
 

 

 

 

Notice of Meeting: 

I hereby give notice that an ordinary meeting of the Dunedin City Council will be held on: 
 
Date: Thursday 12 February 2026 

Time: 9.00 am 

Venue: Council Chamber, Dunedin Public Art Gallery, the Octagon, Dunedin 

 
Sandy Graham 

Chief Executive Officer 

 

Council 

PUBLIC AGENDA 

 
MEMBERSHIP 
 

Mayor Mayor Sophie Barker  
Deputy Mayor Cr Cherry Lucas  
Members Cr John Chambers Cr Christine Garey 
 Cr Doug Hall Cr Marie Laufiso 
 Cr Russell Lund Cr Mandy Mayhem 
 Cr Benedict Ong Cr Andrew Simms 
 Cr Mickey Treadwell Cr Lee Vandervis 
 Cr Steve Walker Cr Brent Weatherall 

 
Senior Officer Sandy Graham, Chief Executive 
 
Governance Support Officer Lauren Riddle 
 

 
 

Lauren Riddle 
Governance Support Officer 

 
 

Telephone: 03 477 4000 
governance.support@dcc.govt.nz 

www.dunedin.govt.nz 
 
 
Note: Reports and recommendations contained in this agenda are not to be considered as Council 
policy until adopted. 
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1 OPENING 

Rev Alofe Lale, Associate Minister, First Church of Otago will open the meeting with a prayer.  

 

2 PUBLIC FORUM 

At the close of the agenda public forum registrations were still being taken.  The speakers will 
be confirmed following the closure of registrations 24 hours before the meeting begins, i.e. 
9:00am on Thursday 12 February 2026. 

3 APOLOGIES  

At the close of the agenda no apologies had been received.  

4 CONFIRMATION OF AGENDA 

Note: Any additions must be approved by resolution with an explanation as to why they 
cannot be delayed until a future meeting. 
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DECLARATION OF INTEREST 

 

   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Members are reminded of the need to stand aside from decision-making when a conflict arises 
between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external interest they 
might have. 

 
2. Elected members are reminded to update their register of interests as soon as practicable, 

including amending the register at this meeting if necessary. 
 

3. Staff members are reminded to update their register of interests as soon as practicable. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes/Amends if necessary the Elected Members' Interest Register attached as 
Attachment A; and 

b) Confirms/Amends the proposed management plan for Elected Members' Interests. 

c) Notes the proposed management plan for the Executive Leadership Team’s Interests. 

 

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Elected Leadership Team Interest Register 6 
⇩B Executive Team Interest Register 13 
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Mayor Sophie Barker
Shareholder Ayrmed Limited No conflict identified

Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Shareholder Various publicly listed companies No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Property Owner Residential Property Owner - Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Beneficiary Sans Peur Trust (Larnach Castle) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Mentor Business Mentors NZ No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Vegetable Growers Club No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Alexander McMillan Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Patron New Zealand International Science Festival No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Patron Dunedin Horticultural Society No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Institute of Directors No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Chairperson Dunedin Heritage Fund (Council Appointment) No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Grow Dunedin Partnership (Council Appointment) No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Heritage Avisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Local Government New Zealand (Zone 6) (Council Appointment) No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Co-Chair Ōtepoti Dunedin Destination Management Plan Advisory Panel (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Family Member Family Member employed at Wilkinson Rogers No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Tertiary Precinct Planning Group (Council Appointment) No conflict Identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr John Chambers
Owner Residential Property No conflict identified

Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Rental Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Otakau Golf Club No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Opera Otago No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Hereweka Harbour Cone Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Okia Reserve Management Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Council Interest Register
3 February 2026
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Member Waikouaiti Coast Community Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Christine Garey Trustee Garey Family Trust - Property Ownership - Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Daughter employee Halo Project No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Ashburn Hall Charitable Trust Board No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Creative Dunedin Partnership (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Performing Arts Advisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Sophia Charter (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member St Paul's Cathedral Foundation (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Theomin Gallery Management Committee (Olveston) (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Doug Hall Trustee Cronus Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Clickfix Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member District Licensing Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Public Art Gallery Society (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Toitū Otago Settlers Museum Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member West Harbour Community Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Marie Laufiso Property Owner Residential Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Moray Place Community Building Trust - which owns property 111 Moray Place Duty to Trust may conflict with duties of Council Office
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Women of Ōtepoti Recognition Initiative No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Corso Ōtepoti Dunedin Trust Potential grants recipient
Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If in public excluded 
leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Dunedin Branch Treasurer P.A.C.I.F.I.C.A Inc Potential grants recipient
Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If in public excluded 
leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Expert Panel Member Health Coalition Aotearoa Public Health Infrastructure Committee No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee The Ōtepoti Community Builders Charitable Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee/Secretary Refugee Support Group No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Abrahamic Interfaith Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Former Refugee Steering Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Member Puketai Residential Centre Liaison Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Social Wellbeing Advisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Cherry Lucas Trustee Otago Farmers Market No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Partner Southway Enterprises No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Henderson Lucas Family Trust - Residential Dunedin Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member NZ Institute of Chartered Accountants No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Shanghai Association (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Local Government New Zealand (Zone 6) (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Tūhura Otago Museum Trust Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Ōtepoti Dunedin Destination Management Plan Advisory Panel (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Taieri Airport Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Tertiary Precinct Planning Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Te Poāri a Pukekura (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Mosgiel-Taieri Community Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Russell Lund Shareholder Loan & Mercantile Trust includes: No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director  Produce Place Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Dunedin Grain Store Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Loan & Mercantile 2000 Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Shareholder Lund South Trust includes: No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Lund South Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Lund Dunedin Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Resource Values Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Sherwood Manor Properties Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Lund Central Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director/Shareholder Lund South Administration Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Director Construction Operatives Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Lund South Properties Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee RV Lund Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee BDCRS Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Lund Frankton Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

President Ariki Amateur Athletic & Harrier Club
Ariki is a member of Athletics Otago which receives 
grant funding from DCC.

Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If in public excluded 
leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Member Heritage Avisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Otago Theatre Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Mandy Mayhem Chairperson Waitati Hall Society Inc No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Chairperson Keep Ōtepoti  Dunedin Beautiful No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Co-ordinator Emergency Response Group, Blueskin area No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member FENZ Local Advisory Committee for Otago No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Blueskin Bay Amenities Society No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Blueskin A & P Society No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Zone Representative and Board 
Member

Keep New Zealand Beautiful No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Coastal Community Cycleway Network No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Waitati Music Festival Committee No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Property Owner Residential Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Disability Issues Advisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Gasworks Museum Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Keep Dunedin Beautiful (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Performing Arts Advisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Social Wellbeing Advisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Benedict Ong Owner Residential Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Shareholder Listed Stocks No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Member Otago Settlers Association (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Toitū Otago Settlers Museum Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Andrew Simms Director Landseer Motor Investments Limited No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Landseer Motor Investments Auckland Limited t/a Andrew Simms - Motor vehicle retail No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Stephen Duff Motors Limited t/a Andrew Simms Dunedin - Motor vehicle retail No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Three Diamond Automotive t/a Ralliart NZ - Race car preparation No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Cambridge Finance Limited - Financial Services No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director The Landseer Group Limited - Investments No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Otago Motorhome Centre Limited - Motor vehicle retail No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Landseer Motor Investments Henderson Limited - Motor vehicle retail No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Landseer Motor Investments Moorhouse Limited - Motor vehicle retail No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Minaret Property Investments Limited - Property Investment No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee The Newfoundland Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee The Moturata Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Taieri Trails Group No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Taieri Cricket Club No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Mosgiel AFC No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Residential Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Commercial Property. Andersons Bay Road, Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Heritage Fund (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Heritage Avisory Group (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Tūhura Otago Museum Trust Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Taieri Airport Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Micky Treadwell Director Atawhai Interactive Tapui Ltd No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Contractor Otago Polytechnic No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Co-owner Residential Property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Green Party of Aotearoa No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Name
Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Member Dunedin Otaru Sister City Society (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Ice Sports Dunedin Incorporated (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Ōtepoti Dunedin Live Music Advisory Panel (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Te Ao Tūroa Partnership (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Otago Peninsula Community Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Lee Vandervis Director
Lee Vandervis, Antonie Alm-Lequeux and Cook Allan Gibson Trustee Company Ltd - 
Residential Property Ownership - Dunedin

No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Director Bunchy Properties Ltd - Residential and Lifestyle Farm Property Ownership - Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Various publicly Audio and Lighting - Hire, Sales and Service Business May contrace and provide service to DCC
Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If the meeting is in 
public excluded leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Member District Licensing Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Heritage Fund (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Okia Reserve Management Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Steve Walker
Trustee Dunedin Wildlife Hospital Trust Potential grants recipient

Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If the meeting is in 
public excluded leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Member Orokonui Ecosanctuary Potential grants recipient
Withdraw from discussion and leave the table.  If the meeting is in 
public excluded leave the room.  Seek advice prior to the meeting.

Member New Zealand Labour Party No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Residential Property - Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Shareholder Various publicly listed companies No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member NZ Sea Lion Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Justice of the Peace No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Predator Free Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Edinburgh Sister City Society (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Heritage Fund (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Art Gallery Acquisitions Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Hereweka Harbour Cone Trust (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member NZ Masters Games Trust Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Responsibility 
(i.e. Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Member Otago Regional Transport Committee (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Ōtepoti Dunedin Live Music Advisory Panel No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Predator Free Dunedin (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Cr Brent Weatherall
Owner Residential Property No conflict identified

Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Owner Business George Street, Dunedin No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Brent Weatherall Jeweller Limited No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Weatherall Trustee Company No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Trustee Residential Rental Properties No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Club No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Dunedin Public Art Society (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Keep Dunedin Beautiful (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Toitū Otago Settlers Museum Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.

Member Strath Taieri Communtiy Board (Council Appointment) No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of 
interest arises.
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Name Date of Entry
Responsibility (i.e. 
Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Sandy Graham Owner Residential property  Dunedin No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

19/09/2018 Trustee Trustee of the Taieri Airport Facilities Trust No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

25/07/2019 Member St Clair Golf Club No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

17/09/2024 Vendor Property purchased by senior member of ORC staff.  No conflict identified Transaction was arms length through an agent with no direct interaction.

17/09/2024 Client Various local contractors (glazing, carpet, fencing and kitchen upgrades) No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

12/11/2025 Family member Family member works for the DCC No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

Nicola Morand 09/05/2022 Owner Residential Property Dunedin No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

09/05/2022 Owner Residential Property in Otago No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

20/09/2023 Trustee Riki Te Mairiki Taiaroa Trust No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

09/05/2022 Partner Morand Painting & Decorating No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

12/11/2025 Member
Te Runanga o Otakou

No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

12/11/2025 Member
Kati Huirapa Runaka ki Puketeraki

No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

12/11/2025 Family member Family member works for the DCC No conflict identified Seeks advice in advance of meeting if actual conflict arises. 

David Ward 28/07/2022 Director Ward Property Rentals No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

28/07/2022 Member Water New Zealand No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

28/07/2022 Member IPWEA (Institute of Public Works Engineering Australasia No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

21/02/2024 Owner Residential Property Dunedin No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

28/07/2022 Fellow The Institution of Civil Engineers No conflict identified.
Any decisions relating to The Institution of Civil Engineers will be referred to 
the CEO

Scott MacLean 23/01/2024 Owner Residential property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

23/01/2024 Trustee Te Poari a Pukekura Charitable Trust No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

23/01/2024 Spouse is Chair Dunedin Wildlife Hospital Trust (DWHT) DCC has funded the DWHT
Take no part in discussions or decision making about the Trust or participate 
in any transactions between the Trust and DCC.

Executive Leadership Team - Register of Interest - current as at 11 November 2025
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Name Date of Entry
Responsibility (i.e. 
Chairperson etc)

Declaration of Interests Nature of Potential Interest Member's Proposed Management Plan

Executive Leadership Team - Register of Interest - current as at 11 November 2025

Carolyn Allan 01/03/2024 Owner Residential property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

01/03/2024 Owner Residential rental property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

01/03/2024 Member Mountain Bike Otago No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

Paul Henderson 15/01/2025 Owner Residential property No conflict identified
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

15/01/2025 Associate Member Building Officials Institute of NZ (throuygh to 31 Dec 2025 then expires) No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

15/01/2025 Playing Member Dunedin City Royal Football Club No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

10/10/2025 Navigator Member Taituarā No conflict identified.
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

10/10/2025 Partner Ruru Workplace Solutions Ltd No conflict identified 
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.

Mike Costelloe 10/10/2025 Owner Residential properties x 2 No conflict identified 
Seek advice prior to the meeting if actual or perceived conflict of interest 
arises.
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CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING - 26 JANUARY 2026 

   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Confirms the public part of the minutes of the Ordinary Council meeting held on 26 
January 2026 as a correct record. 

 

Attachments 

 Title Page 
A⇩  Minutes of Ordinary Council meeting  held on 26 January 2026 16 
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Council 

MINUTES 

 
Minutes of an ordinary meeting of the Dunedin City Council held in the Council Chamber, Dunedin 
Public Art Gallery, the Octagon, Dunedin on Monday 26 January 2026, commencing at 3:30 p.m. 
 
PRESENT 
 

Mayor Mayor Sophie Barker  
Deputy Mayor Cr Cherry Lucas 

 
 

Members Cr John Chambers Cr Christine Garey 
 Cr Doug Hall Cr Marie Laufiso 
 Cr Russell Lund Cr Mandy Mayhem 
 Cr Benedict Ong Cr Andrew Simms 
 Cr Mickey Treadwell Cr Lee Vandervis 
 Cr Steve Walker Cr Brent Weatherall 

 
IN ATTENDANCE Sandy Graham (Chief Executive), Carolyn Allan (Chief Financial 

Officer), Scott MacLean (General Manager City Services), David 
Ward (General Manager 3 Waters, Property and Urban 
Development), Paul Henderson (General Manager Corporate 
and Regulatory Services), Mike Costelloe (General Manager, 
Arts, Culture and Economic Development) and Jackie Harrison 
(Manager Governance). 

 
Governance Support Officer Lynne Adamson 
 
 

1 OPENING 

 Edward Ellison, Upoko Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou opened the meeting with a karakia. 

REPORTS 

2 TRIBUTES TO THE LATE CR JULES RADICH 

 Mayor Sophie led tributes for Jules Radich commenting on his loyal service to the city during his 
time as Councillor and Mayor.   
 
Edward Ellison, Upoko Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou paid tribute to Mr Radich. 
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The Dunedin City Council Waiata Group then sang Whakaaria Mai. 
 
This was followed by tributes from past Councillors Bill Acklin; Carmen Houlahan and Andrew 
Whiley followed by current Councillors and Paul Weir, Chair – Saddle Hill Community Board. 
 

 

2 ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF CR JULES RADICH 

 A report from Civic recorded  thanks to the late Jules Radich for the service given by him in his 
terms of office. 

Mayor Sophie presented Cr Jules Radich’s Certificate of Service to his family who then thanked 
Council for the caring service for Mr Radich. 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Cherry Lucas): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Records its sincere thanks to the late Jules Radich for the loyal and conscientious 
service he has given to the Dunedin community as a Councillor for the three years 
from 2019 – 2022, Mayor for the three years from 2022 – 2025 and Councillor for 
three months from 2025 - 2026.  

 Motion carried (CNL/2026/001) 
          
The Dunedin City Council Waiata Group led the meeting in singing Purea Nei. 
 
Mr Ellison closed the meeting with a karakia. 
 
 
 
The meeting concluded at 5.06 pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.............................................. 
MAYOR 
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ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING - 29 JANUARY 2026 

   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Confirms the public part of the minutes of the Ordinary Council meeting held on 29 
January 2026 as a correct record. 

 

Attachments 

 Title Page 
A⇩  Minutes of Ordinary Council meeting  held on 29 January 2026 19 
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Council 

MINUTES 

 
Minutes of an ordinary meeting of the Dunedin City Council held in the Council Chamber, Dunedin 
Public Art Gallery, the Octagon, Dunedin on Thursday 29 January 2026, commencing at 9:00 a.m. 
 
PRESENT 
 

Mayor Mayor Sophie Barker  
Deputy Mayor Cr Cherry Lucas 

 
 

Members Cr John Chambers Cr Christine Garey 
 Cr Doug Hall Cr Marie Laufiso 
 Cr Russell Lund Cr Mandy Mayhem 
 Cr Benedict Ong Cr Andrew Simms 
 Cr Mickey Treadwell Cr Lee Vandervis 
 Cr Steve Walker Cr Brent Weatherall 

 
IN ATTENDANCE Sandy Graham (Chief Executive), Carolyn Allan (Chief Financial 

Officer), Scott MacLean (General Manager City Services), Nicola 
Morand (Manahautū - General Manager Community and 
Strategy), Paul Henderson (General Manager Corporate and 
Regulatory Services), Mike Costelloe (General Manager, Arts, 
Culture and Economic Development), John McAndrew (Head of 
3 Waters), Hayden McAuliffe (Financial Services Manager) and 
Jackie Harrison (Manager Governance). 

 
Governance Support Officer Lynne Adamson 
 
 

1 OPENING 

 Rev Greg Hughson, Dunedin Interfaith Council opened the meeting with a prayer.  

 

2 PUBLIC FORUM 

2.1 Mike Collins, CEO Business South 
Mr Collins spoke in support of Enterprise Dunedin being established as a Council 
Controlled Organisation. 
 
Mr Collins responded to questions. 
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3 APOLOGIES  

 

There were no apologies. 

 
 

4 CONFIRMATION OF AGENDA 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Mandy Mayhem): 

That the Council:  

 
Confirms the agenda with the following alteration: 
 
That Item 13 – Enterprise Dunedin Review be taken before Item 7 – Committee Structure 
and Delegations Manual. 
 
Motion carried (CNL/2026/002) 

 

5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

Members were reminded of the need to stand aside from decision-making when a conflict arose 
between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external interest they 
might have. 
 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Cherry Lucas): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Notes the Elected Members' Interest Register; and 

b) Confirms the proposed management plan for Elected Members' Interests. 

c) Notes the proposed management plan for the Executive Leadership Team’s 
Interests. 

Motion carried (CNL/2026/003) 
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6 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

6.1 ORDINARY COUNCIL MEETING - 11 DECEMBER 2025 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Cherry Lucas): 

That the Council:  
 
a) Confirms the public part of the minutes of the Ordinary Council meeting held 

on 11 December 2025 as a correct record. 

