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Resource Management Committee Meeting 
(Te Huinga Tu) 

A G E N D A 
(Rarangi Take) 

1. Welcome (Haere mai)

2. Apologies (Ngā Pa Pouri)

3. Declarations of Interest

4. Public Forum, Petitions and Deputations (He Huinga tuku korero)

5. Confirmation of Minutes (Whakau korero)
o Committee Meeting 10 May 2022
o Matters Arising

6. Chairman’s Report (verbal)

7. Planning and Science Group

7.1 Te Tai o Poutini Plan Update 
7.2 Planning and Resource Science Group Report 

8. Consents and Compliance Group

8.1 Consents Report 
8.2 Compliance Report 

9. General Business

H Mabin   
Chief Executive 



Purpose of Local Government 
The reports contained in this agenda address the requirements of the Local Government Act 2002 in relation 
to decision making.  Unless otherwise stated, the recommended option promotes the social, economic, 
environmental and cultural well-being of communities in the present and for the future.   

Health and Safety Emergency Procedure  
In the event of an emergency, please exit through the emergency door in the Council Chambers. 
If you require assistance to exit, please see a staff member. Once you reach the bottom of the stairs make 
your way to the assembly point at the grassed area at the front of the building.  Staff will guide you to an 
alternative route if necessary. 

Please note that due to Covid restrictions there are limits to the number of people permitted within the 
Council Chambers. 
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THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE  
HELD ON 10 MAY 2022 AT THE OFFICES OF THE WEST COAST REGIONAL COUNCIL, 

388 MAIN SOUTH ROAD, GREYMOUTH, COMMENCING AT 10:32 AM. 

PRESENT: 

S Challenger (Chair), A. Birchfield, P. Ewen, D. Magner, B. Cummings, J. Hill, L. Coll McLaughlin. 

IN ATTENDANCE: 

H Mabin (Chief Executive), via zoom), J Armstrong (TTPP Project Manager) (via zoom), C. Helem (Consents & 
Compliance Manager) (via zoom), Lillie Sadler (Planning Team Leader), R Vaughan (Acting Planning & Resource 
Science Manager) (via zoom), N Costley (Manager Strategy & Communications). 

Also present:  Brendon McMahon (Grey Star), member of the public 

1. WELCOME

Cr Challenger opened the meeting and read the prayer.  

2. APOLOGIES

F Tumahai and J Douglas were apologies for the meeting. 

Moved: (Birchfield/Coll McLaughlin) that the apologies be accepted. 
Carried 

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

There were no declarations of interest. 

4. PUBLIC FORUM, PETITIONS AND DEPUTATIONS

There was no public forum.   

PRESENTATION 

There was no presentation. 

5. MINUTES

The Chairman asked the meeting if there were any changes to the minutes of the previous meeting.  There 
were no corrections. 

Moved: (Magner/Cummings) that the minutes of the previous Resource Management Committee meeting 
dated 12 April 2022 be confirmed as correct. 

Carried 
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Matters Arising 

There were no matters arising. 

6. CHAIR’S REPORT (VERBAL UPDATE)

There was no report for this month. 

REPORTS 

7. PLANNING AND RESOURCE SCIENCE GROUP

7.1 TE TAI O POUTINI PLAN UPDATE 

J Armstrong spoke to this report.  She thanked the people of the West Coast for providing getting involved and 
providing feedback.  She outlined the proposed process for the Plan prior to notification. 

The Chair asked about the timeframe for the rest of the process following submissions.  J Armstrong 
acknowledged that this was uncertain given the possibility of appeals, mediation etc, but the whole process 
would be likely to take a couple of years.  The Chair noted the consultation that had been undertaken would 
hopefully reduce some of the matters requiring a hearing.  J Armstrong confirmed that this might be the case 
on some matters. 

Cr Cummings asked about whether there was any idea of what land would be left once the SNAs, hazard areas, 
etc had been taken out.  J Armstrong said that staff were looking in to some of that, but in many cases these 
areas are layered on top of each other, so it is not an accumulation of land that is an ONL with a separate SNA, 
but are often over the same areas.  She advised that work is being done to estimate the extent of private land 
is that is affected. 

Cr Ewen advised that Iwi recently had an area of land excluded by a decision of the Court, which became 
caselaw and set a precedent.  He asked whether it this would assist private landowners if they were of the 
same mind to do the same thing for their land, and asked if this would create problems.  J Armstrong 
responded that she was under the impression that this was not under caselaw, but if that was the case then 
that was fine.  People would need to get reports which outlined why it was not an SNA, for example.   

Cr Ewen felt that the Plan Committee should be conscious that other parties had raised the same thing.    Cr 
Coll McLaughlin clarified explained the process as she understood it, noting that a large number of areas that 
had now been excluded or refined.  She said she thought there would be a number of submissions from people 
whose land was clearly developed, seeking their land be removed from those overlays. 

Cr Cummings asked whether, if an ONL had an exotic tree on it, it could be defined as an outstanding Natural 
landscape.  J Armstrong said that it could be, for example if it was identified because of its vista from the coast. 
The rock formation would be the natural element.   

Moved (Cummings/Hill) That the report is noted.  

Carried 

7.2 PLANNING AND RESOURCE SCIENCE GROUP REPORT   
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L Sadler spoke to this report and took it as read.  She advised the Committee of an update in a submission on 
the Parliamentary Commissioner’s report ‘Space Invaders’ regarding weed issues.  This submission had been 
circulated, and will be lodged shortly.   

Cr Birchfield noted that there was a list of questions that the government was seeking responses to, in the 
climate change discussion document.   

Cr Coll McLaughlin was pleased to see the reference to sphagnum moss. 

Cr Coll McLaughlin noted that the formation of plans was prescribed in the national planning standards, and 
asked what was required for changes to existing planning documents.  L Sadler responded that changes 
required to existing documents by the national planning standards are not required to go through the RMA 
Schedule 1 notification and submissions process as long as there are no more than minor or consequential 
amendments to plans.  Staff are working to this requirement and do not anticipate a need to notify the changes 
to the RPS. 

Cr Ewen provided a paper which included pictures of Coal Creek/Seven Mile Creek catchments and how much 
material had washed down the riverbed, following incredible rainfall intensity.  He offered to provide his 
information paper for Council files.  He said this is the sort of issue that will affect other creeks on the Coast. 
He also noted a typing error ‘Franz Josef’ in the report.   

