Mark Chrystall

340 942 |Shane Edwards

341 943 |K & J Black

342 144 (Monty Brown
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343 944 |Colin Pritchard

344 945 |Peter Curtis

345 145 |Peter Lynn

346 146 [Sue Teki

347 147 |Christine Tuka

348 148 |Kath Kirkwood

349 946 |bryan Simmonds

350 947 |Grant Pennycook

351 948 |Shirley Herbert

352 150 [Murray Peat

353 151 |Sam Robinson

354 152 [Vaughan A Rogers

355 949 |Peter H Wilson

356 950 |Julie Chadwick Mark Rose

357 951 |Paul Sorensen

358 153 [RB & SA Carey

359 952 [HI Hunter

360 953 |Murray Donald Leview

361 155 |Alan Brown

362 156 |lan D Rowe MH & ID Rowe Ltd

366 954 (Jason McEwan

367 167 MR How

368 955 |Jonathan Riddell

369 168 |Susan Galea

370 956 |Tracey Andrew

371 957 |G & E Craw

372 958 |W & J Bell

373 170 |RJ Lyon

374 171 |Melvin & Jill Sanson

375 959 |Tony McMillian

376 960 |Peter & Teresa Forrest

377 961 |J-Tag Trust

378 962 |Betty Palmers

379 963 |Jeff Pickford

380 964 |Len & Diane Simonsen

381 965 |Bryon Hill

382 173 [Maurice Raymond & Judith

383 966 |James Gollan

384 174 |DJ & JR Redward

385 967 |Roger & Geraldine

386 175 |Robert Harper

387 176 |Calvyn Jonker

388 177 |AJ Preston

389 178 |JD Cleghorn

390 180 |lan & Adreiene Christensen

391 181 |Hamish Hawkes

392 182 [Maeve & Peter McLellan

393 968 |Nigel Klenner

394 969 |David McKenzie Fluoca Trust

395 970 |Bruce Bycroft

396 971 |PR McKay

397 183 [MJ & CB Hedley

398 184 [Susan Nuttall
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399 972 |John Black

400 187 [Terry Olsen Olsen Partnership

401 973 |Desmond Avery

402 974 |Stuart Johnston

403 975 |DR Prince & Renata

404 976 |Errol B Bellshaw

405 977 |John Barnett Burnview Station

406 188 |Kevin Edwards

407 978 |Patrick ONeill

408 189 |lan Roke

409 979 |RH Angus

410 190 |J Millner

411 191 (Godfrey Thomas

412 980 |Tony Foreman

413 192 [Jeremy Holdgate The View

414 193 [Wilf & Margaret Emmett

415 194 |George Walker

416 981 |T Faisandier

417 982 |Larry Cummings

418 983 |FR Hanham

419 984 |Croad Brothers

420 985 |G & P Sorensen

421 986 |JA & DE Gannon

422 196 |LT & YM Chatfield

423 987 |Tim Hocquard

424 197 |Sue Hammond

425 988 |Bruce & Kelly Dalzell

426 989 |Robyn Blackett

427 990 |JP Baker

428 991 |Triple Springs Farm Ltd

429 992 |Dean Bealing

430 993 |John Martyn Apthorp

431 994 |June Bennett

432 198 [(Bruce Murphy

433 199 |Kevin Inskeep

434 200 |Neil Filer

435 995 |Rob Gemmell

436 201 |JR & JM Baldwin

437 996 |Stuart & Lynda Bradley

438 997 |David Guylee

439 202 |GD & WJ Cooper LId

440 203 |Daldina Trust

441 998 |RJ & RB Harding

443 205 |Barbara Wright

452 224 |John E Birchler

453 225 |Cliff Meredith

454 999 |P & H Bentley

455 1000 |Melvin & Beverley Stone

456 227 |Sandra & Ray Hudson

457 1001 [Ken Lennox

458 1002 |David Smith Holly Farm

459 1003 |Jeremy Austin

460 229 |G & A Bills Farm Ltd
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AHB 461 230 |Shaun & Sue Morgans Spring Creek Farm
AHB 462 1004 [Grant Paton
AHB 463 1005 [Glenn & Jenny Larsen
AHB 464 1006 [Margaret Matson
AHB 465 231 |Peter Burke
AHB 466 232 |Murray BL Brown
AHB 467 233 |Glenn Burt
AHB 468 234 |Richard Barnett
AHB 469 235 |Phil Simpson Heaton Park Holdings Ltd
AHB 470 236 |BJ Edwards
AHB 471 1007 |KR McGregor
AHB 472 1008 |Kevin Berquist
AHB 473 1009 [A & RE Thornton
AHB 474 237 |Alan Pearson
AHB 475 238 |Rhona MacKenzie
AHB 476 1010 [Mike Grace
AHB 477 239 |Colin Nagel
AHB 478 1011 |MB Matthews
AHB 479 240 |Hamish Rogers Koeke Estates Ltd
AHB 480 243 |Robert & Patrica Clinton
AHB 481 244 |Jim Wilson Kiwiview Holdings
AHB 482 245 |Scott Tyree
AHB 483 1012 |SA Smith
AHB 484 1013 [Burnell Holdings
AHB 485 1014 (R Stanbra
AHB 486 1015 [Vaughan Barrow
AHB 487 1016 [Alice Goodwin
AHB 488 1017 |Murray Olsen
AHB 489 1018 [Tim & Rachel Southgate
AHB 490 1019 [Riverview Heights Ltd c/- RB Brears
AHB 491 247 |ED Bradley
AHB 492 1020 |MD & ND Stantiall
AHB 493 1021 [Alastair Miln
AHB 494 1022 [Sean McGinly
AHB 495 1023 |WR & DM Jenkins
AHB 496 1024 [Dean & Debbie Sparkes
AHB 497 1025 |Erin Temperton
AHB 498 248 [Mike Wallace T/A Wallace Family Partnership
AHB 499 249 |Neil Oldfield
AHB 500 1026 |WB Philip
AHB 501 252 |Wendy D Ward
AHB 502 1027 [PR & JL Johnson
AHB 503 253 |Kevin Vile
AHB 504 1028 |David John Edhouse
AHB 505 254 |Donald & Velma Siemonek
AHB 506 255 |Roger & Glenda Luscombe
AHB 507 256 |Alan Cumberworth
AHB 508 257 |Megan Friel Pukerimi Station
AHB 509 259 [Noel McConachy
AHB 510 261 |Owen Viles
AHB 511 262 |MJ Gorringe
AHB 512 263 |Keith Fascelles Springdale Station
AHB 513 264 |Richard A Parker
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514 265 |Kevin Battersby