Motion carried (CNL/2026/004) 
   

REPORTS 

13 ENTERPRISE DUNEDIN REVIEW 

 A report from Enterprise Dunedin informed Council on deliberations on Enterprise Dunedin’s 
future governance. It drew on operational data, portfolio-specific impact assessments, and 
benchmarking of other New Zealand economic development agencies, and the lessons learned 
from similar governance changes in Auckland, Wellington, Christchurch, and other regions. 

The report evaluated two governance options for Enterprise Dunedin – the Council’s economic 
development agency – as directed by council resolution on 12 August 2025. The options 
compared were: 

a) Council-Controlled Organisation (CCO): Create an arm’s-length entity owned by 
Council, governed by an independent board and advised by a stakeholder group. 

b) Enhanced In-House Model: Retain Enterprise Dunedin as an internal unit of the 
Council, with some functions refined or redistributed within Council. 

Summary of considerations – conversations with John Gallaher who was adamant about the 
CCO option and have a clear strategy and mandate.  Anything short of that would not shift 
perception. 

 The Chief Executive (Sandy Graham) and General Manager, Arts, Culture & Economic 
Development (Mike Costelloe) advised of an update to the summary of considerations, spoke 
to the report and responded to questions. 
 

During discussion Cr Christine Garey left the meeting at 9.28 am and returned at 9.31 am. 
 
 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Andrew Simms): 

That the Council:  
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a) Agrees its preferred option for consultation is to transfer Enterprise Dunedin into 
a standalone Council Controlled Organisation (CCO). 

b) Requests a report from staff for the 12 February 2026 Council meeting to 
establish a Transition Steering Group, with proposed Terms of Reference that 
should include: 

i. membership of the group; 

ii. authority to consider timing of consultation; 

iii. necessary delegations to recommend consultation material back to 
Council;  and 

iv. any resourcing requirements. 

 Division 

The Council voted by division 

For:  Crs John Chambers, Doug Hall, Cherry Lucas, Russell Lund, Mandy 
Mayhem, Benedict Ong, Andrew Simms, Lee Vandervis, Steve 
Walker, Brent Weatherall and Mayor Sophie Barker (11). 

Against:  Crs Christine Garey, Marie Laufiso and Mickey Treadwell (3). 

Abstained:  Nil 

The division was declared CARRIED by 11 votes to 3 

Motion carried (CNL/2026/005) 
 
Moved (Mayor Sophie/Cr Cherry Lucas): 
 
That the Council: 
 
 Adjourns the meeting for 10 minutes 
 
 Motion carried 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11.07 and reconvened at 11.20 am. 
 

7 COMMITTEE STRUCTURE AND DELEGATIONS MANUAL 2025 

 A report from Civic presented the Committee Structure and Delegations Manual 2025 for formal 
adoption by Council.   

The report noted that changes were made to the 2023 Committee Structure and Delegations 
Manual to reflect the new Committee Structure, as approved at the Council meeting of 11 
November 2025.   
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 The Chief Executive (Sandy Graham), Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy) 
Nicola Morand and Manager Governance (Jackie Harrison) spoke to the report and responded 
to questions. 
 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Mandy Mayhem): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Adopts the Committee Structure and Delegations Manual 2025.   

b) Authorises the Chief Executive to make any minor editorial changes. 
Motion carried (CNL/2026/006) 

 

8 REMUNERATION OF EXTERNAL APPOINTEES TO COUNCIL COMMITTEES POLICY 

 A report from Civic recommended that Council adopted a policy setting out the remuneration 
framework for external representatives appointed to Dunedin City Council committees and 
subcommittees. 

The remuneration of external appointees was a matter of public interest and required 
transparency, consistency and alignment with statutory guidance. 

 The Chief Executive (Sandy Graham), Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy) 
Nicola Morand and Manager Governance (Jackie Harrison) spoke to the report and responded 
to questions. 
 

Moved (Mayor Sophie/Cr Cherry Lucas): 
 
That the Council: 
 
 Adjourns the meeting for 5 minutes. 
 
 Motion carried 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11.49 am and reconvened at 11.51 am. 
 
 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Steve Walker): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Approves, the Draft Remuneration of External Appointees to Council Committees 
Policy.  

Motion carried (CNL/2026/007) with Cr Lee Vandervis recording his vote against 
 

9 APPOINTMENT PROCESS FOR INDEPENDENT MEMBERS OF THE AUDIT, RISK AND 
ASSURANCE COMMITTEE 

 A report from Civic sought approval to commence the appointment process for two new 
Independent Members of the Audit, Risk and Assurance Committee (the Committee). 

 The Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy) Nicola Morand and Manager 
Governance (Jackie Harrison) spoke to the report and responded to questions. 
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 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Cherry Lucas): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Approves the appointment process outlined in the report. 

b) Agrees that the appointment panel would consist of the Mayor, Deputy Mayor, 
Councillors John Chambers, Andrew Simms and Lee Vandervis; and the Chief 
Financial Officer. 

c) Notes that the appointment panel would make a recommendation to Council on 
the appointment of the new independent members being the Chairperson and 
Deputy Chairperson. 

 
Motion carried (CNL/2026/008) 

 
 

10 FINANCIAL REPORT - PERIOD ENDED 30 NOVEMBER 2025 

 A report from Finance provided the financial results for the period ended 30 November 2025 
and the financial position as at that date.  

 The Chief Financial Officer (Carolyn Allan) and Financial Services Manager (Hayden McAuliffe) 
spoke to the report and responded to questions. 
 

 Moved (Cr Cherry Lucas/Cr Lee Vandervis): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Notes the Financial Performance for the period ended 30 November 2025 and the 
Financial Position as at that date.  

Motion carried (CNL/2026/009) 
 

11 UPDATES TO MEETING SCHEDULE FOR 2026 

 A report from Civic advised proposed changes to the meeting schedule for 2026 approved by 
Council on 11 December 2025, in accordance with Clause 19(6)(a) of Schedule 7 of the Local 
Government Act 2002. 

 The Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy) Nicola Morand and Manager 
Governance (Jackie Harrison) spoke to the report and responded to questions. 
 

 Moved (Mayor Sophie Barker/Cr Cherry Lucas): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Notes the updates to the meeting schedule for 2026. 

Motion carried (CNL/2026/010) 
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12 NOTICE OF MOTION - OPTIONS FOR RECOGNISING SIGNIFICANT PHILANTHROPIC AND 
CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS 

 In accordance with Standing Order 26.1, the following Notice of Motion was received from Cr 
Benedict Ong. 

 Moved (Cr Benedict Ong/Cr Andrew Simms): 

That the Council:  
 

a) Requests a report on options for recognising significant philanthropic and 
corporate contributions through conditional, non-commercial naming recognition 
of selected public asses (excluding residential streets), such as trails, buildings and 
facilities and subject to statutory, cultural, and community safeguards, and 
consistent with Te Tiriti o Waitangi obligations. 

b) Requests a report be completed in time for consideration as part of the 
development of the 10 year plan. 

Division 

The Council voted by division 
 
For:  Crs Russell Lund and Benedict Ong (2). 
Against:  Crs John Chambers, Christine Garey, Doug Hall, Marie Laufiso, Cherry 

Lucas, Mandy Mayhem, Andrew Simms, Mickey Treadwell, Lee Vandervis, 
Steve Walker, Brent Weatherall and Mayor Sophie Barker (12). 

Abstained:  Nil 
 
The division was declared LOST by 12 votes to 2 
 
Motion carried (CNL/2026/011) 

         
 
 
The meeting closed at 1.06 pm  
 
 
 
 
.............................................. 
MAYOR 
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REPORTS 

 

NEW YEARS EVE CELEBRATION FEEDBACK  

Department: Enterprise Dunedin  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 Enterprise Dunedin canvases feedback following city events to assess whether the events we 
deliver meet the needs/expectations of attendees and wider community.  There was a strong 
public sentiment following the 2025/26 New Years Eve celebrations that the event lacked the 
significance warranted for the change of year.Feedback gathered indicates that our community 
enjoyed the different aspects of the event however overall there was a dissatisfaction rate of 
61%.  Comments relating to dissatisfaction included entertainment choices and other easily 
remediated operational elements.  However, the reinstatement of fireworks was dominant 
amongst the feedback and requires a council discussion (see attachment and comments 
section).  

2 Following this public feedback, Council should consider whether to continue with the central 
city activations and concert similar to that delivered for 2025/26 or whether to introduce new 
elements to the events schedule in addition to the concert offering.   

3 The cost to deliver New Years Eve on behalf of the city is $132,000 which is absorbed by costs 
including, security, production, and traffic management. The cost of fireworks or a light show 
would be an additional $45,000, which could be accommodated within the budget envelope 
through a reduction in production quality and music and no secondary location for family 
friendly activity at an earlier timeslot.   

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Decides how they would like to celebrate New Years Eve given community feedback.  

BACKGROUND 

4 Fireworks were traditionally a key feature of the city’s NYE celebrations in the Octagon until 
2020/21. That year, the presence of scrim around the Civic Centre and Municipal Chambers 
posed a fire risk, leading to the discontinuation of the display. Over the following three years, 
the event featured light and laser shows as an alternative. These shows received increasingly 
mixed reviews from the public through feedback delivered directly and via local media coverage 
or online commentary. Public feedback consistently mentioned the lack of fireworks in years 
where light and laser shows were a feature of celebrations.   

5 At the Wednesday 30 April 2025 Council Meeting two options for the 2025/26 NYE celebration 
event were presented. Council was asked to decide whether to reinstate fireworks at a new 
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location or continue with the Octagon building projection display. Both options being roughly 
comparable in cost. A fireworks display based at Robin Hood Park, near the Beverly Begg 
Observatory was proposed to ensure public safety, while enhancing the appeal of the display. 
This location was chosen following investigation into the suitability of a range of locations 
considering safety, visibility and the impact on people, animals and surroundings. A full safety 
and suitability audit was conducted by a pyro technics company.    

6 Council decided against holding either a firework display or projection mapping display during 
the 2025/26 celebration.  

 

7 Staff were asked to re-imagine the celebration including options for Hogmanay style additions.  

 

8 An update of planned programming was delivered to Council and noted on 26 August 2025. 
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9 The 2025/26 NYE celebration took place across two key locations within the central city, creating 
an inclusive, vibrant experience to engage a broad cross-section of the community. A Family 
Zone operated on George Street from 5:00pm following sentiment around the suitability of a 
family event in the drinking precinct. This lively celebration hub featured a range of activities 
tailored for children and families. A special parade to the Octagon for a 8:00pm kids’ countdown 
drew the audience to the Octagon Main Stage. The evening programme included a line-up of 
local and national talent musical acts from 8:00pm to 12:15am. The midnight countdown was 
marked onstage with a countdown, live bagpipers, music from the Ōtepoti All Stars and a small 
lighting display on stage. Roaming performers, interactive elements, diverse food offerings and 
visual features all added to the celebratory experience. 

10 A staff-run public survey on the 2025/2026 celebration included responses from both attendees 
and non-attendees. 432 people responded to the survey, with the majority (69%) submitting 
responses on December 31, 2025. 61% were very dissatisfied or disatisfied, 23% were satisfied 
or very satisfied. 

 

DISCUSSION 

11 Direction is needed on the future of Dunedin’s NYE Celebrations. Planning for this event, 
particularly securing contractors to deliver fireworks or lightshows over this high demand period 
must take place in the first quarter of the year.  
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12 Feedback from the public is clear, fireworks are an expected part of NYE celebrations. Other 
forms of marking the change of year are enjoyable but do not have the same impact.  

13 Robin Hood Park, near the Beverly Begg Observatory is a viable location for a fireworks display, 
ensuring public safety, while enhancing the appeal of the display. The higher vantage point 
would accommodate a larger safety exclusion zone, significantly reducing risk, while enabling a 
broader, city-wide display. With visibility from the Octagon and many residents’ homes, the city-
wide experience would encourage more people to remain in Dunedin rather than traveling to 
see fireworks at other locations such as Wanaka, the Catlins, Timaru or Te Anau.  

OPTIONS  

14 Option One – Reinstate a Fireworks Display. Reinstate the fireworks display, shifting it to Robin 
Hood Park and providing a city-wide display alongside ongoing city celebrations in the Octagon.  

Advantages 

• New location presents a low-risk option. 

• Wider appeal for residents to celebrate NYE collectively.  

• Retention of locals that might otherwise leave the city by providing high-quality fireworks 
display.  

• Attraction of out-of-town visitors providing high-quality fireworks display combined with an 
Octagon activation.  

• The cost for a new city-wide fireworks display can be accommodated in the current budget, as 
part of the Refreshed Festivals and Events Plan. 

Disadvantages 

• Fireworks have known risks that must be managed in conjunction with relevant contractors. 

 

15 Option Two – Status Quo, Continue with city centre activations and concert. Council continues 
to develop the family friendly celebrations with city activations, activities and main stage concert 
with local and national musical acts with wide public appeal. 

Advantages 

• The new elements introduced for the 2025/2026 celebrations were well received and 
attracted a diverse range of people across all our demographics.  

Disadvantages 

• The opportunity for a city-wide celebration is missed, with limited appeal for members of 
the public not attending Octagon-based activities.  

• By not acting on the public sentiment, there is a risk of losing residents and visitors over 
the holiday period.  
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NEXT STEPS 

16 The next steps will depend on the decision that Council makes regarding their preferred option. 
Once confirmed, staff will manage the recommendation and deliver the required activities. 

Signatories 

Author:  Teresa Fogarty - Destination Manager 

Authoriser: Sian Sutton - Manager, Enterprise Dunedin 
Mike Costelloe - General Manager, Arts, Culture & Economic Development  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Results of Public Survey - New Years Eve 2025.2026 33 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 
This decision promotes the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of communities in 
the present and for the future. 

Fit with strategic framework 

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

This decision fits within the Council’s key strategies, particularly the Festivals and Events Plan.   

Māori Impact Statement 

No known impacts. 

Sustainability 

No known impacts. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

No impacts. 

Financial considerations 

All options are budgeted. 

Significance 

This decision is considered a low assessment in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement  
Policy. 

Engagement – external 

A public survey was conducted by staff following the 2025/2026 NYE event 

Engagement - internal 

There has been no internal engagement. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no risks aside from the very low risk of the exclusion zone for the display. 

Conflict of Interest 

There are no conflicts of interest. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Community Boards 

There are no implications for Community Boards. 
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RESIDENTS' OPINION SURVEY QUARTERLY UPDATE: OCTOBER - DECEMBER 
2025 

Department: Corporate Policy  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 
1 This report provides a summary of the Residents’ Opinion Survey (ROS) quarterly results (the 

Quarterly results) for Quarter Two 2025/2026 (October-December 2025), as detailed in 
Attachment A. 

2 The Quarterly results show a comparison between the first quarter of the financial year (July-
September 2025), and the second quarter of the year (October-December 2025). 

3 The Quarterly results show quarter-on-quarter changes in: 

• residents’ overall satisfaction and dissatisfaction with ten (10) Dunedin City Council (DCC) 
facilities, services, and infrastructure areas. 

residents’ overall satisfaction with five (5) aspects of the DCC and elected members (the 
Council). 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes the Residents’ Opinion Survey quarterly results for the period of October-
December 2025 (Quarter Two 2025/26). 

BACKGROUND 

4 The DCC utilises the ROS as a measurement tool aiming at collecting statistically reliable results 
on residents’ satisfaction with the DCC services and facilities and their perceptions of the 
Council’s performance. It has been commissioned by the DCC every year since 1994 in varying 
forms and provides an annual snapshot to the Council. 

5 On 13 February 2023, the Strategy, Planning, and Engagement Committee (the Committee) 
requested the addition of quarterly updates to the ROS. The Quarterly results have been 
prepared by the supplier in consultation with Corporate Policy and have been delivered regularly 
since then. 

6 Enlighten Me Research have supplied the ROS results to the DCC since June 2025.  
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7 The questionnaire was refreshed to capture the measures for Levels of Services in the adopted 
9 Year Plan 2025-34. It also better aligns with the Office of the Auditor General guidelines for 
non-financial performance review for local government. The refreshed questionnaire has 
improved wording and supplementary questions around people’s connection to nature have 
been added. 

8 The questions are based on sound market research best practice. The questionnaire is simple to 
complete, uses plain language, and is culturally inclusive (for example, participants can request 
the questionnaire in other languages).  

DISCUSSION 

9 The annual ROS is based on a sample of randomly selected residents aged 18 years and over 
from the general electoral roll, with a target sample size of 1,200 residents each year.  

10 The annual results 2025/26 will be weighted to known population distributions based on the 
2023 Census data for age, gender, ethnicity, and location. This is to reduce sample bias and 
represent the demographics of Ōtepoti Dunedin.  

11 Participation in the ROS is voluntary and the response count to each question varies.  

Quarter Two sample and response rate: 
 
12 The total base (number of respondents who participated in the survey) for the October-

December 2025 quarter was 328, compared to 297 during the previous quarter.   

13 The response count for each group of questions ranged from 107 to 323. This wide range of 
response counts to the questions could be due to any combination of the following three 
reasons: 

• The response count for any question does not incorporate the ‘’Don’t know” answer. Only 
answers on the satisfaction scale were analysed. For example, the response count to the 
question about ‘2 Sports and recreation facilities’ was 309 out of the total base of 328, 
meaning some participants might have clicked on “Don’t know” for that question. 

• A question was left unanswered, regardless of whether it was on purpose or an oversight. 

• The question ‘10. Handling enquiries’ was only asked if a respondent indicated in the 
previous question that they had contacted the DCC staff in the last three months. 

14 Like the ROS annual results, quarterly results are statistically tested. The results for this quarter 
have a margin of error of +/- 5.4%. It is important to note that the quarterly results have a greater 
margin of error because of the smaller number of accumulative sample and response base, 
compared to around +/- 2.6% for annual results.  

15 Statistically significant differences from the previous quarter are denoted in quarterly ROS 
reports with a red or green arrow.  

16 It is recommended to exercise caution when considering any increase or decrease in satisfaction 
ratings that are not statistically significant as they may not be reliable.  