Regarding air quality, he noted the previous changes to standards where areas such as Reefton had done the 
right thing but the standards to meet were continually changing. He said he was sceptical about the changes 
and that they were designed to fail. 

Moved ( Coll McLaughlin/ Cummings): 

1. That the report is received; and
2. That the Committee agrees with the updated staff advice in Appendix 1 to the report about which

national documents to submit on.

Carried 

8. CONSENTS & COMPLIANCE GROUP

8.1   CONSENTS REPORT 

C. Helem spoke to this report and took it as read.  He updated the Committee on consent activities in the
District as per his report.  He advised that the Westland Minerals Sands decision was due to be released
tomorrow.

Cr Cummings asked whether a resource consent was needed to bury tyres.  C Helem responded in the 
affirmative. 

Moved (Cummings / Hill) That the May 2022 report of the Consents Group is received. 
Carried 

8.2   COMPLIANCE REPORT 

C. Helem took the Committee through this report.

Cr Birchfield asked for information about the complaint regarding water takes in the Grey Valley catchment.  
C Helem advised that they had received an enquiry from Fish & Game, who had received some complaints 
from members about low flows and water takes.  Staff have followed up and could not substantiate the 
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complaints so far but more follow-up was planned.  There was also heavy rain after these complaints were 
received, which has alleviated the low flows for now. 

Cr Birchfield asked about works under the Waimangaroa Bridge.  C Helem advised that they met with a person 
downstream of the bridge who had some concerns about the works, to discuss any issues.  Cr Birchfield noted 
he was receiving a number of calls from landowners concerned about being able to do repair works following 
the floods.  C Helem confirmed that they had undertaken an educative approach, and could do further comms 
on this as to what is permitted.  His team is happy to talk to anyone with questions.  Cr Ewen noted that a 
common sense approach should be taken to complaints, as it is the nature of the events on the Coast that 
works are required following rainfall events in the wet bed of the river to fix banks etc.  C Helem agreed, noting 
that this work was necessary following events.   

Cr Cummings asked who was responsible for creeks through DoC land.  C Helem explained that the Regional 
Council controlled activities in the bed of rivers, regardless of who owned the land.   

Moved:  (Ewen / Magner)  That the May 2022 report of the Compliance Group is received. 

Carried 

9. GENERAL BUSINESS

Cr Ewen asked that a list of consents that have gone to private consultants for processing be provided to 
Council in writing, at future meetings.  H Mabin agreed to provide this.  C Helem confirmed that there were 
currently no consents out with consultants for processing, other than those applied for by the Regional Council 
itself.   

The meeting closed at 11:19 a.m. 

………………………………… 
Chair 

…………………………………. 
Date 
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Report to: Resource Management Committee Meeting Date: 14 June 2022 
Title of Item:  Te Tai o Poutini Plan Update  
Report by: Jo Armstrong, Project Manager  
Reviewed by:  Heather Mabin, Chief Executive  
Public excluded? No 

Report Purpose  
Update the Resource Management Committee (RMC) on matters relating to the Te Tai o Poutini Plan 
Committee.   

Report Summary 
The TTPP Committee met on 17 May 2022. They received further reports incorporating more than minor 
feedback from the Exposure Draft consultation. 

The TTPP Committee will make its decision about approving the proposed Plan for notification at its 21 
June meeting. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that Resource Management Committee resolve to: 
1. Note the report.

Issues and Discussion 

Papers incorporating feedback from draft plan consultation were presented on a variety of topics. 
Discussion included: 

• Existing use rights for activities already underway before TTPP becomes operative. We have
received queries about this from the public and developed an information sheet which will
be available with the proposed Plan.

• Westport specific zoning and natural hazards provisions to acknowledge the proposed
protection works. Councillors thanked the TTPP planners for their work on this in response
to community feedback.

• Sites and areas of significance to Māori which have been identified and mapped by Poutini
Ngāi Tahu Kaiwhakahaere and staff. This is a significant body of work that had not previously
been undertaken across the whole of the West Coast.

• Mapping Significant Natural Areas in Westland and Buller. Committee members brought back 
to the Committee the majority decisions of their councils, to include a provision in TTPP that
SNAs would be mapped within 5 years. This was in response to the legal imperative in the
West Coast Regional Policy Statement policy 1A which states “Areas of significant indigenous
vegetation and significant habitats of indigenous fauna will be identified using the criteria in
Appendix 1; they will be known as Significant Natural Areas (SNAs) and will be mapped in the
relevant regional plan and district plans.”

Consultation on the Proposed Te Tai o Poutini Plan 

If approved, the Proposed Te Tai o Poutini Plan will be publicly notified in July, with submissions being 
received until 30 September 2022.  

Consultation will include advertising in all West Coast papers. There will be public meetings to summarise 
the Plan, look at local issues, answer questions and encourage submissions. A variety of place-based and 
Plan user information sheets will be available, and some radio advertising has been arranged. 
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Importantly, a comprehensive information sheet will be mailed to every West Coast ratepayer at 
notification. 
 
TTPP is primarily an e-plan to be accessed online. This makes Plan navigation and map viewing much 
easier. For those who prefer paper copies, or without internet access, hard copies of the proposed Plan 
and submissions forms will be placed at 19 venues from Karamea to Haast. Map books will also be 
produced in hard copy to accompany the proposed Plan at these venues. 
 
Public meetings will be scheduled over 2 weeks in August for many of the places that have displayed the 
hard copies, and public tutorial sessions will be held at the 4 main libraries. 
 
 
For more detailed information please see the latest Project Manager’s Report at: https://ttpp.nz/wp-
content/uploads/2022/05/TTPP-Monthly-Report-31-May-2022.pdf 
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Report to:  Resource Management Committee Meeting Date: 14 June 2022 
Title of Item: Planning and Resource Science Report  
Report by: Lillie Sadler, Planning Team Leader  
Reviewed by:  Rachel Vaughan, Acting Planning and Science Manager 
Public excluded? No 

Report Purpose  

To update the Committee on Planning and Resource Science developments over the last month and seek their 
agreement on the updated staff advice in Appendix 1.  

Recommendations  

It is recommended that the Committee resolve to: 

1.    Receive the report; and 
2.          Agree with the updated staff advice in Appendix 1 about which national documents to submit on. 

 

Issues and Discussion 
 
Planning 
 
Anticipated documents to be notified for submissions 
The Table in Attachment 1 is updated based on recent updates from the Ministry for the Environment. Updated 
information is shown with underline.  
 