515 266 |Annie Carmichael Bancroft Trust

517 270 |John Kennedy-Good Landcorp Farming Ltd

518 1029 | Terence Bailey

519 271 |J Willis

520 272 |John Stewart

521 1030 [Tim Poulton

522 1031 [Robert & Maureen Henry

523 273 |MR & J Edwards

524 1032 [Adrian & Gemma Holloway

525 274 |Chris Maher

526 1033 |HC & GL Nielsen

527 275 |Allen Buckley

528 276 |Lincoln Grant

529 277 |Nathan Field

530 279 |Jeff Bradbury

531 1034 |Robert Hugh Bell

532 1035 [Ross & Jeanette Evans

533 1036 |RA & SJ Pont

534 1037 |Leigh Thompson

535 1038 |Kirsty Levin

536 1039 |JBU Tebje-kelly

537 280 |DKH Pearce

538 281 |WT O'Donnell

539 1040 [Tim Hewitt Balfour Farm

540 1041 |lain Inglis

541 1042 |Graeme Skou

542 282 |Keith Chilcott

543 1043 |Daniel Webb

544 283 |John Eames

545 284 |FHD Matthews

546 1044 (Stuart Malins

547 1045 |Shuichi Hada

548 1046 [Wendy Jackson & Kevin

549 285 |Andrew & Caroline Gillespie

550 1047 |Clayton Potts

551 1048 |RG & EJ Heale

552 1049 [Graham Murray Carmichael |Bancroft Trust

553 1050 [Ben Carmichael Bancroft Farms

572 314 |Retaruke Farm Trust

573 1051 [Trish & John Sharp

574 315 |RC & AL Major Planes Trust [Major Farms Ltd

575 316 |Bruce Gunn

576 317 |H McDonald

577 318 |BR & MJ Donald Partnership

578 319 |Allan Adams

579 1052 [Peter Haliburton Alta Farm Partnership

580 321 |Bruce Dornbusch

581 322 |Philip Morris

582 323 |Christine J & Peter B Skou

583 324 |OE & KE Berry

584 1053 |CE Heinold

585 325 |BI Elliot
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586 1054 |Ross & Linda Mancer