Clarification on terms 
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17 ‘Statistically significant’ means a result is not likely due to a random chance in sampling and is 

likely due to some factor of interest (for example, a meaningful change that requires attention).  

18 There is a strong relationship between determining what is statistically significant, the sample 
size and margin of error. The bigger the sample, the smaller the margin of error (uncertainty 
about results). In a large sample size, a small percentage change could be deemed as significant 
because the level of uncertainty (margin of error) is small. The change (even if it is small) is 
deemed significant as the change is likely due to a factor of interest. This is particularly notable 
in this quarter. 

19 In a smaller sample size, a large change may fail to be deemed significant due to a greater level 
of uncertainty. 

Findings of Quarter Two  
 
20 There were two areas with statistically significant changes to overall satisfaction in this quarter. 

Within facilities and services: Sport and recreation facilities, and within the DCC and elected 
members: Performance of Community Board members.  

Overall satisfaction with facilities and service areas: 

21 The level of satisfaction with ‘Sport and recreation facilities’ has significantly increased from 73% 
to 82%. This area includes  

• Moana Pool 

• Te Puna o Whakaehu 

• St Clair Salt Water Pool 

• Port Chalmers Pool 

• Dunedin Ice Stadium 

• Edgar Sports Centre 

• Forsyth Barr Stadium 

22 Although the analysis and reporting of quarterly data provided by the supplier is not set up to 
examine to which facilities this significant change is attributed, the disaggregated accumulative 
results for each facility indicate that Moana Pool and Te Puna o Whakaehu experienced the 
highest increases in satisfaction.  

Overall satisfaction with the DCC and elected members: 

23 The level of satisfaction with ‘Performance of Community Board Members’ has significantly 
increased from 24% to 40%.  
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OPTIONS  

THERE ARE NO OPTIONS AS THIS REPORT FOR NOTING ONLY.NEXT STEPS 

Staff will work with EnlightenMe Research to provide Council with the next quarterly results 
(Quarter Three).  

Signatories 

Author:  Nadia Wesley-Smith - Corporate Policy Manager 

Authoriser: Nicola Morand - Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy)  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A DCC Residents' Opinion Survey - Quarterly Tables October-December 2025 53 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 
Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Arts and Culture Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

3 Waters Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Future Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Integrated Transport Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Parks and Recreation Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

 
The ROS contributes to all aspects of the strategic framework as it gauges residents’ opinions on the 
DCC facilities, services, and infrastructure; overall performance; and perceptions of Ōtepoti Dunedin. 

Māori Impact Statement 

The 2025/26 ROS does not qualify for Māori descent electoral roll data under section 112 of the 
Electoral Act 1993. This data would enable more accurate representation of Māori in the ROS through 
targeted sampling. Where response rates are not proportional to the Ōtepoti population for Māori the 
results are weighted to known population distributions based on the 2023 Census data to reduce 
sample bias. 

Sustainability 

The ROS asks about residents’ perceptions of Ōtepoti Dunedin as a sustainable city, and whether the 
DCC is a leader in encouraging the development of a sustainable city. 

Zero carbon 

The ROS has no direct impact on the city-wide and DCC emissions, as greenhouse gas emissions are 
likely to stay the same. In procuring and awarding the new supplier, the DCC Procurement Emissions 
Standards Guidance was applied.   

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

One of the objectives of the ROS is to gauge the extent to which Council is meeting its 9 year and annual 
plan objectives. The ROS asks about residents’ satisfaction with the ‘value for money’ of the services 
provided by the DCC. 

Financial considerations 

 

Significance 

The significance of this report is low in terms of Council’s Significance and Engagement policy, as it is 
for noting only 



 

COUNCIL 
12 February 2026 

 

 
Residents' Opinion Survey Quarterly Update: October - December 2025 Page 51 of 251 

 

 

It
e

m
 8

 

SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Engagement – external 

The ROS is a form of external engagement that allows the DCC to create community-informed 
improvements. 

Engagement - internal 

Reporting of ROS results will be considered as part of future work on non-financial reporting, levels of 
services, and community-informed feedback. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

No risks identified 

Conflict of Interest 

 

Community Boards 

The survey includes questions relating to the performance of Community Boards, ROS result 
breakdowns are available at a community level, which includes Community Board areas. 
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PLANNING BILL AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT BILL - SUBMISSION 

Department: City Development  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 The Government is implementing resource management reform through a comprehensive 
multi-stage process designed to replace the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

2 On 9 December 2025, the Government released the Planning Bill and the Natural Environment 
Bill for public submissions. The Dunedin City Council’s (DCC’s) draft submission focuses primarily 
on the Planning Bill, as this is the principal piece of legislation through which the DCC would 
work to deliver its resource management functions under the new system. However, the 
submission also touches on broader themes that apply to both Bills and the resource 
management system overall. 

3 This report seeks approval of the draft submission from the DCC to the Environment Select 
Committee on the Planning Bill and the Natural Environment Bill. The draft submission is 
Attachment A. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Approves the draft Dunedin City Council submission on the Planning Bill and the Natural 
Environment Bill, with any amendments requested, to the Environment Select 
Committee. 

b) Authorises the Chief Executive to make any minor editorial amendments to submission. 

c) Notes that the Mayor or delegate will speak to any hearings in regard to this submission. 

 

BACKGROUND 

4 In March 2025, the Government announced that the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) 
would be replaced with two new pieces of legislation: a Natural Environment Act – focused on 
managing the natural environment; and a Planning Act – focused on planning to enable 
development and infrastructure. 

5 The two new Bills were introduced to Parliament on 9 December 2025, and are open for 
submissions until 13 February 2026. The Government is intending to pass these into law around 
mid-2026. 
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6 The Bills are part of several changes the Government is making to the resource management 
framework, that the DCC has submitted on. On 30 July 2025, Council approved a DCC submission 
to the Ministry for the Environment on three packages of national direction on resource 
management. These related to Infrastructure and Development, the Primary Sector, and 
Freshwater. The first tranche of national direction resulting from this consultation was released 
in December 2025, with another tranche expected in early 2026.  

7 On 12 August 2025, Council also approved a DCC submission to the Ministry for the Environment 
and Te Tūāpapa Kura Kāinga Ministry of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on the Going 
for Housing Growth programme. This programme is part of the Government’s plan to tackle New 
Zealand’s housing shortage and will be implemented through the new resource management 
system. 

8 The new resource management legislation narrows the scope of the resource management 
system and the effects it controls. It has the enjoyment of private property rights as its guiding 
principle. 

9 Under the new resource management system, there will be a single combined plan per region 
which will consist of the following chapters: 

a) A regional spatial plan (prepared under the Planning Act and developed collaboratively by 
all councils in a region) 

b) Land-use plans for each district or city (prepared under the Planning Act and developed 
by city or district councils) 

c) The natural environment plan for each region (prepared under the Natural Environment 
Act developed by regional councils) 

10 The regional spatial plan will provide strategic direction for growth and infrastructure and enable 
strategic integration of decision-making between the Planning and Natural Environment Acts. 
The land-use plans will enable the use and development of land, while regulating adverse 
effects. The natural environment plan will set out how the effects of the use of natural resources 
in that region are managed, including managing within environmental limits. 

11 Under the new system, there will be a much stronger emphasis on national direction and 
consistency. Each of the Acts will have its own set of ‘national instruments’ – which will include 
national policy direction and national standards. 

12 Land-use and natural environment plans must implement the national instruments and regional 
spatial plans. Much of the plan content will be standardised; however, there will be some 
flexibility to include bespoke or customised rules to suit the local context. 

DISCUSSION 

13 The DCC’s draft submission has been prepared on behalf of the DCC to reflect the experience of 
staff in delivering resource management functions, councillors’ experience as hearing 
commissioners, and the views of council members. Staff members from a range of departments 
across the DCC have been involved with the drafting of this submission. 

14 The submission covers several key topics and sub-topics. For each topic, the submission 
identifies which aspects of the Bill are supported, and any potential issues and concerns. Where 
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possible, it provides examples to support the concerns and recommendations as to how certain 
aspects could be improved. While many elements of the proposed system are supported, the 
key concerns raised in the submission relate to: 

• The proposed regulatory relief regime 

• Transition sequencing, timeframes, and implementation funding 

• Reduction in local democratic decision-making and public participation 

• Affordability and deliverability of infrastructure and the cost of growth 

• Fragmentation of environmental management across two Bills 

• Impacts on Iwi Māori 

• Economic competitiveness and place outcomes (amenity, landscape, and heritage) 

15 The draft submission focuses on amendments that would: improve the system’s workability, 
reduce the risk of litigation, ensure the system remains affordable for councils and communities, 
and maintain appropriate democratic accountability. 

16 The timeframe for completing this submission has been limited, as a result, the submission does 
not cover all aspects of the Planning Bill and only briefly touches on the Natural Environment 
Bill. Instead, it aims to address the ‘bigger picture’ issues identified in the bills.  

OPTIONS  

Option One – Recommended Option – Approve the Dunedin City Council submission on the 
Planning Bill and Natural Environment Bill  

 
17 Under this option, Council approves the draft DCC submission, including any requested 

amendments, on the Planning Bill and Natural Environment Bill to the Environment Select 
Committee. 

18 The Mayor or their delegate will speak to any hearings in support of this submission. 

19 The submission itself has no impact on debt, rates, and city-wide or DCC emissions, though the 
changes to the resource management system, if approved, will have impacts on all three. 

Advantages 

• Opportunity to help influence the direction of resource management reform and 
advocate for Dunedin and its residents. 

Disadvantages 

• There are no identified disadvantages for this option. 
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Option Two – Status Quo – Do not approve the Dunedin City Council submission on the 
Planning Bill and Natural Environment Bill  

20 Under this option, Council does not approve the draft DCC submission on the Planning Bill and 
Natural Environment Bill to the Environment Select Committee. 

Advantages 

• There are no identified advantages for this option. 

Disadvantages 

• Missed opportunity to participate in the Government’s engagement on the new resource 
management system. 

NEXT STEPS 

21 If approved, DCC staff will make any requested amendments and then organise for the 
submission to be sent to the Environment Select Committee by 13 February 2026. 

22 City Development will continue its preparatory work in advance of the new resource 
management system being enacted.  

 

Signatories 

Author:  Bede Morrissey - Policy Planner 
Dr Anna Johnson - Manager City Development 

Authoriser: David Ward - General Manager, 3 Waters, Property and Urban Development  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A DCC Submission on the Planning Bill and Natural Environment Bill 61 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf, of communities. 
This decision also promotes the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of 
communities the present and for the future. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Arts and Culture Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

3 Waters Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Future Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Integrated Transport Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Parks and Recreation Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

The Planning Bill is also relevant to the DCC’s Te Taki Haruru — Māori Strategic Framework, the Housing 
Implementation Plan, and Zero Carbon Policy. 

Māori Impact Statement 

The DCC’s Te Taki Haruru — Māori Strategic Framework includes the principle of Autaketake and its 
values of tapu and noa. Its key directions include: communities, resources and customary practices are 
protected through responsible regulatory measures and processes, and that we are guided by tikaka 
and kawa (protocol) for the wellbeing of whānau and wider community. 
The DCC submission includes a discussion on the role of Māori in the new resource management 
system. This has been drafted by staff from the DCC’s Mana Ruruku (Māori Partnerships team). 

Sustainability 

There are no direct implications for sustainability from this submission. However, the resource 
management reforms themselves will likely have significant implications for sustainability and 
emissions. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no direct implications to the LTP / Annual Plan / Financial Strategy or Infrastructure Strategy 
from this submission. However, the resource management reforms themselves are likely to have 
significant ramifications for these documents. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial implications from this submission directly. However, the resource management 
reforms themselves may have significant financial implications. 

Significance 

This decision is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

There has been no external engagement. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Engagement - internal 

The submission has been prepared by the DCC’s City Development department, with input from  
Resource Consents, Legal, Mana Ruruku, Waste, and Transportation . 
 
Significant elements of the submission content have been based on the DCC’s previous Going for 
Housing Growth submission, which included input from the DCC’s 3 Waters, Transport, Housing, Mana 
Ruruku, Parks and Recreation, Corporate Policy, Zero Carbon, and Finance teams. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks. 

Conflict of Interest 

There is no conflict of interest. 

Community Boards 

There are no specific implications identified for Community Boards. 
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13 February 2026 
 
  
Committee Secretariat  
Environment Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 
 
Email:  En.Legislation@parliament.govt.nz  
  
 

Tēnā koutou 
 

SUBMISSION ON THE PLANNING BILL AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT BILL 
 
The Dunedin City Council (DCC) welcomes the opportunity to submit on the Planning Bill and the 
Natural Environment Bill, part of the wider resource management reforms aimed at replacing the 
Resource Management Act (RMA) 1991. 
 
The DCC acknowledges that replacing the RMA is a significant undertaking, and has a keen interest in 
RMA reforms, as these will fundamentally change the way in which local government delivers 
resource management functions across New Zealand. 
 
This submission has been prepared on behalf of the DCC to reflect the experience of staff in 
delivering resource management functions, councillors’ experience as hearing commissioners, and 
the views of council members. Staff from a range of departments across the DCC have been involved 
with the drafting of this submission, and the comments in this submission reflect the recent 
experiences of staff in developing the Dunedin City Second Generation District Plan (2GP), several 
variations and plan changes to the 2GP, and the more recent development of the Future 
Development Strategy (FDS). Our submission also includes feedback specific to the local context of 
Ōtepoti Dunedin (Dunedin). 
 
This submission focuses primarily on the Planning Bill (the Bill), as this is the principal piece of 
legislation through which the DCC would work to deliver its resource management functions. 
However, the submission also touches on broader themes that apply to both Bills and the resource 
management system overall. 
 

  

mailto:En.Legislation@parliament.govt.nz
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1. Dunedin City Council (DCC) recognises that change is needed within the resource management 
system and acknowledges the scale and complexity of reform. DCC supports key elements of the 
proposed system – particularly a strengthened role for spatial planning and clearer national 
direction – where these improve coordination, provide certainty, and enable more consistent 
approaches to genuinely nationwide issues. 

2. However, DCC considers several aspects of the current proposals create significant governance, 
delivery and cost risks for local government and communities. These risks are substantial enough 
that, without amendment, they may undermine both the effectiveness and affordability of the 
new system. 

3. DCC’s key concerns are: 

• Regulatory relief: The proposed regime would impose significant, uncertain and 
potentially unquantifiable financial liabilities and resourcing demands on councils, which 
conflicts with the Government’s stated intention to reduce rates and the proposed 
rates-capping policy. DCC recommends these provisions be removed or, if retained, 
accompanied by clear funding mechanisms and amendments to ensure the regime is 
workable and fair. 

• Transition sequencing, timeframes and implementation funding: The proposed 
timeframes and sequencing are not realistic for producing high-quality spatial plans and 
land-use plans, particularly while national direction, standards and methodologies are 
still being developed. Rushed implementation increases the likelihood of rework, 
dispute, and poor outcomes, and creates immediate pressure on council budgets that 
may not be provided for in Long Term Plans (LTPs). 

• Local democratic decision-making and public participation: DCC supports national 
consistency where appropriate but does not support a model that removes local policy 
judgement and reduces local government to implementing centrally determined settings 
regardless of local evidence, constraints, and trade-offs. National direction and 
standardised provisions must include sufficient flexibility to reflect genuine variations 
between places. 

• Affordability and deliverability of infrastructure and the cost of growth: The new system 
must explicitly enable growth to be sequenced and directed in a way that is 
infrastructure-efficient and financially sustainable for communities. Without clear ability 
to consider infrastructure affordability, funding pathways, and long-term operational 
implications, councils risk being pushed toward inefficient servicing decisions that 
increase costs to ratepayers and undermine delivery of agreed infrastructure priorities. 

• Fragmentation of environmental management across two Bills: DCC is concerned about 
the division of environmental effects management between the Planning Bill and the 
Natural and Built Environment Bill. Where effects span both regimes, the current 
framework risks gaps, duplication, and uncertainty about which matters can be 
considered, when, and under which statutory tests. This fragmentation is likely to 
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increase complexity, litigation risk, and administrative cost for councils, applicants, and 
communities, and may result in important cross-cutting effects not being appropriately 
addressed within either regime.  

• Impacts on Iwi Māori: the Māori interest goal is too narrow and results in an insufficient 
focus on matters of concern to Māori. Further, the absence of a specific Treaty provision 
risks diluting the commitment to giving effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

• Economic competitiveness and place outcomes (amenity, landscape and heritage): DCC 
considers the current approach underweights the tangible contribution that amenity, 
landscape and heritage make to Dunedin’s visitor economy and its ability to attract 
businesses and skilled migrants. DCC recommends these matters be retained but tightly 
framed around evidenced economic contribution and outcomes. 

4. DCC’s detailed submission focuses on amendments that improve workability, legal coherence, 
and delivery certainty, while ensuring the system remains affordable for councils and 
communities and maintains appropriate democratic accountability. 

2 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES IN THE NEW SYSTEM 
 

2.1 Role of local government 

5. Dunedin City Council supports the intent of the Planning Bill to establish a more integrated, 
nationally consistent planning system with clearer outcomes and limits. However, the 
effectiveness of the new system will depend critically on the clarity, feasibility, and 
appropriateness of the role assigned to local government, as councils will be the primary 
institutions responsible for implementing the system in practice. 

6. Local government should not simply be a delivery agent for national policy and pre-determined 
regulation. Councils are democratically accountable bodies with statutory responsibilities for 
land use planning, infrastructure provision, service delivery, and community wellbeing. They 
hold detailed local knowledge and are responsible for managing the long-term financial and 
infrastructure consequences of planning decisions. Local government’s role in the new system 
should reflect their democratic accountability to their communities for land use decisions, 
infrastructure investment, and long-term financial sustainability. The planning system must 
respect the role of elected members in setting strategic direction and making trade-offs within 
nationally defined limits. 

7. For the new system to function as intended, the role of local government must be more clearly 
defined, realistic in scope, and aligned with councils’ function, organisation, and funding. 