Submission lodged 
The submission on the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s report: “Space Invaders: Te Kaitiaki 
Taiao a Te Whare Pāremata: A review of how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten native ecosystems” 
was lodged on 2 June 2022. A copy of the submission accompanies this report as Attachment 2.  
 
Staff have circulated the submission on the National Adaption Plan.  Staff attended workshops held on 10 and 
17 May, along with other NZ Council staff, and shared WCRC’s initial thoughts on New Zealand’s first national 
adaptation plan.    In Attachment 3 is feedback on National Adaptation Plan from the Ministry on what they 
heard. 
 
Envirolink report on Inanga spawning sites schedule review 
Envirolink funding was obtained to review the Inanga (whitebait) spawning sites Schedules in the Land and 
Water Plan (L&WP) and proposed Regional Coastal Plan (pRCP), as part of implementing the National Policy 
Statement for Freshwater Management (Policy 9), and the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (Policy 11). 
The information in the Schedules was old (2007) and needed updating. The reviewer collated all old and new 
data on West Coast spawning areas, and developed shapefiles showing riparian areas along rivers and creeks 
where spawning has previously occurred. The updated areas will be added to the two Plans in the next 12-18 
months as part of the L&WP freshwater plan change, and the pRCP full review.   
 
Stewardship Land Review 
The Stewardship Land Review National Panel has released their recommendations on proposed 
reclassifications of 504 pieces of Stewardship Land (SL) on the West Coast, for public feedback. They include: 
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• Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu having management input over 182,000 ha of historic reserve land (28%), 
which includes three mountain passes with significant historical importance to Ngai Tahu as 
pounamu and kai trading trails; 

• 54% to go into conservation park (347,000 ha); 
• 12% to go into national parks (77,000 ha); 
• 0.01% of SL can be disposed of; 
• Other small areas for scenic and other reserves. 

 
The Ngāi Tahu Mana Whenua Panel also reviewed the SL, and both agrees and disagrees with the National 
Panel on certain areas.  

Existing concessions for tourism activities or grazing licences, for example, can continue for the duration of the 
concession. 

Recommendations are still to be made on 140,000ha of SL in South Westland. This includes river flats with ‘run 
of the river’ grazing licences on areas that have been held for decades by families across several generations. 
For example, parts of the Mahitahi, Okuru and Turnbull Rivers.  

The opportunity to provide feedback opened on 30 May and closes on 26 July. Feedback is to be lodged with 
the Department of Conservation (DOC). 

A large scale map is attached to this report (Refer Attachment 4).  Staff will review detailed maps and reports 
showing proposed reclassifications and circulate a submission for review.  If members consider there are 
effects of the land reclassification, then please contact Rachel Vaughan or Lillie Sadler to discuss.   

NPSIB Exposure Draft 
The Exposure Draft of the National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity (NPSIB) is expected to be 
released soon. Staff will review this, giving consideration to WCRC’s submission on the previous version. 
 
Exposure Drafts of NPSFM and NESF changes 
MFE have released, on 31 May, Exposure Drafts of their changes to the National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management (NPSFM) and the National Environmental Standard for Freshwater (NESF). The 
changes include amendments to the definition of natural wetlands, the NESF Wetland Regulations, and other 
technical changes to various parts. 
 
https://consult.environment.govt.nz/freshwater/npsfm-and-nesf-exposure-draft/ 

Feedback closes 10 July. Staff will review the changes and advise in due course. 

Resource Science  

Hydrology 

Last month, in addition to the business-as-usual bi-monthly site inspections and maintenance, the hydrology 
team have been assessing sites for the Waterwatch Radar Project. This project will involve the installation of 
water level radar sensors on bridges the length of the West Coast to provide better information on river levels 
during flood events.  
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The team has also completed its first flow gauging at the new ‘Hokitika River at Kaniere Bridge’ site. A radar 
gun was used to capture velocities at high flows, and then the riverbed was surveyed at low flows using survey 
gear for the banks, and a gauging instrument attached to a kayak for across the channel. Our river monitoring 
sites only record water level, so flow gaugings are required to create a rating curve which turns the water level 
data into flow.  

 

 

Hydrology staff flow gauging at the Kaniere Bridge on the Hokitika River.  
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Staff assessing the suitability of the Paringa River Bridge for a water level radar sensor. 

Water Quality 

Covid and associated protocols are unfortunately continuing to disrupt workstreams. We have some 
interesting programmes planned for winter. A pesticide survey of groundwaters will be undertaken at a range 
of sites. This has never been undertaken consistently or with any detail on the West Coast.  Additionally, a 
number of sites will be surveyed for their aquatic faunal biodiversity using eDNA technology. This will help us 
meet requirements under the NPSFM 2020. eDNA is exciting new technology that detects genetic tracers of 
aquatic animals from water samples. eDNA has also been used to detect aquatic weeds.   

The team is progressing with electronic innovations in data collation and analysis, quality control, data 
presentation, and safety assessments. This will lead to more efficiencies both in the field and office, and assist 
with long term data integrity.  

The ‘expert panel’ process for developing the National Objectives Framework (NOF) for the Land and Water 
Plan continues with local and external scientists developing baseline water quality attribute states, as per the 
National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (NPSFM) requirements. Following this, the panel will 
provide options for potential policy integration that assist in achieving community and NPSFM needs.  

Air quality 

A survey of airborne particulates (PM 10 and PM 2.5), is now underway in Westport, with approximately 15 
devices deployed around Westport township. The purpose is to identify spatial and temporal patterns in 
particulate distributions. There are no compliance considerations with this spatial survey for individual 
households or councils under the National Environmental Standard for Air Quality (NESAQ). Results will assist 
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Council in determining whether further monitoring is required and where that might take place. Additionally, 
monitoring of NO2 and SO2 will be undertaken in Westport and Reefton this winter. These substances can be 
generated by a range of combustion processes.  

 

Attachments  

Attachment 1: Anticipated documents to be notified for submissions in 2022 

Attachment 2: Submission on Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment’s report: “Space Invaders: Te 
Kaitiaki Taiao a Te Whare Pāremata: A review of how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten native 
ecosystems” 

Attachment 3: Feedback from Ministry on staff workshop on National Adaptation Plan  

Attachment 4: Stewardship Land Review Map 
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Attachment 1: Anticipated documents to be notified for submissions in 2022 

 

Document Main points Closing date, or 
approximate period, 
for submissions 

Recommendation to submit or not 

National Adaptation Plan   The NAP will be an all of government strategy and 
action plan. The Plan will guide action on climate 
change adaptation between 2022 and 2026 and will 
respond to and prepare for the risks in New Zealand’s 
first climate change risk assessment. 