587 326 [Shane Carroll

588 1055 |Rachael Stratton

589 1056 [DJ & CA Williamson

590 1057 |PL Nevins

591 1058 |JC & PG Dickinson Family

592 1059 [Kent Anselmi

593 1060 [David P Roxburgh

594 1061 |David & Janet Todd

595 1062 [Shane Williams

596 327 \WM,CE & WP ODonnell

597 328 |Keith Williams Trust C/- Mrs G Williams

598 329 |RJ Cradock

599 330 [Joe P Murphy

600 333 |Withheld

601 334 |Unknown

602 1063 [Unknown

603 335 |Unknown

604 1064 |Returned form no details

605 1065 |Returned form no details

606 1066 |Returned form no details

607 1067 |Returned form no details

614 342 |Philippa Barriball Fonterra CoOoperative group

623 359 [Grant Crosse

627 363 [Stephen Barr

628 364 |RF Hotter

629 1068 |Gary Hurley

630 1069 |Hera Peina

631 366 |Mike Rogers

632 367 |Graeme Pigott

633 1070 |Grace Lander

634 1071 [Ben Eccles

635 1072 |Gary Pearson

636 368 |P Rogers

637 1073 |PG & NA Lovelock

638 1074 |JP Coombs

639 1075 |Annissa Jewell

640 369 |JB Frecklington

641 1076 |Gordon Gunn

642 1077 |David Martin

643 1078 [Bryant Chase

644 1079 |Paul & Marilyn Yortt

645 370 |[John Robinson

646 372 |Simon Walker

647 373 |DL Walkley

648 374 |Michael Burmeister

649 1080 [GM & JR Anderton

650 1081 |Derek Lowery & Bernie Lowery Farms Ltd

651 1082 [Marg & Paul Mickleson

652 375 |DH & LB Robinson Robinson Malone Ltd

671 435 [Winston Oliver

672 437 (Jim & Audrey Walker

673 1083 |Warren & Raewyn Cameron
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AHB 674 438 |Heather Thorby
AHB 675 1084 [John Brice
AHB 676 1085 |Kevin Cadwallader
AHB 677 439 |Denny Clare
AHB 678 1086 |PV Jessop
AHB 679 1087 [BA & JM Knight
AHB 680 1088 [FDJ & SM Smith Puketawa Station
AHB 681 1089 |D & H Worsfold
AHB 682 1090 |Peter Munn
AHB 683 441 |CG & MN Hare Tuatahi Farm Partnership
AHB 684 1091 |Michael & Gabrielle Barnes
AHB 685 442 |Douglas Galloway
AHB 686 444 |1CJ McKelvie Pukemarama farm
AHB 687 445 |JD Druce
AHB 688 1092 |Claire & Simon Barton
AHB 689 446 |AR Kenyon
AHB 690 448 |Russell & Denise Palmer
AHB 691 449 |Kieran Devane
AHB 692 450 |A & M Arbuthnott Glenbervie Farms
AHB 693 451 |HD & S Johnston
AHB 694 1093 |Michael & Kathy Cairncross
AHB 695 1094 |Hope Gower
AHB 696 452 |James Truebridge
AHB 697 453 (Campbell Wright
AHB 698 454 |George Alexander H Gower
AHB 699 455 |Jim Speedy
AHB 702 460 |Karen Sebire
AHB 707 466 |Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
AHB 711 479 |Graham Morrison
AHB 715 484 |Lorraine Vincent Manawatu DC
AHB 732 507 |Peter Diessl
AHB 733 508 |Barry & Glenda Wade
AHB 734 1095|D Symonds
AHB 735 509 |Gordon Robert Gower
AHB 736 510 |Allan Royce Anderson
AHB 737 1096 |Josh McLean
AHB 738 511 |Gillian C Absolon
AHB 739 1097 [lan Williamson
AHB 740 512 |John Batley
AHB 741 513 |RJ Florence
AHB 742 514 |M Te Rangi-Day
AHB 743 1098 [H & B Chan
AHB 744 1099 |AA McEwen & GA Diehl
AHB 745 515 |JG & PV Richards
AHB 746 516 |Dave Morrison
AHB 747 1100 |BG Bryant
AHB 748 1101 [Alderson Family Trust
AHB 749 517 |R & ED Swainson
AHB 750 519 |Pamela J Mills
AHB 751 1102 |Andrew John Hoggard
AHB 752 520 [FJ O'Neill & Sons
AHB 753 1103 [AD & CJ Dalziell
AHB 754 521 |Robert & Rosalynne
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761 537 |Alan Taylor Wanganui Rural Community
768 585 |Owen Bonnor
782 608 |Elaine Wheeler
783 610 [Brian McNeill
794 621 |David Johnston
795 1104 |Rosemary Osborne
796 1105 |Brian & Judith Tapa
797 622 |WJ Plimmer Mohukawa Land Co
798 1106 |Len Tutty
799 623 |Mark Power
800 626 |George R Ross
801 1107 |Anna & Stephen Macnamara
802 627 |lan Fountaine Fountaine Farming Co Ltd
803 628 |Mark Gilmour
804 629 |Graham conner
805 1108 |Robert Papworth
806 630 |Ross Linklater
807 1109 [Brendan Attrill Fonterra National Agribusiness
808 631 |Graham Fergus
809 632 [JohnTopp Maire Hills Ltd
810 633 |Gray Siteman
816 642 |Trevor Donaldson
818 645 |Ross & Ollie Woodmass
819 646 |AG McLanachan
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
832 683 |Dr Jim Edwards World Veterinary Consultants
843 706 |Bruce G Berkahn
844 707 |Barry John Stevenson
845 708 |Jeffens Ngapike Ltd
870 1110 |Gerald & Anna Murphy
871 1111 [RJ Ramage
872 1112 [Sarah Ellison
873 752 [Carolyn Cameron
874 753 |James Anthony Anderson
875 754 |Rex & Kerrie Rosacker
876 1113 [John Poulton Poulton Farms
877 755 |Pauline & George Wardle
878 1114 [Noel Stewart
879 756 |Don W Buchanan
880 758 |Tim Matthews
882 776 |John & Jane Mason
883 1115 |Joseph & Sandra Bailey
884 1116 [Don & Ngaire Swenson
885 775 |RW Worthington
886 774 [Andrew Bielby
887 773 [Diane Brown

Pest Animals & Plants

20 56 |Chris Scanlon Atihau Whanganui incorporation
291 119 |Elizabeth Rae Brook

365 166 |Margaret Jeune

388 177 |AJ Preston
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449 212 |J Davies
514 265 |Kevin Battersby
567 307 |Richard & Sharon Meredith
614 342 |Philippa Barriball Fonterra CoOoperative group
671 434 (Winston Oliver
704 462 |Neil Campbell
707 466 (Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
761 537 |Alan Taylor Wanganui Rural Community
764 542 |Clare J Wishart
774 597 |Cynthia Cass
777 601 [Deirdra McMenamin
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
835 690 |[Jim Howard Rangitikei Environment Group
841 701 [Elaine Reilly Vision Manawatu
853 721 |Keith Beautrais
858 730 |Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa
880 758 |Tim Matthews

Communications

822

650

George & Christina Paton

838

694

Michael Feyen

Consent & Pollution Management

382 173 |Maurice Raymond & Judith

556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

662 390 |Dianne Haist

707 466 (Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
761 537 |Alan Taylor Wanganui Rural Community
762 539 |Sustainable Whanganui

773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group
793 620 |Josephine Rangooni

822 650 |George & Christina Paton

829 663 |Barbara Arnold Forest & Bird

830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
834 688 |Sharon Stevens

838 694 |Michael Feyen

856 725 |Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council

Corporate Support & Investment Activity

382 173 |Maurice Raymond & Judith
880 758 |Tim Matthews
892 780 |Michael McCartney Horizons Regional Council

Emergency Management

614 342 |Philippa Barriball Fonterra CoOoperative group
715 484 (Lorraine Vincent Manawatu DC

716 486 [Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
EM 856 725 [Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council
EM 812 635 |Dave Feickert
EM 856 725 |Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council