8. The Bill shifts a significant proportion of substantive policy making from regional and district 

planning processes into the development of national instruments. While this may streamline 

local planning processes, it also compresses complex policy debates into nationally led processes 

that may be less accessible to local communities and councils. 
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9. National instruments will be expected to resolve difficult trade-offs (for example, between 
development capacity, environmental protection, infrastructure constraints, and amenity 
effects) at a national level. However, these trade-offs often have place-specific implications that 
are best understood and tested locally. There is a risk that nationally set solutions will not reflect 
local evidence or lived experience, particularly in smaller or slower-growing regions. 

10. The DCC is concerned that the proposed framework narrows the scope for councils to exercise 
professional judgement and local democratic choice, even where locally tailored solutions would 
better achieve the objectives of the legislation. 

11. The establishment of spatial plan committees introduces a new governance layer that cuts 
across existing council decision-making structures. While collaboration is supported, there is a 
risk that poorly defined governance arrangements will create uncertainty about decision-making 
authority or undermine councils’ ability to discharge their statutory responsibilities. There is also 
concern about the ability of local authorities to influence matters outside of the local areas 
where there is no tangible effect on their local area – for example it makes no sense for Dunedin 
elected members to influence the planning for Queenstown (over 250km away) or vice versa.  

12. The Bill also often assigns responsibility to local government without sufficient clarity, 
sequencing, or resourcing. For regional spatial plans, councils are required to make decisions and 
commitments in advance of national direction, environmental limits, and funding clarity. This 
places councils in a position of bearing delivery risk for matters outside their control and blurs 
accountability between central and local government. 

13. These matters are also discussed further in Section 0 (Spatial Plan provisions). 

14. Recommendations: 

a. Reconsider implementation sequencing and timelines to ensure local authorities 
are able to implement national direction within a complete and settled framework. 
Also ensure councils are not required to make binding decisions or commitments 
until relevant national direction, limits, and methodologies are in place. This will 
ensure councils are not required to “fill gaps” in national policy or bear 
disproportionate delivery risk. 

15. Provide clearer statutory direction on the establishment of spatial plan committees including 
how their role interacts with elected councils’ statutory decision-making responsibilities and 
make the relationship with the Long Term Plan (LTP) and its ability to delegate authority clear. 
This is necessary to avoid friction and delay during establishment, and improve confidence in 
decision-making processes. 

a. Ensure that Councils have enough influence in the system to manage the costs of 
growth in a way that ensures long-terms infrastructure delivery is affordable to 
communities. This is best done by including this outcomes within the goals of the 
Bill and giving a strong role to strategic spatial planning and appropriate ability to 
decline unanticipated growth that may undermine that outcome.  
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2.2 Management of biodiversity 

16. Under section 221 of the Natural Environment Bill, management of indigenous biodiversity will 
be the responsibility of regional councils. This represents a change from the current RMA 
framework, under which indigenous biodiversity is managed jointly by territorial authorities and 
regional councils. 

17. DCC acknowledges both benefits and drawbacks to the proposed management approach. As a 
positive, having indigenous biodiversity solely managed under the Natural Environment Bill 
would provide clarity, as both landowners and councils would only need to refer to a single piece 
of legislation. It would also reduce duplication of roles and responsibilities between regional 
councils and territorial authorities, offering a simpler and more transparent framework for 
indigenous biodiversity management. 

18. However, there are potential drawbacks. One key concern is that applicants may now be 
required to obtain a consent from both the territorial authority and a separate permit from the 
regional council for a development in a significant natural area. Under the current system, they 
may only need a single consent from the territorial authority. This change could increase the 
consenting burden and result in higher costs for both applicants and the local authorities 
involved. 

2.3 Links between the Planning Bill and the Natural Environment Bill 

19. The Planning Bill is primarily focused on enabling development and regulating land use, while 
the Natural Environment Bill is directed at managing the effects of natural resource use and 
protecting the natural environment from harm. The scope of the “environment” addressed by 
each Bill differs: the Planning Bill applies to the “built environment,” while the Natural 
Environment Bill applies to the “natural environment,” both of which are defined terms within 
their respective Bills. 

20. There is a risk that some activities may generate effects that fall outside the defined 
“environment” regulated by either Bill. For example, when considering land use consent 
applications under the Planning Bill, local authorities may be unable to assess adverse effects on 
the natural environment or indigenous biodiversity, as these matters do not appear to fall within 
the scope of the “built environment.” Therefore, if a separate consent is not also required under 
the Natural Environment Bill, there is a risk that such effects may not be able to be considered at 
all. 

21. A further issue arises from the reciprocal exclusions in each Bill. Under the Natural Environment 
Bill, decision-makers are prohibited from considering effects regulated under the Planning Bill 
(s14(b)). Similarly, when exercising functions under the Planning Bill, decision-makers are 
precluded from considering “any matter where the land use effects of an activity are dealt with 
under other legislation” (s14(1)(j)). This creates a potentially significant gap, particularly where 
matters overlap across both regimes (for example, natural hazards), as decision-makers will be 
unable to consider effects that are regulated under the other Act. 

22. For example, under the NE bill, regional councils can only consider the effects of natural hazards 
on natural resources. Effects on natural hazards as they relate to land-use are managed by 
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territorial authorities. So, if a permit is sought to discharge stormwater to a stream, it appears 
that regional council will not be able to consider the potential impacts on the discharge on 
flooding of houses downstream. This is a concerning gap that needs to be remedied. 

23. A further potential example could relate to zoning new growth areas that will require an on-site 
wastewater solution. The impacts of the wastewater discharge would be considered at the 
subdivision or development stage, through the need for any resource consents under the NEA. 
However, the ability of the area to absorb future wastewater discharge should be considered at 
the zoning stage, before any time and money is invested in its redevelopment. However, the 
effect of wastewater discharge cannot be considered under the Planning Act. 

24. While the regional spatial plan should identify any environmental limits (such as ability to absorb 
wastewater discharges), to allow this to be considered at the rezoning stage, as outlined later in 
this submission this will not be possible for the first regional spatial plan. Even for later spatial 
plans, it is possible that the appropriate limit is not identified because new housing is not 
anticipated in a particular area or because the level of information required cannot be collected 
at a regional level efficiently (it requires site level soil testing). Therefore, there should be an 
ability to consider effects under the NEA when making zoning decisions under the Planning Act.   

25. DCC recommends that further consideration be given to the interface and alignment between 
the two Bills. In particular, consideration is needed as to whether dividing the environment into 
two distinct subsets is appropriate. Further work is also required to ensure that all significant 
environmental effects of an activity can be considered, including effects that fall outside the 
defined scope of either Bill, and to avoid circumstances where activities or effects are effectively 
excluded from consideration under both legislative frameworks. 

26. DCC holds a similar concern with the relationship between other non resource management 
legislation, for example where the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 applies and 
requires an archaeological authority, then the land use effects of that activity – e.g., adverse 
effects on significant historic heritage – might be out of scope, despite the objectives of each 
legislation being significantly different. 

27. This clause requires rephrasing to ensure that it only applies where the effects are being 
managed to address the same issue or achieve the same outcome, for example minimum floor 
levels under the Buildings Act to manage natural hazards effects. 

28. DCC recommends that this clause is deleted or reworded as “(j) any matter where the land use 
environmental effects of an activity are managed dealt with under other legislation to achieve a 
similar outcome.”  

3 IMPLEMENTATION 

29. The DCC appreciates the Government’s desire to fast-track reform, however, it feels that the 
pace of reform is both unnecessary given other changes that have been made (such as fast-track 
consenting) that are being used to address issues with the pace of certain consenting and 
because the risks and costs of rushing reform do not outweigh the benefits. 
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3.1 National direction 

30. The proposed system relies heavily on the timely development, sequencing, and quality of 
national instruments. DCC is concerned that delays, gaps, or future changes in national 
instruments could significantly disrupt development of the new plans that will be required under 
the Planning Act. This could result in local planning processes being stalled or constrained while 
councils wait for national instruments to be developed or finalised. Future amendments to 
national instruments (e.g. if there were to be a change in government) could require repeated 
changes to the new combined plans, and would result in additional uncertainty and cost.  

31. Furthermore, councils may be required to implement national standards that assume levels of 
resourcing, data availability, or infrastructure capacities that simply do not exist uniformly in 
different areas of the country.  

3.2 Sequencing, time frames and funding implications 

32. The proposed development of national instruments, the regional spatial plan and land-use plans 
is swift. While timely transition is supported, the proposed sequencing needs further 
consideration to ensure speed does not come at the cost of quality. 

33. The time allowed to prepare the regional spatial plan is insufficient unless the first generation of 
spatial plans are limited to a ‘stapling together’ of existing FDSs or equivalent spatial strategies 
with only limited changes to the contents.  

34. The draft regional spatial plan for each region must be publicly notified within 15 months after 
Royal Assent of the Planning Act, or 6 months after the first national policy direction is issued. 
This includes setting up new and complex governance arrangements for regional spatial plan 
development. The national policy direction will be critical in developing the regional spatial plan, 
so the timeframe for developing the regional spatial plan is realistically 6 months, not 15.  

35. DCC considers that this timeframe is impractical and unworkable and is not consistent with the 
time taken to develop similar documents under the RMA. For example, development the 
Dunedin Future Development Strategy (FDS) took around 18 months to notification, excluding 
time required to set up governance arrangements.  

36. Meaningful spatial planning requires substantial technical analysis, modelling, engagement with 
mana whenua and communities, coordination with infrastructure providers and central 
government agencies, and internal governance and assurance. As the first major instrument 
being produced under a new statutory regime, there will also be unavoidable implementation 
overheads as establishing committees, delegations, secretariat arrangements, work 
programmes, and shared evidence bases. 

37. It is unrealistic to expect local government to scale up early ahead of enactment given the levels 
of uncertainty and risk of change. The proposed timing also creates funding issues in that 
existing Long Term Plans are unlikely to have identified funding for significant work on new 
regulatory plans within this time period (the regional spatial plan is expected to be developed 
during 2026 and 2027, with notification in the third quarter of 2027).  
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38. Further, these expectations to do more work faster (and commitment of significant additional 
expenditure towards developing regional spatial plans) comes at a time when councils face 
significant workforce constraints, financial pressures, and multiple concurrent reform 
programmes. Without realistic assumptions about capacity and resourcing, most councils will 
not be able to deliver the quality and consistency of outcomes expected under the new system. 

39.  Significantly more time should be provided to develop the first regional spatial plan. In order to 
understand the new requirements and comprehensively develop them, DCC recommends a 
minimum of 12 months from release of the national policy direction, all relevant national 
standards and confirmation of environmental limits. This would allow plans to be developed that 
are of sufficient quality and detail to provide robust, defensible direction for regions as the 
remaining parts of the system are implemented. 

40. Alternatively, the scope of the first regional spatial plan should be reduced significantly. 

Sequencing with respect to environmental limits 

41. Development of the regional spatial plan is particularly problematic. Schedule 2, cl.2(2)(a) of the 
Bill requires a regional spatial plan to be consistent with environmental limits. However, 
environmental limits are established either through the natural environment plan (ecosystem 
health limits), or by the Minister in national standards (human health limits). Ecosystem health 
limits must be determined using a methodology provided by the Minister in national standards.  

42. This sequencing creates both legal and practical difficulties. Regional spatial plans cannot be 
required to be consistent with limits that are not yet identified, yet these cannot lawfully be set 
because methodologies are not available, or are not sufficiently advanced to shape spatial 
decisions. 

43. The likely consequence is either councils must “guess” at limits and constraints (creating risk of 
misalignment and rework), or they must use placeholders and caveats, reducing the usefulness 
of the documents and creating interpretive uncertainty. Either approach increases the likelihood 
of rework, legal challenge, and loss of public confidence when the first generation of regional 
spatial plans must be revisited.  

44. Land use plans must be notified within 9 months of decisions on the regional spatial plan. While 
acknowledging that the new land-use plans will be simpler and incorporate more standardised 
material, DCC considers that the timeframes given in the Planning Bill are simply not possible to 
meet, and recommends that these timeframes are reviewed to provide councils further time to 
develop these documents.  

45. DCC recommends that the statutory framework is re-sequenced so that regional spatial plans 
are prepared after all necessary national direction is released and environmental standards 
confirmed. This would require release firstly of national direction that sets environment limits 
methodologies, development and confirmation of those limits, then development of regional 
spatial plans. 

46. DCC further recommends that sufficient time is allowed to complete every step, particularly for 
development of the first regional spatial plan. DCC recommends a minimum of 12 months 
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following confirmation of environmental limits or a reduction in the scope and expectations for 
the first regional spatial plans, or alternatively 24 months from Royal Assent. 

47. This would: 

• ensure regional spatial plans are meaningfully informed by confirmed environmental 
limits/outcomes 

• reduce the need for rework, improve legal coherence, and create regional spatial plans 
that can credibly guide subsequent instruments and investment decisions. 

• acknowledge real-world implementation timeframes, and avoid creating a cycle of non-
compliance or rushed processes. 

• allow appropriate budget to be included in LTPs to fund development 

3.3 Preparation of regional spatial plans 

48. As outlined in Part 3 of the Bill, all local authorities within each region must agree on how they 
will work together in relation to preparation of a regional spatial plan. This will include 
appointing a spatial plan committee, who will be responsible for development of the regional 
spatial plan. Under s69, there must be a publicly available document which will outline how the 
local authorities will work together in relation to various matters on development of the regional 
spatial plan. 

49. From reading the Bill, DCC is of the view that the provisions do not preclude the option of each 
local authority being able to focus on specific parts of the regional spatial plan that are relevant 
to their district. This was a point that the DCC strongly supported in its Going for Housing 
Growth submission.  

50. DCC considers it would be inappropriate for Dunedin to be involved in Queenstown’s spatial 
planning or vice versa. Given the strong focus on integrating land use and infrastructure 
planning, district councils must take the lead role in spatial planning for their districts and only 
those districts who are part of any urban area should be involved in planning for that urban area. 
Having said that, DCC supports working together, including across districts, on matters that 
extend beyond urban areas or cross local authority boundaries. 

51. Section 71 outlines the requirement of local authorities in a region to have a spatial plan 
committee. This committee must appoint “a chairperson and a secretariat in accordance with 
regulations” in section 71(3). 

52. It is unclear when these regulations will be made available. Since the timeframe for regional 
spatial plan development currently starts from Royal Assent, any delay in receiving the 
regulations after Royal Assent will reduce (the already short) timeframe, as spatial planning 
committees and secretariats cannot be established and work cannot commenced. 

53. The Council is concerned that the Bill provides insufficient statutory guidance on the practical 
establishment and operation of spatial plan committees, including membership and 
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representation, voting/decision-making arrangements, delegations, and how potential tensions 
between councils are to be managed. The role, function, and composition of the secretariat also 
requires clarification. It is assumed that it would comprise council staff responsible for the day-
to-day development of the regional spatial plan; however, this is not explicitly stated. This 
uncertainty creates problems with planning, resourcing and funding the preparation of the 
regional spatial plans.  

54. Recommendations: 

a. Explicitly enable and encourage efficient work allocation, including an approach 
where each council leads the spatial planning work for its district, with 
collaboration focused on cross-boundary and region-wide matters.  

b. Amend the Bill so that the timeframe for preparing the regional spatial plans 
commence from the release of any regulations governing the set-up of the spatial 
plan committee and the secretariat. 

c. Clarify the role, function, and composition of the secretariat. 

55. This would: 

• improve efficiency, respect accountability, reduce unnecessary duplication, and support 
better-quality spatial planning grounded in local knowledge 

• avoid delay in establishing appropriate working relationships and commencing work on 
the regional spatial plan 

• enable effective resourcing, role definition, and project mobilisation 

3.4 Inconsistency in timing of decisions on regional spatial plans 

56. There appears to be an inconsistency in the Bill regarding the timeframe for which decisions 
must be made on the regional spatial plan. Schedule 2, cl.21(3) requires that local authorities 
must make decisions on the recommendations of the independent hearings panel within 12 
months of the date on which the draft regional spatial plan was notified. 

57. However, Schedule 1, cl. 5(4)(b) states that a draft regional spatial plan must be decided within 6 
months after it is publicly notified.  

58. This inconsistency is presumably due to clause 5 in Schedule 1 being specifically related to the 
first set of national instruments, and that the timing in Schedule 2 would apply for subsequent 
regional spatial plans. If so, it seems counter-intuitive that a shorter time is allowed for decisions 
on the first regional spatial plan, which arguably will be more complex and time-consuming to 
develop at each stage than a subsequent regional spatial plan review. 
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3.5 Costs of implementation 

59. The DCC is concerned about the significant costs associated with implementing the new 
resource management system. These costs are expected to include the evidence gathering, 
changes to IT systems, preparation of new regional plan chapters, governance and operational 
arrangements, updates to processes, templates and guidance documents, changes to 
administrative systems, and additional staff training and resourcing. There will also be legal costs 
including those borne due to litigation risk in the system. While there has not been time to 
appropriately estimate these costs, it is considered that the cost assessments in both the 
Supplementary Analysis Report1 (published November 2025) and the Regulatory Impact 
Statement2 (published March 2025) are too low. 

60. At this stage, it is unclear what proportion of these substantial implementation costs will be 
borne by local government, as this will depend on Government decisions regarding any 
implementation funding package. However, councils across the country are already operating in 
a fiscally constrained environment, which is likely to be further exacerbated by the proposed 
rates capping. In this context, DCC has significant concerns about the affordability of the reforms 
and strongly urges the Government to carefully consider the funding and support mechanisms 
that will be required to enable local government to implement the new system effectively. 

61. DCC encourage the Government to provide an appropriate funding package that includes a 
centrally procured e-planning system that efficiently and economically enables not only delivery 
but effective data capture for monitoring and ongoing system improvement; and centrally 
procured robust and comprehensive independent science and economic assessment to support 
appropriate management approaches that will achieve social and cultural well-being, 
environmental sustainability and economic prosperity. 

4 PURPOSE / GOALS OF PLANNING ACT AND CHANGES FROM THE RMA 

62. The DCC understands and has sympathy for the Government’s intent to reduce the costs of 
regulation within the land use planning system, however, it considers that the costs of the 
removal of some areas of regulation have not been well-enough considered or communicated to 
the public so that the costs and benefits of these changes can be appropriately considered and 
weighed. DCC also considers that there are less-extreme options that could achieve similar levels 
of benefit with less significant costs to the quality of our cities and places. 