 

 3 June A submission is drafted as there are potential 
impacts on West Coast communities. 

Stewardship Land Review 
National Panel Report 

The National Panel and Ngāi Tahu Mana Whenua 
Panel have released their recommendations for 
proposed reclassification of 504 parcels of 
Stewardship Land on the West Coast.  

26 July To be advised 

Exposure Drafts of NPSFM 
and NESF changes 

 

Changes include to the definition of natural wetlands, 
the NESF wetland Regulations, and other technical 
changes to various parts. 

 

10 July To be advised 

Exposure Draft of the 
National Policy Statement 
on Indigenous Biodiversity 

Not known what changes will be made from the Draft 
NPSIB that Council submitted on in March 2020. 

Aiming to release in 
June for feedback. 

Likely need to make a submission as the West 
Coast will be affected unless the Exposure Draft 
provides for the region’s unique circumstances. 

  
Natural and Built 
Environments Bill 

First of two Bills giving effect to RMA reform, and 
replacing the RMA. This focuses on the setting of 
environmental limits and outcomes, environmental 

Expected to be 
introduced to 

To be advised in due course. 
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and land use planning and the governance of those 
activities. 

 The Bill was originally intended to be consulted on in 
late 2021, then early 2022. The timeframe has been 
further pushed out. 

Parliament in the 
third quarter of 2022. 

 

 Spatial Planning Bill Provides for the development of long-term (30 yrs 
minimum) regional spatial strategies that integrate 
land-use planning, environmental regulation, 
infrastructure provision and climate change response. 

Mandates use of spatial planning. 

Requires central govt, local govt, and mana whenua to 
work together to prepare a strategy. 

The Bill was originally intended to be consulted on in 
late 2021, then early 2022. The timeframe has been 
further pushed out. 

Expected to be 
introduced to 
Parliament in the 
third quarter of 2022. 

To be advised in due course. 

Aquaculture reform as part 
of resource management 
reform – MfE and MPI 

 

Fisheries NZ will be consulting on reforms to the 
aquaculture management system, as part of the 
resource management reforms. It will include 
consideration of Open Ocean Aquaculture.  

 

To be consulted on as 
part of the two new 
resource 
management Bills in 
the third quarter of 
2022. 

To be advised 

Climate Change Adaptation 
Bill 

This is the third new piece of legislation as part of the 
Resource Management Reform suite. It will focus on 
the necessary steps to address effects of climate 
change and natural hazards.  

 

Will deal with complex legal and technical issues (e.g. 
liability and compensation) around managed retreat.  

Consultation in 2023. To be advised in due course. 
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Attachment 2: Submission on Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment: “Space Invaders: Te 
Kaitiaki Taiao a Te Whare Pāremata: A review of how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten 
native ecosystems” 
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388 Main South Rd, Paroa 
P.O. Box 66, Greymouth 7840 
The West Coast, New Zealand 
Telephone (03) 768 0466 
Toll free 0508 800 118 
Facsimile (03) 768 7133 
Email info@wcrc.govt.nz 
www.wcrc.govt.nz 

 
 
 
2 June 2022 
 
Clerk of the Environment Committee  
Environment Committee and the Primary Production Committee  
en@parliament.govt.nz 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam  
 
Submission on Report of the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, “Te Kaitiaki Taiao a Te 
Whare Pāremata: Space invaders: A review of how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten native 
ecosystems” 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the discussion document regarding the review of 
how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten native ecosystems.  
 
Please find the West Coast Regional Council’s (WCRC or the Council) feedback attached.  Council 
consulted with its iwi partners, Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae and Te Rūnanga o Makaawhio (Poutini Ngāi 
Tahu or PNT), who are mana whenua on the West Coast/Tai Poutini, in the development of this 
submission.  
 
We welcome the opportunity to respond to this consultation.   
Our contact details for service are:  
 
Lillie Sadler 
Planning Team Leader 
West Coast Regional Council 
PO Box 66  
Greymouth 7840 
 
Phone: 021 190 6676 
Email: ls@wcrc.govt.nz  
 
We would be grateful for acknowledgement of receipt of our submission. 
 
Yours faithfully 

Rachel Vaughan on behalf of  
Heather Mabin 
Chief Executive Officer 
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West Coast Regional Council Submission on “Space invaders: A review of how New Zealand manages weeds 
that threaten native ecosystems” 
 
List of Feedback 
 
Feedback 1 

Any leadership should be accompanied by the appropriate level of resourcing.  Funding needs to be provided 

to support weed control, especially when the sources of uncontrolled weeds are not on private or locally 

managed land. 

 

Feedback 2 

Whatever policy direction is developed to give national directives, the WCRC supports: 

a) Working with regional councils to define what national priority weeds should be addressed by the 

region; 

b) Providing clear direction on the management of emerging weeds, including a requirement for 

regular, coordinated scanning and surveillance by Government Departments on Crown land; 

c) Appropriate funding support for any additional WCRC scanning and surveillance required for private 

land;  

d) Specifying roles to define what is to be done nationally, including any financial contributions by 

central government, and what is to be done regionally. 

Feedback 3 

Council does not support including a requirement for regular, coordinated scanning and surveillance of pest 

plants by regional councils, beyond what is already  undertaking to deliver legislative functions under the 

Biosecurity Act, without additional support and resources.   

 

Feedback 4 

WCRC supports MPI and DOC officials working with regional councils to define what national priority weeds 

should be addressed by the region.  WCRC believe that the Crown and DOC should be better resourced to 

address native ecosystem weeds on their own land.  

 

Feedback 5 

WCRC supports Recommendation 5 but seeks that Recommendation 5 includes:  

a) A provision that a national approach would account for specific risks to local Communities from 

different weed species; 

b) Crown entities are better resourced to control weeds on their properties; 
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c) Regional scanning and surveillance to be resourced by central government; 

d) Iwi and hapu are appropriately resourced to contribute to national policy direction on scanning and 

surveillance; 

e) Training schemes are established to ensure rangitahi are appropriately trained and resourced to 

contribute to the national approach. 

 

Feedback 6 

WCRC supports Recommendation 6 and would contribute expertise and local knowledge to a database. 

 

Feedback 7 

WCRC supports Recommendation 7 but seeks that Recommendation 7 includes:  

a) A provision that a national database would account for the local risk of newly emerging native 

ecosystem weeds; 

b) Recognition that Crown entities are better resourced to identify newly emerging weeds on their 

properties; 

c) Regional scanning and surveillance to be resourced by central government; 

d) Iwi and hapu are appropriately resourced to contribute to scanning and co-ordinated management 

of newly emerging native ecosystem weeds. 