Environmental Reporting and Education

Envi Rep [554 287 |Eric Constantine

Envi Rep [707 466 |Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council

Envi Rep [762 539 [Sustainable Whanganui

Envi Rep (846 709 |Heidi Mardon Enviroschools Foundation

Envi Rep (858 730 |Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa

Envi Rep (890 777 |Paul Horton Tanenuiarangi Manawatu

Envi Rep (891 779 |Calum Revfern Enviro Challenge New Zealand
Green Rig

Green Rig |1 1 |Grant Collie

Green Rig |2 55 |Emmanuel Yiannoutsos

Green Rig |3 124 [Mildred Monot

Green Rig |4 185 [Drew Patrick Simmons

Green Rig |9 251 |Helen Allan

Green Rig |6 331 [Graham Pearson

Green Rig |7 456 |Jody Hayes Our Lady of Lourdes

Green Rig |8 624 |Sam Kemp

Green Rig |9 764 [Kai Lim

Green Rig |10 2 |kajun Brooking

Green Rig |11 8 |Haley Armstrong

Green Rig |12 14 [Michael Aberenthy

Green Rig |13 19 |Faye Roberts

Green Rig |14 25 |Drew Patrick Simmons

Green Rig |16 37 [Shireen Avril Schofield

Green Rig |17 40 |Carole Stevens

Green Rig |18 44 [Heather Meikle

Green Rig |22 68 |Donna kelling

Green Rig |24 85 [Vicky Forgie

Green Rig |38 172 |Roger Keedle

Green Rig |40 186 |Nan Thompson

Green Rig |145 28 |Tom Turner

Green Rig |146 29 |Matt Dutton

Green Rig |147 30 |Anne Corkran Mangatainoka School

Green Rig |259 94 |Janette Caesy-Hayward Papanui Junction School

Green Rig |261 96 [GW Yeates

Green Rig |262 97 |Andrea Jeanette Kendall

Green Rig |364 165 [John budding

Green Rig |365 166 [Margaret Jeune

Green Rig |448 211 |Alex Davies

Green Rig |449 212 |J Davies

Green Rig |450 214 [Combined Grey Power

Green Rig |515 266 [Annie Carmichael Bancroft Trust

Green Rig [516 268 |Peter Smith Wastebusters Trust Canterbury

Green Rig [995 293 |John Culling

Green Rig |5956 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

Green Rig |558 297 [(Velma June Siemonek
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
559 298 |Donald Leslie Siemonek
560 299 |Mary Rivers
562 301 |Catherine Kennedy
565 305 |Mahood
611 339 |Christine Mochalski Carncot School
621 357 |Allan Anderson
626 362 |Anthea Gregan
653 376 |Glenys June Edwards
658 385 |Grant Baldwin
659 386 |Grant Andrew Isaac C/- Levin East School
661 389 |Catherine Reid
663 391 |Lew Rohloff Horowhenua Greypower
671 435 |Winston Oliver
700 457 |Aaron Roberts
705 463 [Myles Fosberrey Stilwell
712 480 (Michael Petersen
715 484 |Lorraine Vincent Manawatu DC
716 486 (Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
760 535 |Genesis Energy
761 537 |Alan Taylor Wanganui Rural Community
762 539 |Sustainable Whanganui
763 303 |Judith Bielawa
766 560 |Susan Roon
767 561 |Kaye Webber Palmerston North Intermediate
769 586 |Nadine & Hamish Lowe
770 590 |Helen Marie Brown
773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group
777 601 [Deirdra McMenamin
780 605 |Harry STT Lilley
782 608 |Elaine Wheeler
790 617 |Michael Charlton
791 618 |Vincent John Payne
792 619 |Paul Mckay
811 634 |Ann-Marie Bellinger
812 635 |Dave Feickert
813 636 |Linda Campbell Kimbolton School
815 641 |Lisa Talbot
817 644 |Liz Parkes
820 648 |Albert Bent Judd
822 650 |George & Christina Paton
824 652 |Andrew Day
827 661 |Neil Filer
829 663 |Barbara Arnold Forest & Bird
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City
833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
838 694 |Michael Feyen
840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health
841 701 (Elaine Reilly Vision Manawatu
846 709 |Heidi Mardon Enviroschools Foundation
848 713 |Keith Beautrais Wanganui Intermediate School
849 714 |Graham lan Johnston
853 721 |Keith Beautrais
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group

IM IM IM
854 722 |Roy Annabell
855 723 (WA Huzziff
856 725 [Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council
858 730 |Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa
869 750 |Barbara Milsom
880 758 |Tim Matthews
890 777 |Paul Horton Tanenuiarangi Manawatu
Governance
554 287 |Eric Constantine
623 359 |Grant Crosse
710 478 (John Catley
762 539 |Sustainable Whanganui
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City
840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health
890 777 |Paul Horton Tanenuiarangi Manawatu
892 780 [Michael McCartney Horizons Regional Council
Information
707 466 |Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
892 780 [Michael McCartney Horizons Regional Council
Iwi
858 | 730 |Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa

Land Management (Including SLUI)

447 209 [Rusty Kane

448 211 |Alex Davies

554 287 |Eric Constantine

556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

614 342 |Philippa Barriball Fonterra CoOoperative group
661 389 |Catherine Reid

705 463 [Myles Fosberrey Stilwell

707 466 (Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council

716 486 [Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
762 539 |Sustainable Whanganui

773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group

822 650 |George & Christina Paton

830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ

831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City

833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
834 688 |Sharon Stevens

853 721 |Keith Beautrais

Living Heritage (Excluding Waitarere Beach)

4

185

Drew Patrick Simmons

365

166

Margaret Jeune
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
451 219 |Phil Taueki Potangotango Foundation
516 268 |Peter Smith Wastebusters Trust Canterbury
556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell
655 379 |Nic Peet Department of Conservation
662 390 |Dianne Haist
705 463 |Myles Fosberrey Stilwell
707 466 (Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
715 484 (Lorraine Vincent Manawatu DC
716 486 |Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
762 539 |Sustainable Whanganui
771 592 |William Joseph Wallace Queen Elizabeth Il National Trust -
773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group
775 598 |Neville Gimblett Foxton Community Board
777 601 |Deirdra McMenamin
815 641 |Lisa Talbot
821 649 |Shane Robetr Carroll
825 653 |Jeremy Manks Save Our River Trust
826 655 |DR R Hoskins
829 663 |Barbara Arnold Forest & Bird
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City
833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
834 688 |Sharon Stevens
840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health
850 716 |Steve Towler Hinengakau Development Trust
851 718 [Steven Towler
852 720 |Gary Taiaroa Tawata Whanau Trust
853 721 |Keith Beautrais
858 730 [Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa
860 733 | Tony Murdoch Save Our River Trust
860 733 | Tony Murdoch Save Our River Trust
861 741 |Dr R Hoskins
890 777 |Paul Horton Tanenuiarangi Manawatu