4.1 Removal of visual amenity 

63. A key concern is the proposed changes to the matters managed under the new system, 
particularly the removal of visual amenity from the system (Section 14(e) which excludes the 
consideration of effects of any activity including: “the visual amenity of a use, development, or 
building in relation to its character, appearance, aesthetic qualities, or other physical feature”. 
DCC is concerned that eliminating amenity as an element of the planning system could 

 
 
1 Supplementary-Analysis-Report_-Replacing-the-Resource-Management-Act-1991-Further-Policy-
Decisions_Redacted.pdf 
2 Replacing the Resource Management Act 

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Supplementary-Analysis-Report_-Replacing-the-Resource-Management-Act-1991-Further-Policy-Decisions_Redacted.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Supplementary-Analysis-Report_-Replacing-the-Resource-Management-Act-1991-Further-Policy-Decisions_Redacted.pdf
https://www.regulation.govt.nz/assets/RIS-Documents/Regulatory-Impact-Statement-Replacing-the-Resource-Management-Act-1991.pdf
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undermine the ability to create attractive well-functioning urban environments that continue to 
support New Zealand’s tourism economy, its reputation as an attractive destination for skilled 
migrants, and general liveability outcomes for residents. DCC does not believe that this change 
has wide-spread public support and that it represents a ‘baby out with the bathwater’ response 
to a much narrower problem of ensuring that public submissions and processes do not 
inappropriately constrain or delay development. 

64. The removal of amenity from the system will allow both urban and rural areas (including key 
tourists routes and vistas) to become cluttered by commercial hoardings and other signage as 
common in other western countries where signage is not regulated. 

65. The removal of the ability to manage landscape values (where not ‘outstanding’) will remove 
DCC’s ability to manage the design of new development on areas identified as significant 
landscapes including important natural backdrops to the urban environment, such as ridgelines 
and headlands. In Dunedin, this will affect the management approach to new development in 
over 28,000 ha of significant natural landscapes, and a further 1,878 hectares of natural coastal 
character. Landscape vistas affected would include the Silverpeaks, Mahinerangi, and the lower 
slopes of both Mt Cargill and the Otago Peninsula. A large number of coastal areas would also be 
affected, including the entire southern coast from Taieri Mouth to Tunnel Beach, Aramoana, 
Blueskin Bay, and Waikouaiti. 

66. It will also prevent requirements such as the screening of outdoor storage and the management 
of fences in front yards; evidence indicates that this will result in unattractive neighbourhoods 
that invite crime and anti-social behaviour such as tagging. 

67. It would also prevent the ability to schedule protected trees which most plans have, and which 
many communities support as part of maintaining attractive urban places. 

68. Our initial analysis indicates that no other countries in the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) have completely excluded public amenity outcomes from 
their planning frameworks and most of the world’s most attractive and successful cities manage 
it more strictly than New Zealand has. DCC considers that management of visual amenity is a 
critical element and should be reinstated in the new system albeit with appropriate limits on 
notification / rights to submit and scope to consider to prevent its use for NIMBYism or to delay 
development. DCC considers that there has been a lack of attention to, and proper analysis of, 
the importance of amenity to New Zealand’s tourism economy, as well as its ability to attract 
skilled migrants. DCC recommend that the matter of visual amenity be narrowed to focus on the 
tangible contributions this matter makes to the visitor economy and migrant attraction, rather 
than being removed. 

69. For example, national planning standards could still set rules for fence heights, signage in 
different zones, screening of outdoor service areas/storage, and allow for the scheduling of 
protected trees but restrict public submission and/or appeal rights to ensure efficient processes. 

70. There is also a lack of clarity as to how certain aspects of amenity that have been signalled as not 
being removed – such as shading and noise amenity still fit into the system. The content of the 
Bill appears to be inconsistent with the accompanying commentary to the Bill (for example New-
Planning-System-factsheet-05-Making-it-easier-to-build-and-renovate-your-home.pdf and New-

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/RM-reform/New-Planning-System-factsheet-05-Making-it-easier-to-build-and-renovate-your-home.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/RM-reform/New-Planning-System-factsheet-05-Making-it-easier-to-build-and-renovate-your-home.pdf
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/RM-reform/New-Planning-System-factsheet-08-Simplifying-residential-development.pdf
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Planning-System-factsheet-08-Simplifying-residential-development.pdf), both of which explicitly 
refer to shading and state that effects such as shading will continue to be considered through 
the consent process. 

71. It is noted that the management of shading or noise effects does not appear to fit clearly under 
any of the goals other than the vaguely worded “land use does not unreasonably affect others, 
including by separating incompatible land uses”. This goal statement is ripe for litigation as it is 
not clear about: what effects are captured (and does it include adverse effects on land values), 
how what is ‘unreasonable’ should be interpreted – is it what the land owner things is 
reasonable or unreasonable or someone else opinion of reasonableness and what factors are 
considered in determining reasonableness, and finally who is captured by ‘others’ – neighbours, 
communities, visitors? 

72.  While ‘amenity’ by nature has a degree of subjectivity it is still more clear of a concept then 
what unreasonably affects others. 

73. Finally, if the management of shading effects is intended to be maintained – this seems to be 
precluded by Section 14 (and the transitional provisions), which remove the ability to consider 
the “external layout of buildings on a site”. Where buildings are placed on a site is a key 
determinant of shading effects, but this exclusion limits the management of shading to height 
limits. To ensure clarity, Section 14 should specifically state ‘excluding height in relation to 
boundary where this results in shading effects’ to avoid legal challenge for rules that manage 
height and distance from boundary together. 

4.2 Removal of management of quality of homes 

74. DCC is also concerned about the proposal to remove the management of the quality of homes 
for future residents, including the provision of minimum areas of outdoor living space. It is a 
fallacy that these effects are born by the property owner and therefore not an externality, as in 
many cases the builder of a home is not the end occupier, and in many cases that future 
occupier is a tenant. 

75. DCC accepts that if any plans genuinely prescribe the direction of a television, as claimed, that 
that is inappropriate and that only aspects of housing quality that have scientific research that 
indicates a tangible impact on health outcomes should be managed.  

76. DCC is particularly concerned that the removal of appropriate requirements for outdoor living 
space will have detrimental impacts on people’s health and wellbeing and add to the cost of 
living (for example, by removing access to secure outdoor areas to dry clothes). This view is 
supported research. 

77. There are a wide range of studies that explore the positive relationship between both public and 
private outdoor green spaces, with increased health and wellbeing. This includes Cervinka et al.3 
who concluded that domestic gardens mitigate health deprivation more effectively than public 

 
 
3 R. Cervinka et al. (2016) My garden–my mate? Perceived restorativeness of private gardens and its predictors 
(Urban forestry & urban greening, 16 (2016), pp. 182-187).   

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/RM-reform/New-Planning-System-factsheet-08-Simplifying-residential-development.pdf
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green space at all levels of urbanity apart from the most rural areas. Brindley et al.4 undertook a 
population-level survey which showed that garden size played a significant role in self-reported 
health, with areas with small gardens displaying greater income-related health inequalities. This 
study highlighted that garden access and quality may play a key role in the buffering effect of 
nature regarding health and wellbeing. Collins et al.5 highlighted that access to a private garden 
substantially reduces the predicted probability of poor mental health issues in men, regardless 
of their access to local public green space. They also showed that having access to a private 
garden for older women reduces the predicted probability of poor mental health. These studies 
represent only a sample of the research literature available that have linked private outdoor 
space to improvements in health and wellbeing. 

78. Access to quality outdoor living areas is recognised as important in a number of jurisdictions, 
including in Australia. For example, in Melbourne, outdoor living areas have quantifiable 
minimums and qualitative design guidance. New medium density rules strengthen garden / open 
space requirements beyond the conventional Residential Code minimums. Emerging provisions 
(Medium Density Codes) replace the older “outdoor living area” with consolidated primary 
garden area requirements (typically 20 – 40m², scaled to lot size) as part of amenity 
requirements for townhouses and terraces. These provisions require a larger outdoor area than 
the previous rules. Landscaping and soft landscaping/tree canopy targets are also introduced to 
improve amenity and outdoor quality. Design guidelines have been prepared to support these 
provisions. 

79. DCC is concerned that the proposal to remove management of the quality of homes, particularly 
the provision of outdoor living space requirements, will lead to a number of adverse effects for 
future residents and lead to tangible adverse health outcomes for people and associated costs to 
the health sector. DCC recommends that quality of homes is an important matter that should 
continue to be managed under the new resource management system. DCC strongly encourages 
a more robust, wide-ranging and objective cost and benefit analysis that analysis of international 
best practice and evidence before proceeding. 

4.3 The management of historic heritage 

80. Dunedin is considered Aotearoa New Zealand’s premier heritage destination. The high quality 
and extent of Dunedin’s built heritage is unique amongst Aotearoa New Zealand’s cities. Our 
heritage buildings greatly contribute to Dunedin's liveability, vitality, and economy. Both 
residents and visitors highly value the city’s heritage. A 2023 resident survey indicated strong 
support for heritage buildings and their protection, while tourism surveys show that Dunedin’s 
historic heritage is a key factor contributing to the city’s distinctiveness relative to other 
destinations. DCC considers that there has been a lack of attention to, and proper analysis of, 
the importance of heritage character to New Zealand’s tourism economy as well as its ability to 
attract skilled migrants, for example in places such as Dunedin, Oamaru and other parts of 
Otago, and other locations in New Zealand such as Napier. DCC recommend that management of 

 
 
4 P. Brindley et al. (2018) Domestic gardens and self-reported health: A national population study 
(International Journal of Health Geographics, 17 (2018), p. 31) 
5 Collins et al. (2023) The relative effects of access to public greenspace and private gardens on mental health 



 

COUNCIL 
12 February 2026 

 

 

Planning Bill and Natural Environment Bill - Submission Page 75 of 251 
 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
 

It
e

m
 9

 

historic heritage should recognise the tangible contribution this makes to the visitor economy 
and migrant attraction.   

81. DCC supports the goal of protecting identified values and characteristics of sites of significant 
historic heritage from inappropriate development (s11(1)(g)(iii)), subject to the threshold for 
significance being appropriately set to enable not just the most notable buildings, but also those 
buildings that cumulatively contribute to the collective heritage value of a broader area. While 
DCC recognises that not all heritage can be cost-effectively conserved, or in some instances its 
loss is necessary to achieve more strategically important goals or projects (for example, the loss 
of the Cadbury factory for the new Dunedin Hospital), those trade-offs or cost benefit 
assessments are very context specific and not the same city to city, or place to place. Therefore, 
any future definition of significance in the national direction must not set the bar too high to 
support the achievement of the goal. It is better to set an achievable threshold to identify 
historic places that meet the criteria of significance, and provide robust policy direction to assess 
trade-offs and the costs and benefits of protection on an individual basis, than to make country-
wide assumptions about those costs and benefits and set the bar too high. 

82. In terms of more minor comments DCC notes the following. 

83. The drafting of s11(1)(g)(iii) includes the phrase “sites of significant historic heritage”; the 
inclusion of the word ‘sites’ appears to conflict with the definition of historic heritage. The 
definition of historic heritage includes a variety of terms, specifically “historic sites, structures, 
places, and areas”. To avoid confusion, DCC recommends that the word ‘sites’ should be 
removed, or the sentence be reworded to include a term such as ‘item’, e.g., ‘Items of significant 
historic heritage’ to provide clarity to the definition.  

84. In addition, the new act is an opportunity to simplify the term used to describe heritage. Both 
the RMA and the Planning Bill use ‘historic heritage’ For simplicity, this submission recommends 
‘historic heritage’ be referred to as ‘heritage’ in the Bill. DCC notes the Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga Act uses the term ‘heritage’ (e.g. Heritage List), noting that the purpose of that 
Act is to promote ‘protection… of the historical and cultural heritage of New Zealand (s3 HNZPT).  
Removing the word historic from the title of the definition clarifies that the places specified in 
(b) (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv), include both historical and cultural heritage. The word historic is 
repeated as a prefix to ‘sites, structures, places, and areas’ in the definition which is a tautology.  

85. DCC note that the ‘qualities’ in the definition of historic heritage in the Bill are the same as those 
in the RMA. However, they are a subset of the criteria identified in the Heritage New Zealand 
Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 in s66(1). For consistency and to avoid confusion, both pieces of 
legislation dealing with heritage protection should be consistent.  

Suggestions relevant to future national direction on Heritage 

86. DCC also acknowledges that further direction on the protection of significant historic heritage 
will be provided through national instruments. DCC would like to highlight several matters that 
could be usefully clarified or explored through the national policy direction or national 
standards. Clarification on these matters would ensure consistency of heritage protection across 
the country and reduce debate and litigation around whether places are ‘significant’ heritage 
and should be protected.  
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87. These matters include: 

a. The process and information requirements for undertaking a heritage assessment.  

b. How significance is to be determined, and what the threshold for ‘significant’ is, for each of 

the qualities (archaeological, architectural, historical, etc.). 

c. The weighting to be given to other planning matters when proposing heritage protection. 

d. Guidance on assessing significance at a local or regional level, and methods for doing so.  

While Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga provides guidance on applying its criteria and 

thresholds, these do not carry through to local heritage, as they relate to national 

significance6. Additionally, as noted above, the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

criteria differ from the qualities in the Bill.  

e. Guidance on identifying the protected parts of a place. Best practice is to protect the entire 

place (the interior and exterior of a building, and the setting, for example). Guidance should 

identify circumstances in which it is appropriate to omit part of the place from heritage 

protection.   

f. A definition or method for identifying the ‘surroundings’, to support the definition of historic 

heritage clause (b)(iv). The method will need to anticipate a broad range of scenarios, with 

specific guidance for both individual places and groups of interrelated places with collective 

significance and their surroundings. 

g. For heritage areas containing an interrelated group or groups of historic places, a method for 

identifying collective significance (for example, as an area or precinct), and quantifying the 

significance of buildings within that group, i.e. whether contributing, neutral, or detracting.  

h. Clarification about whether heritage protection is to be ‘tiered’ as it is currently in many 

district plans (e.g. class I, class II), or whether ‘significant’ is a single category.  

4.4 Removal of effects on retail distribution 

88. The DCC is concerned that the Bill’s removal of the ability to consider retail distribution effects in 
planning decisions (refer s14(1)(c)) will have detrimental implications for Dunedin’s transport 
network and parking management, and the vitality and vibrancy of the CBD and centres (which 
are important to overall economic performance of retail and hospitality in the city).  

89. Firstly, with respect to parking management, DCC provides for a wide range of parking options 
across the city, including on-street paid parking and time restricted parking, along with off-street 
parking spaces and parking buildings. As would be expected, parking provision is primarily 
concentrated in areas that are most frequently visited by people, i.e. the CBD and other local 
centres around the city. Under the current district plan, retail is generally concentrated in these 

 
 
6 Significance Assessment Guidelines, Guidelines for Assessing Historic Places and Historic Areas for the New 
Zealand Heritage List/Rārangi Kōrero (2019),  https://hnzpt-rpod-
assets.azureedge.net/b2emu5pe/significance-assessment-guidelines.pdf 
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centres, enabling more efficient public transport, active transport, and car-parking 
opportunities. If DCC can no longer consider retail distribution effects, then there is potential 
that retail activity could become more widely dispersed across the city, resulting in increased 
private vehicle trips, increased congestion, inadequate parking options and increased costs for 
parking management, less effective public transport, and negative implications for the Council’s 
environment strategy and zero carbon aspirations.  

90. The DCC also highlights that concentrating retail locations in specific areas (CBD and centres) is 
fundamental to maintaining the vitality and vibrancy of these areas. Having a vibrant and 
successful CBD and centres directly contributes to the overall economic and social wellbeing of 
the city. Additionally, concentrating retail activities in these areas also acts to provide space for 
other activities that cannot easily locate in the CBD and centres. Research7 undertaken in 
Auckland demonstrates that where retail activity is located within a city strongly shapes urban 
form and influences how efficiently people travel and use their time. Retail distribution also 
influences other patterns of land use, including those that contribute to the vitality and viability 
of centres that function both as key commercial hubs, and as places of social interaction which 
provide important community amenities and social infrastructure for the populations they serve. 
DCC received evidence8 at its district plan hearings that a more permissive commercial 
environment does not necessarily result in better economic outcomes. For example, commercial 
activity may locate where land is cheapest, leading at a dispersal of activities, loss of 
agglomeration benefits, a decrease in the depth and breadth of the retail offering in the CBD, a 
consequent reduction in the attractiveness of the CBD as a destination and its social amenity 
(leading to adverse effects on remaining businesses), and less efficient travel patterns. Each 
individual out-of-centre commercial development has a small, but cumulative effect on centres, 
typically aggregating to significant effects over time.  

91. The DCC recommends that the ability to consider the effects on retail distribution should remain 
in the Planning Bill, due to the implications this has on parking management, transport, the 
vibrancy and vitality of the CBD and centres, and the general contribution towards economic 
prosperity. 

4.5 Effects on significant landscapes 

92. The Planning Bill excludes consideration of effects on landscape, apart from outstanding natural 
landscape and features (s14). DCC is concerned that this proposal is too ‘broad brush’ and that 
consideration of effects on highly valued (but not outstanding) landscapes is excluded. 

93. DCC’s district plan contains a landscape classification of ‘significant natural landscapes’ (SNLs). 
These areas are intended to give effect to Section 7 of the RMA, which requires that the 
maintenance and enhancement of amenity values and the quality of the environment are given 
“particular regard to”. There is currently 28,000 ha of land identified in the district plan as SNL. 
The DCC considers that the distinctiveness of Dunedin is not just about its key or outstanding 

 
 
7 Fairgray, S. (2013). Auckland retail economic evidence base, Auckland Council technical report, TR2013/046.  
https://knowledgeauckland.org.nz/media/1529/tr2013-046-auckland-retail-economic-evidence-
base.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com  
8 2GP Hearings - Commercial Mixed Use - Economic Evidence Derek Foy Final.pdf 

https://knowledgeauckland.org.nz/media/1529/tr2013-046-auckland-retail-economic-evidence-base.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://knowledgeauckland.org.nz/media/1529/tr2013-046-auckland-retail-economic-evidence-base.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/hearings/commercial/2GP%20Hearings%20-%20Commercial%20Mixed%20Use%20-%20Economic%20Evidence%20Derek%20Foy%20Final.pdf
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features and landscapes. Rather, it is the broader landscape fabric of the city and surrounds, of 
which SNLs are an important part, that gives Dunedin its unique sense of place.  