 

 

Introduction 

 
The West Coast Regional Council (the WCRC) appreciates the opportunity to submit on “Space invaders: A 

review of how New Zealand manages weeds that threaten native ecosystems.” 

 

The Council recognises some of the concerns and risks raised about exotic weed species. The specific areas of 

concern for the West Coast Community are: 

 

1) Effects of uncontrolled weed growth on Department of Conservation and Crown land affecting 

production land. Crown land includes reserves, national parks, roads and riverbeds.   

2) Department of Conservation land can be a significant source of weed growth. It is unsustainable 

for local ratepayers to be expected to meet national direction when the seed source is unrateable 

land. 
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3) The lack of co-ordination between the biosecurity advantages of Crown concessions and leases, 

and the Acts that provide for such concessions and leases.   

4) The direct cost to the West Coast Community to fulfil national pathway and directions. 

 

 
About the Submitter 
 

The West Coast Regional Council (WCRC) is the local authority for a region covering a vast area with a sparse 

population. Extending from Kahurangi Point in the north to Awarua Point in the south, this is the approximate 

distance from Wellington to Auckland. 

 
Map of New Zealand to highlight 600km length of West Coast Region compared to distance between 
Auckland and Wellington 
 

The 

West Coast is predominantly rural and sparsely populated. WCRC works closely with the regions’ three 

territorial authorities (the Buller, Grey and Westland District Councils). Outside of the main towns of Westport, 

Greymouth, Reefton and Hokitika, the region’s relatively low population of approximately 32,600 is spread 

across smaller settlements and rural communities. It is important that any changes to the way weeds are 
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currently managed is beneficial to the social, economic, and cultural well-being of all West Coast communities 

and the natural environment. 

 

Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Waewae and Te Rūnanga o Makaawhio (Poutini Ngāi Tahu – PNT) are mana whenua of Te 

Tai o Poutini (the West Coast). Our Mana Whakahono ā Rohe (Resource Management Act - Iwi Participation 

Arrangement) captures the intent of the Council and Poutini Ngāi Tahu to progress our relationship in 

accordance with the Treaty of Waitangi partnership between iwi and the Crown.   

 

The Conservation Estate comprises 84.17% of the West Coast land area, with an additional 1.55% administered 

by Land Information New Zealand (LINZ). This leaves 14.28% of land available for private ownership. The land 

in the Conservation estate and Crown ownership is not rateable by local authorities.  

 

Primary industries account for 23% of the Region’s economy. 

 
Figure 1 West Coast Annual Economic Profile 2021 Share of total GDP. Source: Infometrics 

 
 
Specific West Coast Issues 

Uncontrolled weed growth on Department of Conservation (DOC) and Crown land affecting production land  

Note that Crown land includes reserves, national parks, roads and riverbeds.   

 

Given that the West Coast has extensive areas of DOC estate, weed growth is noticeable to adjacent private 

landowners. This is especially apparent where landowners adjacent to DOC and Crown Land are undertaking 
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extensive weed control for things like gorse, buddleia, broom and wilding conifers1.  DOC land is a significant 

source of weed growth, it is unsustainable for local ratepayers to be expected to meet national direction for 

weed control when the seed source may be from unrateable land.   

 

With more land being retired from farming due to Government putting an end to the tenure review and 

seeking to reclassify stewardship land, more land will need to be managed by already scarce DOC resources.  

The Council does not wish to be in a position of increasing their functions for biosecurity management when 

the source of weeds is from land that the Government has taken out of production. 

 

The lack of co-ordination between the biosecurity advantages of crown concessions and leases, and the Acts 

that provide for such concessions and leases   

Some uses of Crown land are effective at controlling unwanted weeds such as gorse, broom and buddleia, on 

‘river run’ grazing lease blocks in remote braided rivers in South Westland.  Unfortunately, stock fencing 

regulations, law changes on Crown pastoral land and Conservation policy does not support this practice.  

Landowners are concerned that if more land goes out of production through revoking of leases, weed control 

of DOC and Crown land may be compromised due to a lack of resources. 

 

Likewise, there is an impact on the Conservation estate from private land.  This is because the pest plants are 

often planted as ornamentals on private land, and subsequently spread into conservation land negatively 

affecting the environment.  

 

WCRC are concerned that any additional responsibilities given to the Council for weed control as required by 

national directive will need to be funded by property rates.  This is a direct cost to the West Coast community 

to fulfil potential national pathway and directions.  Bearing in mind that the West Coast has an extremely small 

and sparse population, and an extensive land area to administer, any additional functions will create a 

noticeable increase in the rating burden.  

 

 

Comment on Specific recommendations in the report 

“Recommendation 1: The Minister for Biosecurity and the Minister of Conservation should provide clearer 

direction on the priority to be accorded to managing native ecosystem weeds that are already present in New 

Zealand.” 

 

 
1 https://www.stuff.co.nz/business/farming/opinion/125742579/farmers-a-cut-above-doc-in-caring-for-crown-land 
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WCRC comment: A national priority system with a focus on native ecosystem weeds may not gain the support 

of communities.  The clear direction would allow focus on specific weed species, however, there is a risk that 

a national approach would not account for specific risks to local communities from different weed species. The 

risks are that regional climate variation or production needs would not be taken into account. 

   

The other issue is a national approach requires support from local communities.  There are several reasons for 

a national approach not gaining support from a local community, such as: 

• New Zealand has a range of climates, this means many weeds thrive in some areas, but will never create 

an impact in others.  This can only be known by people who understand local conditions. 

• Weeds may impact communities differently depending on the types of production undertaken on land.  

For example, weeds impacting or spreading due to pastoral production differ from the risk in forested 

areas.  

• There is a perception that crown agencies should focus on managing Crown owned land and properly 

manage any risk to ratepayers from weed control. 

• Private landowners can take an equal role to assess the risk of weed species on private land, but private 

landowners are unlikely to support additional biosecurity costs through regional council rates. 

 

“Recommendation 2: The Director-General of the Ministry for Primary Industries (Biosecurity New Zealand) and 

the Director-General of the Department of Conservation should jointly provide leadership for managing native 

ecosystem weeds that are already present in New Zealand.” 

 

Feedback 1 

Any leadership should be accompanied by resourcing.  Funding needs to be provided to support weed 

control, especially when the sources of uncontrolled weeds are not on private or locally managed land. 