Waitaere Beach

446 208 |Peter Everton Ohurangi Farm Ltd

557 296 |John & Maureen Lee

563 302 |HR Lockyer

564 304 |Richard Bowker

565 305 |Mahood

566 306 |Craig Dyson

567 307 |Richard & Sharon Meredith

568 308 |Peter Beauchamp

569 309 |DG & SE Langridge

570 311 |Denis & Carol Cree

571 313 |Katy Bagrie on behalf of Neil D Bagrie
608 336 |Adam Herlihy Waitarere Progressive Assoc
609 337 |Robyn L Rhodes

610 338 |Russell Neil Goudie

612 340 |Don Taylor & Sally Pelorus Architecture Ltd
613 341 |Susette & David Playford

616 351 |Raewyn & Ron Tate
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page

Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM

617 353 |Bert Judd

618 354 |Susanne Hanlon

619 355 [Murray Hanlon

620 356 |S Watt

624 360 |Ray & Monica Blackwood

625 361 |HE & M Jordens

654 377 |Tony & Alison Timms

656 382 |Judy Bain

660 387 |Jim Waters

666 429 (M Mendoza

667 430 |LT & ER Daly

668 431 (Michael Lewis

669 #### [Corinne Amber

670 432 |JA Kirk

701 458 [Debbie Summers

703 461 |Rod & Joy Clifton

707 466 |Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council

708 468 [John G Harrison

717 489 (SM Speedy

718 490 |RC Stewart

719 491 [Robert Lake

720 492 (Doug Braithwaite

721 493 (lan & Karen Butturini

722 494 (G Searancke

723 495 (Gordon R burr

724 496 (Brian E forth

725 497 (John William

726 498 [Rosemary Lynn Watson

727 499 |CC, GN, SJ & TJ Kennedy

728 500 |Malcolm Guy

729 501 |Alan & Heather Martin

730 503 |Figdam Trust

731 505 |Torsten Baker

755 522 |Fenwick Beatie Family Trust

772 594 |Linda Parker & Warren

776 600 |Louise nelson

778 602 |Neil Perfect

779 603 |Frederick De Jager

781 607

784 611 |J McLaughlin & R Wilkie

785 612 |Bruce & Virginia Stafford

786 613 |David Wallis

787 614

788 615 |DB Kilsby Whiripo Land Co Ltd

789 616 |Lynette Porter

823 651 |Patrick McCombs

828 662 |Jeremy Manks

836 692 |Pauline M Jackson

837 693 |Geoffrey J Webb

847 711 [Bill Pink EFA Pink Estate

857 729 |Shirley & Brendon Deere

859 732 [L May

862 742
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page

Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM

863 744

864 745 [RA Kernohan

865 746 |AR Clark

866 747 |John Peters & Lorelle Baxter

867 748 |Glen Crafskey & Nicola

868 749 [S Newman

881 762 [Robin Young

888 772 [Neil Perfect

889 771 (DN & JM Webb

Miscellaneous

363 157 [Ben Dunbar-Smith EECA

709 469 [Sue McMaster Surf Life Saving NZ
714 482 [Mina Teal

759 533 |Alec MacKay PNSLSC

777 601 [Deirdra McMenamin

793 620 |Josephine Rangooni

812 635 |Dave Feickert

841 701 (Elaine Reilly Vision Manawatu

Passenger Services

15 32 |Grant Jensen

384 174 |DJ & JR Redward

556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

615 350 |Peter Shaughnessy Horowhenua District Health
662 390 |Dianne Haist

665 405 (Gael McKechnie St John Central Region

706 465 [Wendy Bailey

716 486 |Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group

793 620 |Josephine Rangooni

831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City

833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health

856 725 |Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council

Rate Increase

100 3 [M Southee

111 9 |Peter Bills Te Rata Farm
112 10 |MA Brill

186 47 |SB Clifton

256 93 [Brian Howse

266 100 |G & T Kroes

309 129 |Gary Rawnsley
348 148 |Kath Kirkwood

440 203 |Daldina Trust

449 212 |J Davies

477 239 |Colin Nagel

491 247 |ED Bradley

562 301 |Catherine Kennedy
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Appendix 1 Submitters by Activity

Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
564 304 |Richard Bowker
565 305 [Mahood
570 311 |Denis & Carol Cree
572 314 |Retaruke Farm Trust
600 333 |Withheld
663 391 |Lew Rohloff Horowhenua Greypower
702 460 |Karen Sebire
791 618 |Vincent John Payne
816 642 |Trevor Donaldson
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
856 725 [Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council
880 758 [Tim Matthews

Revenue & Financing

554 287 |Eric Constantine

768 585 |Owen Bonnor

830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
834 688 |Sharon Stevens

River Drainage Scheme & Non Scheme

442 204 |Mark Collis

444 206 |BM & HM Anderson

445 207 |Gerald Fell

556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

561 300 |lan Bruce Williamson

622 358 |Warren Dath

662 390 [Dianne Haist

664 401 |Clyde Rowland

707 466 (Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council
710 478 [(John Catley

713 481 (Graeme Smith Manawatu Drainage Scheme
715 484 (Lorraine Vincent Manawatu DC

716 486 [Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
756 523 |DC & GS Morrison

757 524 |Richard Green

758 529 |Joint Farmers c/-P Argyle

765 558 |Joint Farmers C/-Geoff Lynch

773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group
777 601 [Deirdra McMenamin