94. A planning framework that focuses only on quantifiable environmental outcomes without 
requirements to consider wider landscape character and amenity is likely to fail to protect the 
things that give places their unique identity and quality. These include landscapes that are not 
ONLs and ONFs, but remain highly valued. The quality of the broader landscape character values 
of Dunedin is important to residents and is a key attraction for tourists. The erosion of landscape 
character values has the potential to undermine strong tourism premiums based on Dunedin’s 
distinctive landscapes.  

95. At present, SNL areas cover large areas of the hills that surround the Otago Harbour and form 
the backdrop to the inner Otago Peninsula bays and West Harbour settlements. Combined, 
these areas provide a significant proportion of the setting, visual containment, and skyline for 
the harbour, which is enjoyed by residents of Dunedin and thousands of tourists who are 
attracted to these landscapes. The removal of SNL landscape planning provisions risks 
undermining the landscape values of these highly valued places. 

96. In Australia, there are several comparable examples of regulatory controls on visual and 
landscape amenity.  For example, the Sydney Harbour Foreshores and Waterways Area 
Development Control Plan enforces height limits and view corridor protections around Sydney 
Harbour. In addition, Heritage Conservation Areas (e.g. The Rocks, Paddington) and foreshore 
building setbacks and public access requirements manage different aspects of the visual quality 
of the harbour surrounds. These controls have been implemented with an understanding that 
Sydney Harbour’s visual quality underpins its global branding and tourism and that a strong 
visitor economy (cruises, events, hospitality) relies on managing landscape character and visual 
amenity. 

97. Similar protections are implemented in other regional and tourism focused cities such as the 
following: 

• Byron Bay: height and character controls to protect coastal town identity;  

• Hobart: heritage and waterfront controls to preserve historic character; and  

• Noosa: low-rise and vegetation protections to support premium tourism. 

98. As identified by the New Zealand Institute of landscape Architects (NZILA) in their submission on 
the Proposed changes to RMA National Direction, through Te tangi a te Manu (the Institute’s 
landscape assessment guidelines) it is identified that people’s relationships to landscape are 
expressed as place-specific character, attributes and values, all of which are necessarily ascribed 
by people and recognised by communities. This understanding extends beyond places of 
national importance (ONLs and ONFs) and across ordinary everyday landscapes where people 
mostly live, work and play.  

99. DCC agrees with this NZILA submission, which notes that while addressing such qualitative and 
intangible matters can generate contested planning issues, effective resource management must 
continue to engage with communities and support positive relationships with place as an 
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integral planning outcome (NZILA submission on changes to RMA National Direction, 25 July 
2025). 

100. As discussed in the introduction, DCC considers that there has been a lack of attention to, and 
proper analysis of, the importance of landscape, amenity and heritage to New Zealand’s tourism 
economy as well as its ability to attract skilled migrants. The DCC recommends that these 
matters be narrowed to focus on the tangible contribution these matters make to the visitor 
economy and migrant attraction, rather than be removed. This would narrow the focus of 
decision-making on evidence related to the positive effects of protection on the broader 
economy rather than NIMBY concerns, thereby addressing the root problem to the efficient 
operation of the resource management system (the ability of the system to be hijacked by 
NIMBY issues) while maintaining the ability to consider aspects that have broader potential 
economic effects. 

101. For identified landscapes values (other than outstanding) this could be achieved by: 

a. Amending Section 11(1)(b) to read “to support and enable economic growth and 
change by enabling the use and development of land and by protecting values that 
are important to economic activity: 

b. Amending Section 14(2) by adding a new clause (f) “amenity, heritage and 
landscape effects where these significantly contribute to the visitor experience or 
migrant attraction. 

4.6 Lack of clarity around the exclusion of “the type of residential use” 

102. Section 14(1)(f)(i) excludes consideration of the type of residential use. It is unclear what this 
means and whether it captures anything that has a residential use component, for example 
air b and b, hotels and motels, working from home (and to what degree), supported living 
facilities, private hospital, nursing homes etc. There is a risk that it could be argued that the 
density of residential use falls under this concept. 

103. This exclusion needs to be more specifically and accurately defined. 

104. DCC recommends that this exclusion is more specifically worded and that s14(2) clearly 
indicates that it does not preclude management for Reverse sensitivity effects or density of 
residential use. 

4.7 Lack of clarity around the meaning of “demand for or financial viability of a project unless 

it is a matter to which section 11(1)(b) or (d) relates” 

105. While it is assumed that the meaning of Section 14(1)(d) is intended to capture the financial 
viability of a project for a developer/applicant with regards to the costs borne by them, this is 
not clearly articulated. It is recommended that this be spelt out to avoid litigation which may 
seek to argue that any public costs of a project cannot be considered, for example, the capital or 
operational costs of infrastructure that may fall on ratepayers, which should be able to be 
considered, particularly in light of the Government’s desire to reduce rate increases. 
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4.8 Lack of clarity around the management of safety 

106. Section 5 of the RMA sets out the purpose of the Act, which is to promote the sustainable 
management of natural and physical resources. Section 5(2) expands on the meaning of 
sustainable management, which includes “managing the use, development, and protection of 
natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to 
provide for their social, economic, and cultural well-being and for their health and safety”. 

107. As a result, safety is a matter that is currently managed through RMA plans, including in the 
Dunedin District Plan. Safety considerations apply to a wide range of matters, including 
transportation (e.g. how activities may affect the safe operation of the roading network for 
example standards requiring minimum sight distances for a new vehicle access from roads), 
people’s health and safety from hazardous substances (e.g. ensuring that their type, volume and 
location ensure that they reduce risks to health and safety), high levels of noise or emissions, 
and other land-use activities (e.g. ensuring appropriate setbacks are in place to provide a buffer 
from potentially dangerous activities such a bulk fuel storage). 

108. DCC is concerned that the Planning Bill does not include any goals that explicitly refer to 
safety, other than safety in relation to natural hazards. While safety could likely be considered as 
a general “adverse effect” under s15 (Considering adverse effects of activities), or through the 
duty in s25(1) to avoid, minimise, or remedy adverse effects on the built environment, this is not 
explicitly stated. Although the definition of “built environment” includes people and 
communities, DCC considers that greater clarity could be provided to ensure that public health 
and safety, including transportation safety, can be clearly and consistently managed under the 
new planning system. 

109. DCC therefore recommends it important that safety is expressly identified as a matter that can 
be managed under the Planning Bill. This could be achieved through the inclusion of a specific 
goal relating to the promotion of public health and safety, including transportation network 
safety, in in Section 11. 

110. This will ensure that aspects of development including high fences and other boundary 
treatments that may impact on visibility for people and traffic entering and exiting driveways 
and the placement of driveways can continue to be managed. 

111. On a related matter, an area of plan development that resulted in a number of appeals on 
Dunedin’s district plan was to do with the management of hazardous substances and the relative 
roles of the Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996 (HSNO) and Health and Safety 
at Work (Hazardous Substances) Regulations 2017 legislation and the RMA. 

112. Appellants argued that the district plan should not include rules relating to hazardous 
substances as these are covered by HSNO. DCC’s position was that additional controls may be 
required to, for example, manage potential effects on sensitive activities and sensitive natural 
environments, the effects of substances not managed by HSNO, cumulative risks and reverse 
sensitivity issues.  
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113. Different district plans have taken different approaches to managing hazardous substances. 
Clarity is required as to the appropriate approach. DCC recommends that the Act, and any 
national direction clarifies this matter. 

4.9 The need to manage growth based on long-term affordability of infrastructure to 

communities and the ability to efficiently deliver infrastructure to meet housing and 

business demand needs 

114. Finally, DCC is concerned that it is not clear if the Planning Bill provides for effects of growth 
and development on the affordability of infrastructure (and therefore the financial sustainability 
of Councils) or the efficient delivery of infrastructure to be considered. 

115. Firstly, the wording of the goal in Section 11(1)(e) to plan and provide for infrastructure to 
meet current and expected demand is vague and open-ended and ripe for litigation. 
Dangerously, it could be interpreted to mean that if any developer for any development 
“demands” infrastructure a Council is obliged to provide it with no ability to consider whether it 
is affordable to provide or operate.  

116. Further, DCC recommends that the planning system enables the consideration of the cost of 
infrastructure (beyond which will be paid directly by developers or landowners in a growth area 
directly) and for growth proposals that are inappropriate to service due to relative cost to 
service or impact on the ability to deliver other infrastructure according to priorities agreed in 
the regional spatial plan be able to be deferred through transition zoning mechanisms or, if 
more appropriate, declined.  

117. DCC recommends that Section 11(1)(e) is rephrased as “to enable the effective and efficient 
provision infrastructure to support growth and development.” 

4.10 Climate change 

118. The DCC is concerned that the Planning Bill does not clearly or strongly address matters 
relating to climate change. While the Bill’s definition of ‘natural hazard’ includes the effects of 
climate change, aside from this there are very few references to climate change.  

119. From the perspective of climate change adaptation, the DCC notes that the effects of climate 
can extend significantly beyond natural hazards, for example effects on primary production (e.g. 
agriculture, forestry, fisheries) and water availability for both urban and rural land uses.  

120. The DCC recommends the Bill should contain a goal that explicitly relates to climate change 
adaptation. The National Climate Adaptation Framework includes a commitment to amend the 
Climate Change Response Act, to require local governments to prepare adaptation plans for 
certain priority areas. If these adaptation areas must be included in regional spatial plans, then 
inclusion of a goal that relates to climate change adaptation would help promote and strengthen 
the links between the different legislation and would help ensure that adaptation planning is 
specifically considered through the hierarchy of resource management documents. 

121. The Planning Bill should also include a goal related to Climate Change mitigation. DCC notes 
that RMA requires decisions on regional and district plans to have regard to any emissions 
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reduction plan (prepared under s5ZI of the Climate Change Response Act). DCC recommends an 
equivalent provision should be included in the Planning Bill. 

4.11 Enjoyment of land 

122. The purpose of the planning bill is ‘to establish a framework for planning and regulating the 
use, development, and enjoyment of land’. The phrase ‘enjoyment of land’ also appears in 
Schedule 3 cl.66 in relation to assessing the materiality of impact when developing a regulatory 
relief framework. 

123. DCC is concerned firstly that the term ‘enjoyment of land’ is vague and subjective. Secondly, it 
is odd that only one aspect of ‘use’ is pulled out and seemingly creates an expectation that 
‘enjoyment of land’ must be planned and regulated.  Furthermore, it fails to recognise that that 
allowing one person greater development rights on their property (‘enjoyment of') can be at the 
expense of the property rights of neighbouring properties. For example, permitting taller 
buildings may result in increased shading for adjoining properties, adversely affecting these 
neighbours’ ability to use and “enjoy” their land and potentially depreciating its value for 
development. This may lead to arguments around effects on (private) amenity being replaced by 
arguments around “enjoyment” of land. 

124. DCC recommends that the term is removed and the purpose is simplified to “a framework for 
planning and regulating the use, and development, and enjoyment of land. DCC considers that if 
there is a desire to have a goal around being able to enjoy land that should be appropriately 
worded in the goals section. 

4.12 Procedural principles 

125. DCC supports the inclusion of procedural principles in the bill. These will assist in the efficient 
functioning of the resource management system and benefit all users. However, DCC is 
concerned that the 5th principle – ‘act in an enabling manner (for example being solution-
focused)…’ is open to interpretation, and has the potential to create more complexity and 
argument, which seems contrary to the reason for including principles. 

126. While providing an example: ‘being solutions-focused’, is welcome, additional guidance is 
required as to how this phrase should be interpreted. This should be provided through national 
direction at an early stage, alternatively this principle should be removed. 

5 IMPACTS ON IWI MĀORI 
 

5.1 Appropriate wording of Māori interests goal 

 
127. DCC submits that the Māori interest goal is too narrow and results in a reduced focus on 

matters of concern to Māori. The lack of provisions equivalent to RMA sections 6(e) (in part), 
6(g), 7(a), 7(d), 7(f), 7(g), and 7 (j) within the Bill highlights a significant gap in the consideration 
and understanding of the relationship Māori have with the environment and reduces the focus 
on environmental protection and sustainability that is imperative for mokopuna-focused 
thinking.  
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128. The Bill, as it stands, does not cover the broad, holistic viewpoints of Māori interests or reflect 
the appropriate relationship needed to work with mana whenua (through iwi and hapū) in 
developing regional and national instruments and plans.  

129. To ensure that Māori values are appropriately considered through development of the various 
planning documents, DCC recommends that goal 11(i)(i) is amended to read ‘Māori participation 
in the development and decision-making on national instruments, spatial planning …’.   

 
130. DCC also notes the drafting of s11(i)(iii) may mean that sites of significance to Māori is 

interpreted too narrowly. For example, sites of significance include mahika kai and nohoaka. For 
clarity, DCC recommends that the wording of s11(i)(iii) is amended to “the identification and 
protection of sites of significance to Māori (including, but not limited to, wāhi tapu, water 
bodies, or sites in or on the coastal marine area)”.  

 

5.2 Absence of a specific Treaty provision 

131. Section 8 of the Planning Bill outlines how the Treaty of Waitangi is provided for within the 
new system. This includes a Māori interest goal in s11, and requirements around the 
development of regional spatial plans and land use plans.  

132. However, unlike the RMA (s8), the Planning Bill does not contain a specific Treaty of Waitangi 
provision that requires all persons exercising functions under the Act to take into account the 
principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. DCC understands this is because “…the provisions required 
interpretation and, along with other aspects of the RMA, created uncertainty and complexity” 
(p. 33 of the consultation document9).  

133. However, in DCC’s view, the available legal jurisprudence and case law do provide an 
understanding of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. DCC agrees with the original Expert 
Advisory Groups (EAG) recommendations to include a general Treaty principles clause, similar to 
that in the RMA. This submission also highlights that the RMA has been criticised in the past for 
not being treaty-compliant, despite the requirement of s8 outlined above. DCC is concerned that 
the Planning Bill dilutes these commitments even further and represents a step backwards in 
giving effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

134. DCC recommends that a general Treaty of Waitangi clause is reinstated into the Planning Bill. 

5.3 Opportunities for iwi participation 

 
135. DCC supports provisions that allow for meaningful engagement, recognising Kāi Tahu 

rakatirataka, that is undertaken in good faith. However, the consultation requirements 
(including time available for engagement) outlined in the Bill are minimal, and DCC questions 
whether this level of engagement will in fact be meaningful and enable iwi and hapū to 
undertake their role as kaitiaki. This approach is reflected in the use of the term ‘participation’ in 

 
 
9 Better-Planning-for-a-Better-New-Zealand.pdf 

https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/Better-Planning-for-a-Better-New-Zealand.pdf
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goal 11(1)(i). The language used and the consultation requirements should be strengthened to 
ensure engagement is undertaken appropriately. 
 

136. In relation to regional spatial plan development, s70 requires only that iwi authorities are 
provided with a copy of the draft regional spatial plan prior to notification and that their views 
on it must be sought. There is no requirement to involve iwi in development of the regional 
spatial plan. In addition, there is no mandatory iwi representation on spatial planning 
committees. This would ensure that Māori values were considered during the preparation 
process. DCC recommends that these requirements are strengthened. 
 

137. In relation to land use plans, territorial authorities must only ‘have regard to’ iwi management 
plans and statutory acknowledgements (s80(4)).  DCC recommends that these documents are 
‘taken into account’ (the requirement in the RMA in relation to iwi planning documents) to allow 
them to better inform planning outcomes. 

138. DCC also recommends changing references to “iwi” to “iwi and hapū” to recognise how 
different iwi structures interact with central and local government. For example, Section 15(2) of 
the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu Act 1996 states that “where any enactment requires consultation 
with any iwi or with any iwi authority, that consultation shall, with respect to matters affecting 
Ngāi Tahu Whanui, be held with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu”. It is the acknowledged practice of Te 
Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu (TRoNT) that consultation in the first instance is with Papatipu Rūnanga 
(hapū rūnaka), rather than with TRoNT. 

5.4 Sections 9 and 10 – Treaty Settlement Redress or Arrangements 

139. DCC notes ss 9 and 10 of the Bill state that Treaty settlement arrangements will operate to the 
same or equivalent effect “...to the greatest extent possible…”. DCC supports the intent to 
uphold these agreements, preserving the rakatirataka of mana whenua. However, the wording 
could create uncertainty and potentially allow settlement redress to be diluted if it is 
inconsistent or incompatible with the new system. It is unclear how "equivalent effect" will be 
measured. 

140. DCC therefore recommends that national instruments provide further direction and guidance 
on what ‘the greatest extent possible’ means in practice.  It is critical that the context these 
agreements were entered into is not lost. 

6 REGIONAL SPATIAL PLAN PROVISIONS 

141. The role of the regional spatial plans will be critical in the new system. DCC supports the 
purpose and contents of regional spatial plans, including s67(d), which states regional spatial 
plans must support a co-ordinated approach to infrastructure funding and investment by central 
government, local authorities, and other infrastructure providers; and s67(e), which promotes 
integration of development planning with infrastructure planning and investment. 

142. In particular, DCC is supportive of the integration of regional spatial plans with the transport 
planning and funding provisions under the Land Transport Management Act (LTMA) through the 
requirement for consistency between regional spatial plans and regional land transport plans, 
and the requirement that the Minister of Transport takes into account regional spatial plans 
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when developing the government policy statement on land transport (sections 67(d), 68(1)(c) & 
(d), Schedule 11 changes to s14 and 67 of the LTMA). 

143. DCC also supports the ability of spatial plan committees to make minor amendments to the 
regional spatial plan, as provided for in Schedule 2, cl.35. This will enable the efficient correction 
of minor errors. 

6.1 Incorporation of information from RMA plans 

144. Schedule 2, cl.6 allows the incorporation of information from operative land use and natural 
environment plans into a regional spatial plan, without the need to consider submissions on this 
information (unless the environment has changed). The DCC supports this approach, as it 
provides for efficient use of information previously approved in these documents, without 
unnecessary reconsideration or formality.  