 

Page 5 of the report states that: “If national resources need to be called upon, it is much harder to mount an 

economic case.”  This infers that any national leadership will be requiring additional responsibility to be taken 

on by regional councils, which creates a burden on local Communities.   

 

Feedback 2 

Whatever policy direction is developed to give national directives, the WCRC supports: 

e) Working with regional councils to define what national priority weeds should be addressed by the 

region; 
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f) providing clear direction on the management of emerging weeds, including a requirement for 

regular, coordinated scanning and surveillance by Government Departments on Crown land; 

g) Support for any additional WCRC scanning and surveillance on private land;  

h) specifying roles to define what is to be done nationally, including any financial contributions by 

central government, and what is to be done regionally. 

 

Feedback 3 

Council does not support including a requirement for regular, coordinated scanning and surveillance of pest 

plants by regional councils, beyond what WCRC already does under its Biosecurity Act functions, without 

additional support and resources.   

 

 

“Recommendation 3: In exercising that leadership, the two Director-Generals should require MPI and DOC 

officials to jointly develop (in collaboration with representatives from regional councils) national policy direction 

on native ecosystem weeds.”  

 

Feedback 4 

WCRC supports MPI and DOC officials working with regional councils to define what national priority weeds 

should be addressed by the region.  The WCRC do consider that the Crown and DOC should be better 

resourced to address native ecosystem weeds on their own land.  

 

 

“Recommendation 4: National policy direction specifically directed to native ecosystem 

weeds should be provided either: 

(a) by rewriting the existing National Policy Direction for Pest Management 2015 to include several 

targeted sections on the management of different pests already present in New Zealand 

– predators, browsers, invertebrates, pathogens, plants  

– including one specifically devoted to the management of native ecosystem weeds; or: 

(b) by amending section 56 of the Biosecurity Act 1993 to allow for multiple targeted national policy 

directions.” 

 

WCRC comment: The WCRC is concerned about the effect of directives from either method.  Whatever method 

is used will affect the functions of the WCRC and the ultimate cost to the community.  The document is not 

clear on administration of the required outcomes and who will resource any additional directives from either 
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the National Policy Direction for Pest Management 2015 (NPD) or changes to the Biosecurity Act 2015 (the 

Act). 

 

Under the NPD, if the National Direction requires additional drafting of pest and pathway management plans 

and small-scale management programmes for the WCRC, this will create costs in drafting of plans and 

programmes, as well as the cost to implement and administer the programmes.   

 

Under the Act, Section 56(2) allows for the national policy direction to ensure that activities under this Part 

provide the best use of available resources. This assumes a more targeted directive within available costs.  The 

WCRC does not currently plan any increase to its biosecurity budget due to higher priority matters such as 

hazard and freshwater management.  The WCRC urges the Committee to be mindful of ratepayer burden and 

resourcing when considering changes to the national biosecurity programme. If Councils are given more 

responsibilities for weed control at the local/regional level, such as expanding the RPPMP to include 

widespread weeds, Council would need more resourcing.  

If the additional programmes were to be resourced similar to the Jobs for Nature funding, then there may be 

an advantage to the WCRC as this could be resourced through the Council-owned VCS Business Unit.    

 

“Recommendation 5: Any national policy direction that includes policy on native ecosystem weeds should 

require engagement with iwi and hapū and contain the following minimum content: 

• provide clear direction on national priority weeds by: 

• requiring a group of experts to identify national priority weeds using a robust and transparent 

prioritisation process by a certain date; 

• requiring coordinated management of national priority weeds, once they have been determined; 

— providing clear direction on management when conflicting values arise; 

• requiring regular, proactive and coordinated surveillance and monitoring of the national priority 

weeds; 

• provide clear direction on the management of emerging weeds, including a requirement for regular, 

coordinated scanning and surveillance; and 

• specify roles to define what is to be done nationally, including any financial contributions by central 

government, and what is to be done regionally.” 

 

Feedback 5 

WCRC supports Recommendation 5 but seeks that recommendation 5 includes:  
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a) A provision that a national approach would account for specific risks to local Communities from 

different weed species; 

b) Crown entities are better resourced to control weeds on their properties; 

c) Regional scanning and surveillance is resourced from central government; 

d) Iwi and hapu are resourced to contribute to national policy direction on scanning and surveillance; 

e) Training schemes are established to ensure rangitahe are trained and resourced to contribute to the 

national approach. 

 

 

“Recommendation 6: The Ministry for Primary Industries should work with the Department of Conservation, 

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment, regional councils and relevant Crown Research Institutes to 

develop, administer and maintain a single authoritative and publicly accessible database of all exotic plants in 

New Zealand.” 

 

Feedback 6 

WCRC supports Recommendation 6 and would contribute expertise and local knowledge to a database. 

 

 

“Recommendation 7: The Ministry for Primary Industries, Department of Conservation and 

regional councils, working with iwi and hapu and other relevant organisations, should set 

up an ‘emerging risks team’ to scan for and coordinate management of newly emerging 

native ecosystem weeds.” 

 

Feedback 7 

WCRC supports Recommendation 7 but seeks that Recommendation 7 includes:  

e) A provision that a national database would account for local risk for newly emerging native ecosystem 

weeds; 

f) Crown entities are better resourced to identify newly emerging weeds on their properties; 

g) Regional scanning and surveillance is resourced from central government; 

h) Iwi and hapu are resourced to contribute to scanning and co-ordinated management of newly 

emerging native ecosystem weeds. 

 

 

This ends our feedback.  
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Attachment 3: Feedback from Ministry on staff workshop on National Adaptation Plan  

 

 

Ministry for the Environment from feedback on National Adaptation Plan 
Staff attended workshops held on 10 and 17 May, along with other NZ Council staff, and 

shared WCRC initial thoughts on New Zealand’s first national adaptation plan.    Below is the 

feedback from the Ministry on what they heard. 
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What we heard from you 
 
Clarity on central government funding for local government adaptation action  

Attendees noted the existing resource pressure from government reform programmes 

means more resources and financial support would be needed to effectively develop and 

implement local adaptation plans. Attendees also highlighted that while the plan integrates 

a whole of government work programme effectively, greater clarity is needed on local 

government responsibilities for carrying out actions in the plan as they expect their role to 

evolve as a result of the various pieces of reform. In particular, further detail was sought on 

central government’s financial contribution to funding adaptation action at a local level.  