814 637 |Peter Wells Lansdale Farm

816 642 |Trevor Donaldson

821 649 |Shane Robetr Carroll

834 688 |Sharon Stevens

839 695 |Tony Collis

840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health

842 704 (MD Pratt

856 725 [Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council
858 730 [Cecelia Patrica Kumeroa

892 780 [Michael McCartney Horizons Regional Council

Road Safety & Sustainability
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Sub Page
Number | No |Submitter Contact Submitter Group
IM IM IM
448 211 |Alex Davies
556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell
657 383 |Kathleen Murphy
662 390 [Dianne Haist
773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group
790 617 [Michael Charlton
831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City
833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
887 773 [Diane Brown

Strategic Management (Including One Plan)

451 219 [Phil Taueki Potangotango Foundation
705 463 [Myles Fosberrey Stilwell

716 486 |Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ

856 725 |Kevin Ross Wanganui District Council

Water Quality & Quantity

24 85 |Vicky Forgie

365 166 |Margaret Jeune

556 294 |Chris Teo-Sherrell

614 342 |Philippa Barriball Fonterra CoOoperative group
661 389 |Catherine Reid

662 390 |Dianne Haist

705 463 [Myles Fosberrey Stilwell

707 466 |Pauline Welch Ruapehu District Council

716 486 |Mayor & Chief Executive Palmerston North City Council
773 595 |Rocky Renquist Sustainable City Group

777 601 [Deirdra McMenamin

779 603 |Frederick De Jager

820 648 |Albert Bent Judd

822 650 |George & Christina Paton

829 663 |Barbara Arnold Forest & Bird

830 667 |Tessa Mills Federated Farmers of NZ
831 677 |Brent Barrett Palmerston North City

833 684 |MG Gopalan Environment Network Manawatu
834 688 |Sharon Stevens

838 694 |Michael Feyen

840 697 |Dr Robert Holdaway MidCentral Health

860 733 | Tony Murdoch Save Our River Trust

890 777 |Paul Horton Tanenuiarangi Manawatu
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APPENDIX 2

ANNIMAL HEALTH BOARD FUNDING

PURPOSE

1.

This paper is to provide members with background information to aid them in there
deliberations regarding future funding of Regional Animal Health Board activities.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

2.

The financial impact of this report is dependant upon the option ultimately adopted by
Council.

BACKGROUND

3.

At least since 1991 Horizons Regional Council has funded and supported the National
Bovine Tb Management Strategy (NBMS), which at a National level is administrated by
the Animal Health Board. This arose out of an historic association Horizons
predecessors had to animal pest control in the form of Pest Destructions Boards of the
1980s.

Animal Health Board (AHB) was formed in the 1990s in response to growing concerns
around Tb infestation across New Zealand (NZ) and the impact this could have on export
market access. In 2000 AHB established their targets outlined in this 10 year (2001-
2011) strategy which primarily aimed to achieve official freedom from Bovine Tb for NZ.
Freedom from Tb is internationally recognised when herd prevalence for Tb is at or
below 0.02%. Bovine Tb in cattle and deer is a major barrier to export of NZs primary
produce and is estimated to cost NZ tens of million dollars per year in lost revenue.

The Strategy outlined a number of tools with which the Animal Health Board can achieve
Tb freedom. Movement control, herd testing, predator surveys and vector control are all
tools currently employed by the Animal Health Board in the fight against Tb. The most
significant expenditure item accounting for 60-70% of all Animal Health Board
expenditure per year, is Vector Control, that is the control of feral animals (mainly
possums) that carry or are vectors for the Tb bacterium. The spread and proliferation of
bovine Tb is significantly influenced by infected vectors (possums, ferrets etc) interacting
with farmed deer and cattle herds.

Since the adoption of the first NBMS most Regional Councils (where Tb was prevalent)
have, as a result of their inherited pest control functions, been involved in the
management and control of Vector Management Programmes.

In the Horizons Region infected herds and vector control areas were significant and at
their peak (early 1990s) covered over 1.1 million hectares (around 50% of the entire
Horizons Regional Council (HRC) Region). In its early strategy the Animal Health Board
indicated that if successful, Vector Control Areas (VCA) would reduce from this peak (1.1
mil hectares) to approximately 14% of the HRC Region or 310,000 ha by 2013.

Throughout the nineties HRC was contracted to the Animal Health Board to provide both
a Vector Management function as well as a Vector Control function. Until 2001 these
functions were dually managed within the Environmental Management Group of HRC.

At a National level funding for the NBMS has been traditionally split between three
sources. Central Government (treasury) directly funded 40% of all costs (including a
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consideration for Crown Estate), 50% was funded by industry via slaughter levies etc and
10% was funded by Regional Councils where active Tb programmes were operating.
This simplistic funding summary is complicated by Regional variations whereby the 10%
figure is adjusted up or down on an annual basis based upon the ratio of rateable land
and crown estate. In this way the inclusion of a relatively large and expensive aerial 1080
control programme on mainly crown estate may result in HRCs contribution falling below
the 10% average contribution. Table 1 shows HRCs regional contribution to the Animal
Health Board programme over time. HRCs funding obligations lapsed on 30 June 2009.

Throughout the nineties HRC and Animal Health Board can take some pride in the
massive reduction of both infected herds and infected vector populations and at the time
of writing infected herd numbers and disease risk areas have already achieved strategy
targets.

In 2000, as a result of industry pressure and questions of efficiency levelled by Treasury
the Animal Health Board signalled a desire to introduce contestability into the Vector
Control market. This necessitated HRC splitting its Management and Control functions
and the 2001 establishment of an Animal Pest Control business unit (APU). This
approach was created the necessary separation between the management and control
functions.

In responses to market pressures and the economic viability of the APU in an aggressive
contracting environment HRC resolved to disestablish this business unit in 2005. HRC
continued its Vector Management function at this time.