145. DCC considers that this provision (with the same caveats) could be extended for the first 
regional spatial plans to allow councils to incorporate operative parts of a plan made under the 
RMA, when such material is broadly consistent with new national direction. This incorporation 
should be a reasonably straight-forward exercise, without the need to provide onerous evidence 
or re-analysis beyond that undertaken at the time provisions were originally incorporated into 
the RMA plan.  

146. Such an amendment would help ease the transition from current RMA plans to the new 
regional spatial plans, reducing costs and timeframes, avoiding duplication and ensuring 
continuity. Efficient regional spatial plan preparation will be particularly important given the 
tight timeframes in which they must be prepared (see above).  

147. Specific examples where this would be helpful is the mapping of areas of outstanding natural 
landscapes (ONLs) and sites of significance to Māori, which have gone through a public process 
under the RMA, and will continue to be managed under the Act. Having to produce new 
comprehensive assessments of these would not be possible in the timeframe allowed for the 
first regional spatial plans. Provided the methodology used to identify them is broadly consistent 
with any new national direction, then a direct transfer this mapping into the regional spatial 
plan, without the ability for submissions (where the site/details have not changed), would 
improve the efficiency of regional spatial plan development and approval. For the sake of clarity, 
this process should allow Councils to choose to review any of the provisions/mapping and if 
changed, allow for submissions on those changes.  

148. DCC recommends that Schedule 2, cl. 6 is extended to also apply to operative material in RMA 
plans, provided this is generally consistent with any national direction produced under the 
Planning or Natural Environment Acts.  

6.2 Affordability testing / financial feasibility 

149. As outlined in Schedule 2, cl.3(1)(d) and (e), regional spatial plans will be required to include 
existing and future key infrastructure, and other infrastructure that may be needed to serve 
future urban areas. While the broad intent of this is supported, DCC is concerned that the Bill 
does not explicitly require any affordability testing or financial feasibility assessments as part of 
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the spatial planning process. While scenarios must be considered for the purpose of testing 
options, without explicit consideration of financial feasibility, there is potential that regional 
spatial plans could commit councils to infrastructure obligations that are unaffordable, creating 
legal, political, and practical pressure on council finances in the future. 

150. This is a critical concern in the current fiscal and infrastructure context, where councils are 
managing significant renewal burdens and resilience challenges and must prioritise investment 
within constrained funding envelopes. Spatial plans that identify infrastructure without explicit 
attention to affordability and funding pathways risk becoming aspirational documents that raise 
expectations but cannot be delivered. That undermines trust and creates pressure for growth in 
locations that may be inefficient or impractical to service. 

151. DCC recommends that the Planning Bill explicitly provides for affordability testing of any 
infrastructure identified in regional spatial plans. Alternatively, explicitly allow councils to 
decline or defer infrastructure commitments where funding is uncertain or unavailable. This will 
better align spatial planning with deliverability, improve credibility, protect financial 
sustainability, and reduce the risk of implied, unfunded mandates. 

6.3 Relationship with water services strategies 

152. Section 68 outlines how regional spatial plans integrate with other statutory documents. Long-
term plans must set out steps to implement or progress the actions for which the local authority 
is a lead. However, under the Government’s Local Water Done Well reform programme, the 
enduring regulatory framework for the management and delivery of water services 
infrastructure is now contained in the Local Government (Water Services) Act 2025. Amongst 
other requirements, this legislation will require that water service providers complete a water 
service strategy every three years, which will replace the water-related aspects of the LTP 
prepared under the Local Government Act. 

153. While Schedule 2 cl.5(2)(a)(viii) of the Planning Bill states that the spatial plan committee must 
have regard to water service strategies prepared under the Local Government (Water Services) 
Act 2025, there is no equivalent reference to this document in s68. 

154. Recommendation: 

155. DCC recommends that explicit reference to water service strategies prepared under the Local 
Government (Water Services) Act 2025 is included under s68 of the Planning Bill. 

6.4 Mandatory matters 

156. DCC supports the mandatory matters listed in Schedule 2 cl.3, subject to a clarification. 

157. Item (g) includes ’infrastructure supporting activities‘. DCC interprets this as activities that 
support infrastructure, such as roads that might provide access to power lines (rather than 
infrastructure that supports activities). However, it would be useful to clarify this. 
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158. DCC recommends that a definition for ‘infrastructure supporting activities’ is added to the 
Planning Bill (even if that definition refers to a definition that will be provided in relevant 
national direction). 

6.5 Authority to notify the Spatial plan and decide on IHP recommendations 

159. Under s73(e) and (f), the spatial plan committee has the powers to recommend public 
notification of the draft regional spatial plan to local authorities and also to provide advice to the 
local authorities in the region on the independent hearings panel’s recommendations on the 
draft regional spatial plan after submissions and hearings. Under Schedule 2 cl.12 the local 
authority approves public notification, and under cl.21 it decides whether to accept the 
recommendations from the independent hearings panel. 

160. DCC is concerned that this approach is inefficient, given the representation of all local 
authorities on the Spatial Planning Committee, and a clear directive for consensus decision-
making.  It is not inconceivable that, despite the spatial planning committee agreeing on the 
regional spatial plan content, one or more individual local authorities decide not to notify it. 
Likewise, different local authorities may chose to make different decisions on the IHP’s 
recommendations on regional spatial plan submissions.  While a dispute resolution process is 
provided for in Schedule 2, this process may take a significant amount of time to complete. If a 
decision cannot be reached through that process, the matter must be referred to the Minister, 
which is also likely to introduce further delays. Given the Government’s desire for rapid 
implementation of RM reform, such delays would mean the roll-out of the new system could 
take significantly longer. This could have significant knock-on implications for councils’ work 
programmes. 

161. DCC considers that it would be preferable, and more efficient overall, that any disagreement 
at a local authority level on the content of the regional spatial plan is addressed through 
submissions and, if necessary (and provided for), appeals.  

162. DCC therefore recommends that the decision to notify the regional spatial plan, and that IHP 
recommendations on the regional spatial plan, rest with the spatial planning committee. 

163. Further, the Act explicitly provides for local authorities to make submissions, and pursue 
appeals, on the regional spatial plan content. This will be particularly important in cases where 
costs of regional spatial plan implementation may be borne primarily by one Council who is out 
voted on a decision relating to that infrastructure. 

7 ENABLING THE EFFECTIVE PROVISION OF MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
 

7.1 Infrastructure delivery 

164. The DCC supports the broad intention of the Bill in relation to enabling delivery of high-quality 
infrastructure for the future. One of the Bills’ goals (section 11) requires that all persons 
exercising functions under the Bill “plan and provide for infrastructure to meet current and 
expected demand”. This sits alongside supporting economic growth and well-functioning urban 
(and rural) environments. The DCC supports a system that may reduce unnecessary barriers and 
regulatory uncertainty as this can have negative impacts on infrastructure investment and 
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delivery, as long as that improved efficiency of process does not prevent the appropriate 
management (and protection) of important natural environmental values. 

165. In Dunedin, the proposed Smooth Hill landfill provides a local example of how difficult and 
time-consuming the nature of consenting essential infrastructure has been. Initial studies for a 
new landfill location were undertaken in the late 1980s and early 1990, and the Smooth Hill site 
was identified. This site was subsequently designated in the 2006 Operative Dunedin District 
Plan, and this designation was carried over into the Proposed Dunedin City Council Second 
Generation Plan (2GP). The resource consent application was first lodged in 2020, and further 
information supplied in 2021. The application was publicly notified in late 2021, with a public 
hearing being undertaken in mid-2022. Approval for the application was received later in 2022; 
however, two appeals were received by the Environment Court relating to this decision. By mid-
2023, the final appeal had been resolved and the DCC is now able to proceed with progressing 
the project. However, the costs and timeframes have been significant. Measures that would 
enable this process to be more efficient, cost-effective, and provide more certainty to applicants, 
while still ensuring appropriate management of adverse environment effects is undertaken and 
public input considered, are supported.  

166. The DCC also supports the Bill’s provisions on regional spatial planning (and specifically the 
relevant matters listed Schedule 2, cl.3(1)) to require better consideration of existing and future 
key infrastructure, in order to better coordinate forward infrastructure planning with future 
urban development areas. In addition, the integration of regional spatial plans with other 
legislation as detailed in s68 of the Bill.  

167. The Bill’s provisions on designations are also supported, with the designation process set out 
in the Bill intended to enable effective infrastructure provision and reduce the cost and 
complexity of the process. The ability to secure designations through the spatial planning 
process is particularly supported, as this allows spatial planning to better consider and integrate 
infrastructure, both existing and planned. 

7.2 Growth and the affordability of infrastructure 

168. Dunedin faces significant infrastructure challenges, particularly in its 3 waters network. Many 
of these constraints stem from the age of the city’s infrastructure – some areas have pipes over 
a century old, with much of the network exceeding 50 years in age. There is a consequent lack of 
capacity, particularly in wet weather, and there is considerable work planned over the next 10 
years (and beyond) to maintain or restore minimum levels of service and performance, as well as 
to provide for the development capacity that is enabled within our existing residentially zoned 
areas. 

169. Due to these constraints, providing for 3 waters infrastructure to service growth, and in 
particular to new greenfield growth areas, is often more complex and challenging that simply 
extending existing pipes. Catchment wide programmes of works are often required. 

170. DCC is concerned that the new planning system does not provide for an ability to say ‘no’ to 
growth where infrastructure constraints may make that growth unaffordable (in the short term 
due to capital upgrades and/or longer term in terms of increased operational costs) where 
sufficient alternative growth options are available that provide a more affordable outcome for 
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communities. This will likely lead to urban expansion in locations where infrastructure is unable 
to be efficiently or cost-effectively provided, or where provision will delay other planned works 
from being achieved due to limited resources (money, plant, personnel). Such an approach risks 
undermining efficient public investment. Further, if this policy drives up the cost of 
infrastructure provision by limiting council’s ability to strategically plan for growth in a way that 
considers infrastructure affordability, then housing costs will ultimately increase. 

171. While privately delivered infrastructure is an option for some growth areas, DCC’s experience 
is that privately delivered infrastructure is typically designed to meet the needs of a specific 
development and often lacks integration with broader network planning. In many instances 
urban expansion, unlike intensification and infill, results in fragmented and inefficient 
infrastructure systems (for example, subdivision-level schemes for stormwater management, 
local wastewater detention and/or pumping, pumping water supply to higher ground), which are 
less efficient than broader catchment-wide solutions, or have higher long term operational and 
maintenance costs that cannot be funded through developer contributions. 

172. For example, in the case of 3 waters, responsive planning is likely to result in pressure to 
establish small-scale, stand-alone water and wastewater treatment, reticulation and disposal 
systems that are disconnected from larger metropolitan systems. Or alternatively, require long 
network extensions for 3 waters servicing of rural areas that have been rezoned, distant from 
the urban boundary. Both of these approaches are less cost-effective or “infrastructure 
efficient” when compared to intensification of existing urban areas, rezoning within urban limits 
or at urban-rural boundaries. For example, growth in outlying townships and settlements of 
Dunedin may need major upgrades to network infrastructure that is likely to be difficult to 
finance due to relatively low rates of growth and development due to the limited market for 
people wanting to live that far from the main urban centre. This means that development 
contributions or similar funding is not an efficient means of paying for a large upfront capital 
investment where growth is slow and higher operational costs have no proportionate increase in 
rates in the area. The net effect of this change from a 3 waters perspective would be high levels 
of infrastructure capital costs relative to the number of services properties, and disjointed and 
fragmented infrastructure with higher costs to operate and maintain for the future. 

173. Given Dunedin’s already substantial programme of required 3 waters upgrades, and the city’s 
relatively modest growth – all of which can be accommodated within existing zoned areas – it is 
essential that development should able to be directed towards locations that represent the most 
cost-effective long term infrastructure outcomes (considering both capital costs for new 
infrastructure and long term operating and maintenance costs). While 3 waters represents the 
largest infrastructure cost, other infrastructure provided by councils such as roads, parks, 
recreation, public transport etc also all represent significant costs. 

174. Providing for unanticipated or out-of-sequence development proposals can significantly affect 
the funding and delivery of public infrastructure. If Councils no longer have discretion to decline 
such proposals based on infrastructure or only approve them if they are fully funded (capital and 
operation) from the landowners without subsidising from other parts of the city, there is a 
heightened risk of inefficient and costly infrastructure solutions that may have an impact on 
rates for decades. 
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175. From a transportation perspective, growth in outlying townships and settlements and even in 
many parts of the urban-rural fringe is usually not affordable to service by public transport under 
current Government funding and cost sharing policies meaning those growth areas become car 
dependent and lead to increased traffic volumes that require roading upgrades to maintain 
safety and efficiency in the network. 

176. The need to ensure infrastructure is cost effective to operate and has effective means of 
financing capital costs particularly relevant in light of central government’s proposal to 
implement a rates cap for councils. While this is currently proposed to exclude water charges, 
provision of other infrastructure still represents a considerable expense for councils. In Dunedin, 
the forward capital programme for infrastructure provision/upgrades over the next 10 years is 
substantial, and rates costs are projected to increase. These costs would be increased further 
still if Council was now required to service growth that requires expensive infrastructure 
upgrades and extensions and higher costs to operate. Now, with the potential for a rates cap, 
the reality is that DCC will simply be unable to afford the necessary infrastructure upgrades.  

177. DCC considers that, if growth and urban expansion is to be promoted, there must be an ability 
to decline inappropriate and inefficient growth areas, and that there are suitable funding and 
financing mechanisms available, as discussed in the next section. 

178. However, it is noted that even if appropriate funding mechanisms are in place, physical 
infrastructure upgrade works on the ground can still be constrained by what is delivered by the 
market. This matter is amplified when the infrastructure upgrades might be undertaken in a 
piecemeal and isolated manner.  

179. It is recommended that Section 11 of the Planning Bill include a goal “to support the cost 
effective delivery of infrastructure and public services by government and communities” 
(preferred) or, if that is not supported, that this concept is included in a definition of a well-
functioning urban environment that is national direction which presumably will define this term 
that is used in Section 11. 

7.3 Funding and financing mechanisms 

180. The DCC supports managed growth where this occurs in infrastructure-appropriate locations 
(refer to the discussion in section 0 above) and endorses the principle that growth should pay for 
growth. However, this support is conditional on the availability of effective and flexible financing 
options to fund the infrastructure required to support growth. proposals 

181. Many infrastructure projects deliver both private and public benefits, which creates funding 
challenges. Councils have limited mechanisms to fund the public share of infrastructure costs. 
For example, infrastructure must be included in the Long Term Plan (LTP)—updated every three 
years—to be eligible for Development Contributions. If not included in the LTP, projects must be 
added through the annual plan process—an administratively complex approach, particularly for 
smaller projects. The system must provide Councils the ability to fund upgrades in a timely 
manner.  

182. A recent example in Dunedin illustrates the funding challenges associated with infrastructure 
delivery in submitter-proposed growth areas (i.e. responsive planning). Four landowners sought 
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a relatively large expansion to the urban boundary that was likely to require infrastructure 
upgrades. A transition zone was applied, subject to several technical studies to be completed 
(particularly related to stormwater management and discharge to a flood prone waterway). The 
integrated transport assessment showed the need for an intersection upgrade outside the site, 
which would have both public and private benefits. Funding for that project was included in the 
LTP. However, at the point of requesting the transition zone uplift, the landowner identified that 
the internal roading also had public benefits and requested a Council funding contribution. 
Because this public component of internal roading was identified too late for inclusion in the 
LTP, determining a funding mechanism for the public share presented a challenge.  

183. As the proposed reforms are resulting in a far more permissive planning system, it is crucial 
that Councils are equipped with appropriate funding tools to deliver infrastructure. The costs 
(and fair distribution of costs) of servicing growth will vary by location, and there must be an 
ability to recover higher costs from growth areas which have higher infrastructure costs. While 
targeted rates are one option, in our experience they are often administratively complex and 
burdensome. Any new funding mechanisms introduced should be simple to implement, 
adaptable to different situations, and capable of providing timely and reliable funding. 

184. DCC also consider it essential that Councils have an ability to discount (or cap) development 
charges in certain areas. In our experience, smaller rural townships located outside the main 
urban area often incur significantly higher infrastructure servicing costs compared to growth 
areas within or near the city. If full infrastructure costs were passed on, charges in these 
townships would likely be prohibitively high—effectively preventing development. To ensure 
growth remains viable in these smaller communities, Councils must retain the discretion to limit 
the infrastructure costs charged in such circumstances. 

7.4 Stormwater infrastructure and increased run-off 

185. Section 14(1) outlines the effects outside the scope of the Act. Of note, s14(1)(a) includes that 
the internal and external layout of buildings on a site (for example, the provision of private open 
space) is excluded. Currently the Dunedin district plan requires a minimum amount of outdoor 
living space be provided, which works in conjunction with rules related to maximum building site 
coverage, and maximum areas of impermeable surfaces to manage effects on the stormwater 
network. These is effectively a win-win type framework as it ensures that parts of the required 
areas of impermeable surfaces (which are necessary to avoid pluvial flooding – a widespread 
issue in Dunedin) are able to be used for outdoor living and/or contribute to street amenity. This 
win-win outcome presents minimum additional costs on housing development then just having 
areas with gravel soak pits for stormwater that have no co-benefit for amenity or outdoor living. 

186. Further, if local authorities no longer have the ability to require a minimum amount of 
outdoor living space as is proposed in the Bill currently, then it will be critical that impermeable 
surfaces standards are designed to deliver the same outcomes for stormwater management (the 
definition of impermeable surface does not allow for compacted gravel or other surfaces with 
poor permeability). However, a better outcome would be to keep the win-win of the required 
areas of permeable surfaces also contributing to housing amenity and liveability outcomes. 
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8 REGULATORY RELIEF PROVISIONS 

187. The proposed regulatory relief provisions are a matter of particular concern for the DCC. 
Requiring councils to provide regulatory relief where a ‘specified rule’ in a plan has a ‘significant 
impact on the reasonable use of land’ represents a substantial and impractical departure from 
the current planning system. 

188.  To be clear, regulatory relief means compensation in one form or another. Under the Public 
Works Act 1981, councils are already required to compensate landowners if they need to 
purchase land for a public work. However, here, regulatory relief would apply even though no 
land is being acquired or taken. This would be a new and unfunded financial obligation on 
councils.    