Support for central government led tools and guidance  
Attendees generally agreed the draft national adaptation plan integrates a whole of 

government work programme effectively. They were supportive of the draft Plan’s focus on 

the provision of clear guidance, tools and funding, and specifically sought this kind of support 

to develop and implement local adaptation plans. They requested greater involvement in the 

development of MfE led tools and guidance to ensure it is fit for purpose.   

Interaction of the national adaptation plan with current and future work   
Attendees sought clarity about how the final national adaptation plan would interact with 

other central government policies, regulations, legislation and local government work 

programmes. Examples provided included the proposed National Policy Statement for 

Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL), Three Waters Reform, Control Act, Natural Hazards 

Insurance Bill, the Building Act and in particular, the National Policy Statement for 

Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB).   

Another example was local government infrastructure risk assessments that are already 

underway, nothing this is also an action in the draft national adaptation plan. A central 

government stock-take of local government adaptation projects already underway was 

recommended as action to help local government better coordinate action and avoid 

duplicating work.   

Consistent public messaging from central and local government  
Attendees suggested a national public communication strategy was needed to raise 

awareness of climate risks and adaptation action and noted that public messaging about local 
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action should come from local sources. Attendees also acknowledged the importance of 

individual responsibility and behavioural changes to build climate resilience. They suggested 

additional education actions could be included in the final national adaptation plan to 

encourage and enable individuals and businesses to better understand how they can adapt.  

More detailed comments were also captured in each of the breakout sessions. 

Managed retreat  
Attendees asked for more clarity on the role of local government, the availability of funds, 

and central government support for relocating communities and Pacific migrants. More 

information was sought on factors for managed retreat that weren’t raised in the 

consultation document eg, consideration of water availability. Attendees raised concerns 

about how managed retreat will ensure the equity of vulnerable groups, make financial 

support available for lower socioeconomic communities and provide trauma support for 

relocated individuals. More communication and engagement with the insurance industry 

was recommended to develop a stronger approach to helping community members with 

managed retreat. Attendees also expressed the need for more clarity in how managed 

retreat will be funded and by whom. Attendees advised this information was needed prior 

to 2023 to enable local government to plan more effectively.  
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Attachment 4: Stewardship Land Review Map 
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Report to:  Resource Management Committee Meeting Date: 14 June 2022 
Title of Item:   Consents Monthly Report  
Report by: Leah Templeman, Consents & Compliance Business Support Officer  
Reviewed by:  Colin Helem, Consents & Compliance Manager 
Public excluded? No  

 
Purpose  
 
For the Resource Management Committee to be kept informed of activities in the Consents department, and to 
provide an update on current matters.   
 
Summary 
 
This is the Consents report for May 2022 activities. 
 
Recommendation 
 

1. That the June 2022 report of the Consents Group be received. 
 
 
Site Visits 
 
One resource consent site visit was undertaken in the period 1 May 2022 to 31 May 2022:  
 
03/05/2022  RC-2022-0037   Alluvial gold mining application with applicant and the   

Prospect Resources Ltd  consultant. 
Fox River 

   

 
Non-notified Resource Consents Granted   
  
Six non-notified resource consent applications were granted in the period 01 May to 31 May 2022, as follows: 
 

RCF-2022-0043 
Baird Farms 
250 Bladier Road, Kokatahi 
 
 
 
RCF-2022-0045 
New Zealand Transport Agency  
Macs Creek 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RC-2022-0035 

  BBC Excavations Limited   
  Old Christchurch Road 

 
 

To discharge dairy effluent to land where it may enter surface and 
groundwater for stockholding areas, DS 274 Kokatahi. 
 
 
 
 
To disturb the riparian margins of Macs Creek while undertaking scour 
protection works. 
 
To disturb the bed of Macs Creek to undertake scour protection works. 
 
To divert water as a result of scour protection works, Macs Creek. 
 
To temporarily discharge sediment to water associated with scour 
works, Macs Creek. 
 
To construct a weir on the bed of Macs Creek. 
 
 
 
To take and use surface water from dredge ponds for the purposes of 
exploratory alluvial gold mining within EP 60557.  
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Changes to Consent Conditions  
 
Two applications to change consent conditions were granted in the period 01 May 2022 to 31 May 2022: 

Limited Notified and Notified Resource Consents Granted  
 
There were no applications for Limited Notified resource consents granted in the period 01 May to 31 May 2022. 
 

 

 
 
RC-2022-0047 
S.M. Lowe Contracting Ltd 
Mokihinui River 
 
 
 
 
RCF-2022-0046 
Waka Kotahi NZ Transport  
Unnamed Creek, Awatuna 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RCF-2022-0049 

  Springvale Trust   
  1410 Ikamatua Highway 

 
 

 
 
To disturb the dry bed of the Mokihinui River for the purpose of 
removing gravel. 
 
 
 
 
 
To disturb the bed and banks of an unnamed creek to undertake rock 
armouring and replace a culvert (Culvert 63), Awatuna. 
 
To divert water associated with rock protection structures and the 
installation of a culvert (Culvert 63), Awatuna. 
 
To replace a culvert (Culvert 63), unnamed creek Awatuna. 
 
 
 
To discharge dairy effluent to land where it may enter water for 
stockholding areas, DS514.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
RC10008-V1 
Totara Farms Ltd 
Totara Flat  
 
WS-2017-863-V1 
James Bernard Whyte 
Waiatoto River 
 
 

 
Variation to increase herd numbers. 
 
 
 
Variation to change the whitebait stand design  
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Report to:  Resource Management Committee Meeting Date: 14 June 2022 
Title of Item: Compliance and Enforcement Monthly Report   
Report by: Chris Barnes, Compliance Team Leader 
Reviewed by:  Colin Helem, Consents and Compliance Manager 
Public excluded: No  

 
Purpose  
For the Resource Management Committee to be kept informed of activities in the Compliance and Enforcement 
department, and to provide an update on current matters. 
 
Summary 
 
This is the Compliance and Enforcement report for May 2022 activities. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. That the June 2022 report of the Compliance Group be received. 
2. That the $100,000 bond for RC09084 Gold Stone Mining Group Ltd is released.  

 
Site Visits 
 
A total of 82 site visits were undertaken during the reporting period, which consisted of: 
 

Activity Number of Visits 

Resource consent monitoring 2 

Mining compliance & bond release 20 

Complaints 10 

Dairy farm 50 
 
This report covers the period of 30 April 2022 to 27 May 2022. 
 
• A total of 12 complaints and incidents were recorded.  
 