During the deliberations and preparation of the 2006-16 LTCCP, it became apparent that
there was a large part of the Region that had not benefited from any form of pest control,
specifically possums, either via Animal Health Board funded programmes or HRCs
limited possum control programme. In addition the Animal Health Board began in
earnest its withdrawal or retirement of VCAs as signalled in its earlier NBPM. To address
these gaps HRC introduced its Possum Control Operation Programme (PCO). This
programme is independently funded by the Regional rate paying community and is totally
independent of any ongoing Animal Health Board activity. To date both the Animal
Health Board retirements and HRCs own PCO activities have matched expectations and
annual plan targets.

In 2008 the Animal Health Board signalled a desire to “bring in house” its Vector
Management function and in 2009 the Vector Manager (Alan Innes) formally took up
employment with the Animal Health Board.

At this time HRCs involvement in any formal management and/or control of any Animal
Health Board functions ceased. Coinciding with this milestone HRCs funding
commitment (funding deed) also lapsed. Therefore, as part of its 2009-19 LTCCP
deliberations Council signalled its intention to cease funding any further Animal Health
Board activities after 30 June 2009. Subsequently this decision was modified to include
one more year of funding (2009-10) during which time both parties (Animal Health Board
and Regional Council) would have time to re-evaluate any potential future funding in light
of a new NBMS. Councils 2009-10 funding commitment departed from any formal
funding formula and was for a fixed sum of $400,000.
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In its 2009 review of the Strategy the Animal Health Board signalled a shift in emphasis
in its vector control operations and a move toward the concept of totally eradication of Tb
in some feral populations or in a number of VCAs. In this Strategy the Animal Health
Board also made some assumptions as to ongoing funding by Regional Councils. Table
3 summarises the proposed Animal Health Board programme for this Region through to
the financial year 2012-13.

The timing of this strategy review and commitments made by Regional Councils as part
of their LTCCP process, all in an increasingly tight fiscal environment, resulted in a
number of Regional Councils withdrawing ongoing funding of any Animal Health Board
functions from 2009 onwards.

As a consequence to these signals AHB moved to actively promote the importance of
regional funding both at a national level and with the particular Councils who had
signalled exiting intentions. It's fair to say that the matter became somewhat “political”
with high level ministerial interest in the position regions were taking. Around about the
same time the RAC were working with Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry (MAF) and
Department of Conservation (DoC) around the concept of “Crown and Good Neighbour”
with respect to regional pest programmes. This included a meeting with the Minister
where both AHB and “Good Neighbour” matters were broached. Pleasingly for our
sector the Minister has agreed with the principle of good Neighbour and MAF are
currently working on what that means — that work is due for completion in September this
year. In a nutshell the Minister is keenly interested in the position each region takes over
the AHB funding. At a time where the sector is emphasising its ‘value proposition” to the
Govt and NZ many are seeing participation in the Tb effort of NZ as a tactical
opportunity. The net result is that all regions have signalled a funding contribution to the
Tb effort in some shape or form.

The AHB issue has been bouncing around the sector for some time. Earlier last year the
RAC felt that there would be benefit in establishing a Sector View on the matter. This
was intended to be a high level ‘principle statement” that could be communicated to AHB
and the Minister. Regional Councils as a whole ultimately resolved to support the role of
Animal Health Board and resolved to leave the funding question to each Region. They
also supported a number of principles and guidelines for a potential funding model going
forward.

a. Any funding formula would need to be more transparent and easy to understand.

b. Regional Councils (RC) only had an interest in funding possum control activities
(and not National or monitoring costs which were seen to have limited or no
Regional benefit).

c. Funding and management programmes would need to correspond and align with
Councils annual and long term planning processes.

d. Reporting and feedback would need to be improved.

Late in 2009 AHB undertook a survey of a number of rural ratepayers where they posed
questions regarding future regional funding. The Survey effectively asked two main
questions.

1. How important is Tb control to the region? Result 93% said yes.
2. Do you support a regional funding (as a Levy)for the Tb programme ?
Result — 53% yes.

Based on these results AHB believes there is a clear mandate to pose the question of
regional levy fund via the upcoming Annual Plan. Please not the reintroduction of this
service results in a Community Plan Amendment being triggered.
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Historical funding of Animal Health Board is attached as table 1. This table illustrates the

level of funding by this Council which has averaged 13% over this time. Total Animal
Health Board investment in the Region has been $62 million.

Table 1. Animal Health Board Spend and HRCs contribution

Animal Health Board Spend (‘000s)
Year 00/01 | 01/02 | 02/03 | 03/04 | 04/05 | 05/06 | 06/07 | 07/08 | 08/09 | 09/10 T/?J/AGL
Regional
Spend | $5.753 | $8,055 | $8,593 | $6,048 | $5,180 | $6,576 | $6,116 | $6,417 | $4,600 | $4,900 | $62,241
(AHB)
Horizons 1 ¢4 6q> | 1274 | $937 | $588 | $641 | $852 | $677 | $800 | $500 | $400 | $8.364
Contribution i ’ ’
% 29.4% | 158% | 10.9% | 9.7% | 12.4% | 13.0% | 11.1% | 12.5% | 10.9% | 82% | 13.4%

* all figures based upon bimonthly reporting to Environment Committee

23.

It may aid Council in their deliberations to understand what proportion of the Regional

spend is for vector control (mainly possums) and what proportion is spent on such
activities as monitoring, surveys, administration and national costs. Table 2 shows this
trend over time. HRCs investment in its PCO programme is provided for comparison. For
the 5 years were this split was available, approximate 73% ($21 mil of $28 mil) of all
Animal Health Board expenditure has been on vector control.

Table 2: Regional Spend on Possum Control

Regional Spend (Possum Control) (‘000s)

Animal Health Board (Vector Control)

Year 00/01 | 01/02 | 02/03 | 03/04 | 04/05 | 05/06 | 06/07 | 07/08 | 08/09 | 0910 TC;LAGL /
Regional Spend
(AHB) ($ 000) $5,753 | $8,055 | $8,593 | $6,048 | $5,180 | $6,576 | $6,116 | $6,417 | $4,600 | $4,900 | $62,241
Spend on Possum $5,382 | $4,822 | $3,486 | $3,746 | $3,700 | $21,136
Area of Possum
Control (AHB) (Ha) 616,404 | 545,001 | 316,655 | 340,279 | 371,146 | 2,189,485
$/Ha $8.73 $8.85 | $11.01 | $11.01 $9.97 $9.65

HRC (PCO Programme)
Area OF Possum
Control (HRC) (Ha) 171,472 | 298,882 | 384,597 | 534,597 | 1,389,548
Regional Spend
(HRC) ($ 000) $1,521 $1,447 | $1,802 | $2,169 $6,941
$/Ha $8.87 $4.84 $4.69 $4.06 $5.00
24, In its submission to Councils Annual Plan the Animal Health Board has provided a

forecast of proposed expenditure in the Region for the next three years through to
2012-13. This information is provided in Table 3.




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Table 3: Estimated costs and area of Animal Health Board pro
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ramme in Horizons Region

| BN |, | [, | muan |,
Control $5,863,214 79% $5,786,816 83% $3,301,484 86%
Survey $1,069,903 14% $888,309 13% $334,227 9%
Monitoring $436,714 6% $223,909 3% $178,938 4%
Post Mortem $35,105 1% $38,448 1% $15,810 1%
Totals: $7,404,936 100% | $6,937,482 $3,830,459 100%
| BRI |, | @aam [ onan |,
Control 326,459 39% 311,780 40% 174,660 42%
Survey 350,214 42% 312,357 40% 162,689 39%
Monitoring 165,594 19% 159,708 20% 80,703 19%
Totals: 842,267 100% 783,845 100% 418,052 100%

The Animal Health Board have indicated that the 2010-11 figures are fairly ‘tight’ with
subsequent years a little less so due mainly to the uncertainty of what is ultimately
adopted in their new NBMS which is currently notified and considering submissions.

The Animal Health Board hold the view that the total management package is critical to
the Regions control of bovine Tb and therefore are seeking support from this Council to
the tune of $740,000 in 2010-11, this being a 10% share of the total Regional costs of the
NBMS programme excluding national costs.

AHB view is that any shortfall in funding will impact on progress toward, in the first
instance, eradication programmes in many parts of the Region. Secondly, funding
shortfalls will also potentially impact on Central Governments and Industries investment
in the NBMS. For example the Animal Health Board are of the view that any shortfall in
funding by Regional Councils will be matched by a pro rata reduction in Treasury
funding. In this way for every $100,000 reduction in funding by RCs Government funding
would reduce by between $400,000 and $900,000.

Council will have a view on what is the most appropriate level of funding or could also
choose to reconfirm their current LTCCP stance of no funding after June 2010. There are
also a range of options that fall between these extremes that Council may also wish to
explore.

Should Council choose to fund Animal Health Board going forward, irrespective of the
level of investment, it would seem there is some support from this Council to recover any
costs via a targeted levy/rate on behalf of the Animal Health Board. That is, recovering
100% of these costs as a levy on all rateable land over 4ha in size. Again there are other
variations on the rating model including proportioning some cost on a general rate basis.
Whatever funding model is used it needs to ensure it recognises that the main
beneficiaries of the investment. Given the 100% rural target rate model finds favour with
Council, a decision on the appropriate level or quantum of funding may be further
influenced by the question of affordability; or to what level the rural community could
support an increase in rates, all be it a levy collected by this Council on behalf of Animal
Health Board. Table 4 illustrates the cost to the rural community of various funding levels
should this targeted levy funding model ultimately be adopted.
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Table 4: Targeted rate cost for various funding options (incl. GST)

Total Levy Cost per Hectare Rate Impact (%)
$200,000 $0.1238 0.60%
$300,000 $0.1858 0.90%
$400,000 $0.2477 1.20%
$500,000 $0.3096 1.50%
$586,000 $0.3629 1.77%
$600,000 $0.3716 1.80%
$700,000 $0.4335 2.10%
$740,000 $0.4583 2.24%
$800,000 $0.4954 2.40%

NB: Rateable area over 4ha in size =1,614,629ha

30. Finally, given the significant of this decision Council may choose to seek community
feedback and/or support for more than one option via it's 2010-11 Annual Plan.

PROPOSAL
31. At its last workshop Council indicated that they favoured investigating further a small
range of options of several available. These options for consideration were:
a. Confirm current LTCCP position (i.e Nil funding from 2010-11 onwards)
b. Partial funding consistent with the Sector view on Animal Health Board funding
(i.e 10% funding for possum control only on rateable land)
c. Partial funding of all possum control only (10% funding for possums on all land
types)
d. Partial funding of all operations in the Region (i.e 10% of Regional Total)
e. Full funding (i.e as per Animal Health Board estimates including Strategy

implications).

32. Also at this workshop Council indicated that a Targeted Rate Levy was the preferred
option for funding Animal Health Board IF funding was the ultimate outcome of
deliberations. They also indicated that there was a preference to seek community
feedback on any decision made with regard to Animal Health Board funding.

33. An analysis of these four funding options is provided in table 5 with the rating impact for
comparison purposes.

2010-11 2011-12
Option Rate Rate
$000s Impact $000s Impact

Option 1: Confirm LTCCP 0 0 0 0
Option 2: Partial funding (10% of rateable) 400 ** 1.20% 400 ** 1.14%
Option 3: Partial Funding (10% of all) *' 580 1.76% 570 1.63%
Option 4: Partial Funding (Regional) *' 740 2.24% 690 1.97%
Option 5: Full Funding (All) *' 920 2.79% 920 2.63%

Note 1: Best estimate based on information provided as at 10 February 2010
Note 2: HRC estimate only
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