Non-Compliances   
 
There were 3 non-compliances that occurred during the reporting period.  
 
 

Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

Gold Mining 
Complaint received that a 
miner was operating outside 
of their consented hours.  

Stafford 

The miner was contacted 
and reminded of their 
consent conditions which 
state they must not operate 
before 8:00am on a 
Saturday. No further action 
was undertaken. 

Complaint 
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Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

Gold Mining 

Complaint received that 
Waimea Creek was 
discoloured with sediment 
laden water. 

Stafford 

The complaint was 
investigated, and the 
source of the discharge 
could not be found. The 
following morning the area 
was re-visited, and it was 
found that two separate 
gold mining operations 
were discharging to 
tributaries of Waimea 
Creek. Samples of the 
discharge were obtained 
from one site and have 
been analysed. The 
discharge contravened the 
limits in the miner’s 
resource consent. An 
infringement notice has 
been issued, the second site 
the discharge was minor 
but had been deemed to 
also be non-compliant, they 
have been issued a formal 
warning.    

Complaint 

Flooding 

Several complaints received 
about the diversion of a 
small creek that has caused 
flooding in an uncompleted 
subdivision.  

Kokiri 

This complaint had been 
investigated previously.  
The creek has now been put 
back into its original 
channel. Enquires are still 
ongoing. 

Complaint 

 
 
Other Complaints/Incidents 
 
Note: These are the other complaints/incidents assessed during the reporting period whereby the activity was found 
to be compliant, or non-compliance is not yet established at the time of reporting. 
 

Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

Earthworks 

Complaint received 
regarding the installation 
of a culvert and the 
potential draining of a 
wetland. 

Paroa 

A site visit was carried out 
and found that the culvert 
was installed in a drain so 
the occupier could access 
their property. No issues 
around the draining of a 
wetland were found. The 
work was compliant. 

Complaint 

Removal of Rock  

Complaint received 
about the removal of 
schist from a river.  
 

Kowhitirangi 

Complainant was informed 
of the permitted activity 
rules relating to the activity 
and they agreed the 
removal of schist would be 
within those rules.  

Complaint 
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Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

Works in the 
riparian margin 

Concern from a 
complainant that a road 
has been constructed 
between his property 
and an estuary.   

Little Wanganui 

Site visit carried out with 
the Buller District Council 
and found that a walking 
track had been formed 
through 80 metres of bush. 
The work did not breach any 
regional rules. 

Complaint 

Earthworks  

Complaint regarding 
earthworks carried out in 
an area which the 
complainant believes 
may be a wetland. 

Fairdown 

Site visit undertaken on the 
property which found the 
earthworks had been 
carried out on dry land that 
was overgrown in manuka. 
Historical aerial imagery 
shows that in 2013 the area 
was predominantly in 
pasture. No breach has been 
identified.  

Complaint 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Works in the bed of 
a river 

 
 
 
 
Several complaints 
relating to works carried 
out in Jones Creek 
causing issues 
downstream. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Birchfield 

A site visit was carried out 
and found that the works 
carried out were consented. 
It was also established that 
recent significant rain 
events that have caused 
slips within the catchments 
of Jones Creek are 
continually washing gravel 
and tree debris 
downstream, which are 
causing significant issues 
with the rail line and 
highway bridge.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Complaint 

 
 
 

Discharges to water  

 
Complaint received 
relating to ongoing issues 
with gold mining 
activities allegedly 
causing the degradation 
of the lower reaches of 
Waimea Creek. 
 

 
 
 
 

Stafford 

 
The complainant was 
assured that the council has 
been proactive in the 
monitoring of this area and 
has undertaken 
enforcement action when 
appropriate.   

 
 
 

Complaint 

 
Earthworks near or 
within a wetland. 

Complaint received that 
earthworks have been 
undertaken within the 
vicinity of a wetland.  

 
Virgin Flat 
Westport 

 
The site has been visited 
and enquiries are ongoing. 

 
Complaint 

 
 

Earthworks 

Complaint received that 
gold mining maybe  
occurring on a property 
that has a current gold 
mining application in 
progress.  

 
 

Kumara 

The site has been visited 
and no issues were found, 
the landowner was using  an 
excavator to clear a road 
and fence line. 

 
 

Complaint 
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Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

 
 
 

Coal fire smoke 

 
 
Complaint received that 
smoke from a domestic 
fire is causing health 
issues to the neighbours.  

 
 
 

Westport 

 
The complaint has been 
passed onto the Buller 
District Council as this is 
dealt with under the Health 
Act 1953. The BDC have 
been in touch with the 
complainant and are 
currently working through 
their concerns. 

 
 
 

Complaint 

 
 
 
Update on Previously Reported Ongoing Complaints/Incidents 
 
 

Activity Description Location Action/Outcome INC/Comp 

Earthworks 

Complaint received that 
earthworks have been 
undertaken within the 
vicinity of a wetland. 

Mitchells 

A site visit was carried out, 
and it was found that no 
works had been carried out 
in the vicinity of the 
wetland. The boat ramp 
carparking area and drain 
had been cleaned up. 

Complaint 

Earthworks 

Complaint received that 
earthworks are causing 
sedimentation on a 
neighbouring property. 

Mokihinui 

The site has been visited 
and found that when an 
access road was maintained 
a small amount of 
sedimentation ran off the 
property onto road reserve 
during a significant rain 
event. No further action to 
be undertaken. 

Complaint 

 
 
 
Formal Enforcement Action  
 
 
Infringement notice:  There was one infringement notice issued during the reporting period. 
 

Activity Location 

Gold mining: discharge of sediment laden water Goldsborough 
 
Formal Warning Notice: There was one formal warning issued during the reporting period. 
 

Activity Location 

Gold mining: discharge of sediment laden water Goldsborough 
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Mining Work Programmes and Bonds  
 
The Council received the following mining work programme during the reporting period. The programme has been 
approved.  
 

Date Mining 
Authorisation Holder Location Approved 

21/03/2022 RC-2020-0061 Dempster Limited Flower Creek Y 

 
 
The following bond was received: 
 

Date Mining 
Authorisation Holder Location Amount 

25/05/2022 RC09084 Neuland Forestry Ltd Humphreys $100,000 

 
The following bond is recommended for release: 
 

Mining 
Authorisation Holder Location Amount 

 
Reason For Release 

RC09084 Gold Stone 
Mining Group Ltd Humphreys $100,000 

The land and consent have been sold; 
the new landowner/consent holder 

has lodged a new bond that has been 
received by the council 
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