189. DCC strongly opposes these provisions for the following key reasons:  

a. Financial impact on councils – It is unclear how councils will be expected to fund 
regulatory relief as there is no obvious funding mechanism. If the funding is to be 
through rates, then there would be less funding available for other council services, 
especially if there are rates caps. 

Councils are already operating under constrained budgets, and providing relief to a 
potentially large number of landowners would impose additional costs. This 
concern is further amplified if the proposed rates cap is enacted, placing additional 
pressure on council finances.  

There is no doubt that regulatory relief would have a significant financial impact on 
local authorities. In addition to the costs of relief/compensation itself, there would 
be substantial staff costs to implement the regime, costs for valuations and other 
costs.  

The uncertainty and unquantifiable nature of regulatory relief is highly problematic 
for councils’ financial planning. DCC is already facing significant financial challenges 
that will need to be addressed as part of the next long-term plan (2027-2037).  

b. Conflict with councils’ statutory obligations – There is a conflict between councils’ 
regulatory responsibilities and compensatory obligations. While councils will be 
required to regulate and manage matters such as outstanding natural features and 
landscapes, the obligation for regulatory relief is a potential disincentive for 
environmental and other protections. Councils will obviously need to meet their 
statutory obligations, but regulatory relief has the potential to disincentivise 
councils from doing more than the bare minimum in terms of protecting the 
environment.  

c. Unfairness to councils through requirements in national standards – Through the 
development of national instruments, central government may require councils to 
manage and protect certain matters. However, if these requirements constitute a 
‘significant impact on the reasonable use of land,’ councils would still be obligated 
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to provide regulatory relief, despite having no discretion over these centrally 
mandated measures.  

d. Unfairness to councils through regulations – Although councils are tasked with 
developing a regulatory relief framework, that framework must comply with 
regulations that councils have little to no control over. The regulations can include 
methodologies for defining levels of impact within a relief framework, classifying 
types of impact, setting the types of relief for different types and levels of impact, 
and identifying impacted landowners. 

e. Scale of regulatory relief – The potential number of landowners eligible for 
regulatory relief is substantial. In Dunedin alone, there are: 

• 915 scheduled heritage buildings 

• 1,335 ha of Areas of Significant Biodiversity Value (ASBV) on private land 

• 144 ha of Urban Biodiversity Mapped Areas (UBMA) on private land 

• 56,289 ha of Outstanding Natural Landscape (ONL) on private land 

• 17 ha of Outstanding Natural Coastal Character (ONCC) on private land 

• 424 ha of High Natural Coastal Character on private land. 

• 32,517 ha of wāhi tupuna (sites of significance to Māori) on private land.  

This demonstrates the potentially enormous scale and corresponding cost 
associated with implementing regulatory relief. 

f. Retrospective nature – The Planning Bill applies to specified rules in a proposed 
plan or plan change, and retrospectively where the requirements in clause 68(7) of 
Schedule 3 in the Planning Bill apply. DCC opposes the retrospective nature of the 
regulatory relief framework as it is administratively burdensome and the rules in 
the RMA operative plan have been through a robust process that involved public 
notification, hearings, and rights of appeal to ensure that the rules were 
appropriate. Repeating work seems counter-productive. It would be time-
consuming and costly. 

g. Administrative burden – The work required to assess every individual property 
affected by a specified rule is enormous. Apart from the cost of providing 
regulatory relief itself, there will be substantial staff costs associated with 
developing a regulatory relief framework, checking the history of ownership of 
each individual property that is potentially affected, assessing the impact on the 
“reasonable use of land”, considering applications for review, and managing 
objections to the Planning Tribunal. There will also be other costs, such as title 
searches and consultants’ costs (such as valuers and potentially planning or 
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economic experts). This volume of work and the associated costs should not be 
underestimated. Resourcing is likely to be a major issue. 

h. Potential effect on other council services – As mentioned above, funding 
regulatory relief through rates would mean less funding availability for other 
council services, especially if there are rates caps. Funds for regulatory relief would 
need to be diverted from other council services, such as libraries, parks, pools, 
waste collection, roading etc.  

i. One sided nature of the regime – Although regulatory relief would allow 
landowners to be compensated if specified rules have a significant impact on the 
reasonable use of their land, there is no corresponding payment by landowners to 
councils when a landowner gets the benefit of a planning rule (e.g. if rural land is 
zoned residential). 

j. Potential for increased disputes and litigation – Given the contentious nature of 
regulatory relief, it is highly likely that disputes will arise, leading to litigation. This 
would create additional costs and uncertainty for both councils and landowners. 

Disputes and litigation have the potential to arise in relation to many aspects of the 
process. For example: 

• There may be judicial review of the regulatory framework itself. It is 
difficult to know how a court would approach this given that the regulatory 
framework would inevitably involve decisions by councils regarding the 
competing allocation of public funds. This is an area where there has 
traditionally been judicial restraint, which is appropriate if councils are 
having to choose between funding for regulatory relief and funding for 
other public services (such as libraries, parks, pools, waste collection, 
roading etc). 

• There will inevitably be disputes around what is “reasonable use”, what is a 
“significant impact” and what is “reasonably likely”. Although the 
regulatory relief framework will need to identify what is “a significant 
impact on the reasonable use of land”, the councils’ decision on this will be 
subject to judicial review and will probably not be consistent across New 
Zealand. 

Given the Planning Tribunal will have the ability to alter the regulatory relief 
awarded to landowners, there is again financial uncertainty for councils. 

k. Voluntary incentives - Regulatory relief has the potential to disincentivise 
landowners from applying to voluntary incentives (where Council has some ability 
to ensure that funds are used for the intended purpose) as this will adversely affect 
their access to regulatory relief. DCC (directly or indirectly) has several voluntary 
incentives, and the benefit of these is that the funds must be used for a specified 
purpose. It is unclear whether a regulatory relief framework could include such 
requirements for the funds to be used for a specified purpose. For example, the 
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Dunedin Heritage Fund makes grants in relation to specified works intended to 
strengthen or enhance heritage buildings. 

l. Heritage buildings – As mentioned earlier in this submission, regulatory relief has 
the potential to adversely affect New Zealand’s heritage buildings. This is a matter 
of particular concern for DCC as Dunedin is renowned for its historic buildings, and 
this attracts visitors to the City. The financial burden associated with regulatory 
relief (i.e. compensation) has the potential to discourage the identification of 
significant historic heritage, which may lead to some properties not being 
recognised in the way that they should.   

m. Status quo – Even without all the above downsides to regulatory relief, it is 
questionable whether regulatory relief can be justified given the uncertainties and 
financial risk for local authorities. There are already some mechanisms in place to 
prevent unreasonable planning rules (e.g. through application to the courts). Also:   

• Clause 105 of the Planning Bill partially overlaps with Part 4 of Schedule 3. 

• Landowners are already compensated, at least to some extent, as rates are 
predominantly based on land values. If a planning rule impacts the value of 
a property, then this will often be reflected in the property’s rateable 
value, which means that those landowners pay less rates than they 
otherwise would.  

190. Given the above, DCC recommends that: 

a. Section 92 and Part 4 of Schedule 3 of the Planning Bill should be removed in their 
entirety. They are highly problematic. 

b. If the regulatory relief provisions are to remain (which is not supported), then they 
should be funded by central government, or there should be clear funding 
mechanisms available to councils (other than rates), for example the ability to 
collect funding where land is rezoned to enable higher levels of development.  

c. If the regulatory relief provisions are to remain and be funded by councils (also not 
supported), then: 

• Regulatory relief should only apply to new specified rules in a proposed 
plan or plan change. The relief regime should not be retrospective, as it will 
involve relitigating existing plan provisions. It is arguably unworkable. At 
best, it will stretch resources and divert funding from other council 
services.  

• The onus should be on landowners to apply for relief. A portion of the 
population may support the rules or at least not be concerned about the 
rules applying to their land. 
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• It should be clear that compensation will only be payable once in respect of 
a property. For example, if a landowner is compensated and then that 
landowner sells their land, the new landowner should not be entitled to 
compensation. It would be helpful for councils to have the ability to have a 
memorial on a record of title recording that compensation has been 
agreed/paid so a subsequent purchaser is aware of this prior to purchase. 

• There should be greater clarity and guidance around what will constitute a 
“significant impact on the reasonable use of land”. For example, does 
“reasonable use” in clause 105 mean the same thing in Part 4 of Schedule 
3? Why is “materiality” rather than “significance” used in clause 66(2) in 
Part 4 of Schedule 3. Are they intended to mean the same thing? What is 
an “impact”?  

• There should be consideration of aligning the language in clause 105 with 
the language in Part 4 of Schedule 3. Otherwise, there will be disputes 
regarding the difference and whether they mean different things. For 
example, why does clause 105 refer to “severely impair” whereas Part 4 of 
Schedule 3 refers to “significant impact”. Are they intended to be the same 
level of impact? 

• Clause 68 in Part 4 of Schedule 3 should be amended so that: 

o Clause 68(1)(a) refers to “…land that is significantly impacted….” 

o Clause 68(7)(c) refers to “…land is significantly impacted….”  

• To avoid duplication and “double dipping”, there needs to be alignment 
between clause 105 of the Planning Bill and Part 4 of Schedule 3. For 
example, while clause 105 accounts for any relief granted under Part 4 of 
Schedule 3, there should be an equivalent requirement so that Part 4 of 
Schedule 3 accounts for any relief granted under clause 105.  

9 NATIONAL PLANNING DIRECTION 

191. The DCC is, in principle, supportive of a resource management system that is more accessible 
to developers and communities and recognises that standardisation can help contribute to that 
outcome.  

192. DCC also support standardisation where it can reduce unnecessary variation (e.g. to manage 
effects that are the same in all contexts) both for plan usability and to reduce the cost of plan 
making. An example is the cost to Councils that have occurred to develop standards for things 
like renewable energy generation and network utilities, Port activities, construction vibration, 
Māori land, roading and railway activities, and storage and use of hazardous substances that 
have been contentious and costly around the country. 

193. However, for some issues there are advantages of flexibility in planning to enable bespoke 
provisions that can most effectively manage site level issues and effects with the least 
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administrative and regulatory costs. Moving to a coarser set of options inevitably will lead to 
situations where the choice gets limited to either a too lenient regulatory approach which may 
unacceptable or the next option being something that is more strict/regulated then necessary. 
Care is needed so as not to reduce options so much that plans end up over-regulating as there is 
no ‘in-between’ option. 

194. A common example is determining and appropriate zone for sites with historic lawful activities 
that are out of place with the surrounding zone. For example, in Dunedin there was a plan 
appeal for a site containing an historic brick works that was being used for a range of light 
industrial activities but was in the middle of a residential environment near a school. It was 
inappropriate to do a ‘spot’ industrial zone as the effects of a broader range of industrial 
activities would have been unacceptable in the residential environment but some light industrial 
with limited heavy vehicle movements could continue. The land owner appealed the residential 
zoning to enable them to have flexibility for future tenants and a bespoke structure plan with 
specific rules was agreed through the plan appeal mediation process. 

195. Another example was a former air force base outside Mosgiel that contained a mixture of 
residential and light industrial activities (due to variance in buildings and sites) that were 
managed through a bespoke zone and structure plan provisions. 

196. There is also a risk with standardisation – that if you do it once you need to do it right, 
otherwise instead of problem that only effects one district that can be resolved through a 
change involving a single community – a problem that sits at the national level will affect the 
whole planning system and potentially require a more expensive and lengthy process to resolve, 
and one that is far less likely to be agile and responsive in a timely way to the issue it has 
created. 

197. If a nationally standardised system is to succeed the development of the national framework, 
including national planning standards must have a comprehensive internal quality assurance 
process with appropriate input from experienced practitioners and critical reviewers and must 
be subject to effective submissions and hearing processes. 

9.1 Need for options for standardised plan provisions 

198. DCC is highly supportive of opportunities for territorial authorities to choose from options and 
/ or set content from within parameters set out in national direction. Having some choice or 
variation in standardised plan provisions will better allow these provisions to be applied and 
potentially tailored to a local context. For example, plan provisions that are suitable for high 
growth areas (e.g. Auckland) may be far less suitable for lower growth councils such as Dunedin 
and even less so for small towns. 

199. The DCC is concerned that the focus of much of the standardised plan provisions would be 
designed to address problems in fast growing parts of the North Island and will mean that less 
time and attention will be given to addressing issues that are important for towns and cities in 
the South Island. For example, even a detailed matter such as appropriate building height planes 
should account for the different sun angles, shorter winter days, and colder temperatures in the 
lower South Island compared with other parts of the country. 
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200. Another key example is impermeable surfaces provisions – there need to be a range of 
settings for impermeable surfaces limits and other provisions to manage stormwater discharge 
from sites. These options need to include the ability to require no change from the status quo 
(for example through on-site detention) in areas that are currently or likely to become 
increasingly prone to pluvial flooding or that may exacerbate flooding issues down stream. This 
is critically important for places like Dunedin whose topography and infrastructure age makes 
stormwater management particularly challenging. 

201. Overall, DCC would strongly support national instruments providing options and variation to 
different territorial authorities, in order to better account for the local contexts in which the 
standardised provisions would need to be applied. DCC also request meaningful opportunities to 
submit on national directions to ensure flexibility is provided appropriately. 

9.2 Bespoke provisions 

202. DCC is supportive of the ability for councils to be able to make bespoke provisions in land use 
plans (s79) and is also generally supportive of the need to support introducing such provisions 
through a justification report, explaining why a departure from the national approach is 
necessary. 

203. As alluded to in the above section, DCC considers that bespoke provisions will be important to 
allow land use plans to respond to local issues and contexts. This matter is important not just for 
councils, but also for developers. To illustrate this, Dunedin’s district plan contains a number of 
structure plans, which have been developed through recent plan changes and appeals, which 
contain site-specific rules and controls for individual growth areas. In many cases, agreement of 
these bespoke rules was critical for enabling a particular growth area to be included in the Plan, 
and without individual structure plans it is likely that a majority of these areas would be 
considered as unsuitable for development due to the presence of site specific environmental 
constraints. 

204. While the Bill appears to allow structure plan type rules to be incorporated into new plans via 
bespoke provisions, DCC also considers that it would be beneficial and cost effective if there was 
a mechanism to transfer certain existing bespoke provisions (e.g. structure plans) over from 
RMA plans through to the new land use plans made under the Planning Bill. These structure 
plans are often complex, and have been agreed between multiple parties through a time 
consuming and expensive process, in some cases with a final determination by the Environment 
Court. Having to re-justify (and potentially re-litigate) such provisions would be extremely costly, 
for both councils, developers, and relevant other parties (e.g. s274 RMA parties in the case of 
appeals). DCC recommends that consideration should be given to providing a mechanism to 
transfer over certain provisions (e.g. structure plans for discrete growth areas) into the new land 
use plans without having to go through a (re-)justification process in cases where this might be 
appropriate to do so. 

10 DESIGNATIONS 

205. DCC supports the ability to secure designations through the spatial planning process outlined 
in Schedule 5 Part 4. However, DCC would like more clarity around the provisions related to 
construction project plans in Part 5. At the time of regional spatial plan development, key 
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infrastructure may be identified that is needed to support future growth; however, this 
infrastructure may not be intended to be delivered in the short term, and will generally require 
business case development, securing investment and detailed design before a construction 
project plan could be developed. Rather than having construction project plans as a requirement 
for all proposed designations (albeit with an ability to waiver), DCC recommends that the 
provisions could be amended to require that only projects planned to be delivered in the short 
term would be required to produce a construction project plan at the time of designation. Other 
designations (not delivered in the short term) could have a period of time to produce a 
construction project plan and, if not completed within an applicable timeframe, the designation 
could lapse. 

206. DCC also recommends that, for the avoidance of doubt, the definition of infrastructure in 
Schedule 5 cl.1(h) should be amended to “structures for transport on land by cycleways, rail, 
roads, walkways, or any other means, and also structures over water including bridges, 
boardwalks, and ferries (where these exist as a substitute for bridges)”.  

207. Amending the definition in this way would allow designations for a wider range of relevant 
transportation infrastructure (e.g. the Tuapeka Mouth Ferry). As part of adaptation to climate 
change it may become increasingly difficult to provide roads to some coastal communities, and 
alternative options including the use of ferries may be necessary to provide a transport 
connection.   

11 TRANSITIONAL PROVISIONS  
 

11.1 Amendments to s104 of the RMA – language used 

208. Schedule 11 of the Planning Bill outlines proposed amendments to other legislation, including 
amendments to s104 of the RMA, which provide for the proposed transitional arrangements. 
These amendments list a number of effects that a consent authority must not have regard to 
when considering a resource consent application during the transitional period. The intent of 
these amendments is to provide consistency with s14 of the Planning Bill, which identifies 
effects that are outside the scope of the Planning Bill. 

209. However, the amendments to s104 of the RMA introduce language and terminology that is 
not currently used in many operative RMA plans. This will lead to uncertainty as to how these 
terms should be interpreted and applied in practice, and so introduces litigation risks and costs 
for councils. Three examples of this are discussed below.  

210. Firstly, the term ’significant historic heritage’ (s104(1A)(g)(iii)) is not used in section 6(f) of the 
RMA or in current plans (including the 2GP).  As a result, there could be delays, costs and 
potentially litigation in determining which of the protected heritage items in district plans are 
’significant‘ historic heritage, during the transition period.  

211. DCC recommends that it is made clear that all protected heritage buildings and areas in RMA 
planning documents are considered ’significant historic heritage’ during the transitional period, 
until a new methodology is released that provides a clear pathway for how ’significant‘ historic 
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heritage is identified and assessed and this is implemented through the first land use plans 
(unless there is time to implement this reassessment built into the regional spatial plan stage).  

212. Secondly, ’Areas of high natural character within the coastal environment…’ (s104(1A)(g)(i)). In 
the 2GP, there are three categories of coastal character overlays: 

a. Natural Coastal Character; 

b. High Natural Coastal Character; and 

c. Outstanding Natural Coastal Character. 

213. These have all been identified because they are special areas, important to the community, 
and are worthy of protection. While Outstanding Natural Coastal character areas and High 
Natural Coastal Character (HNCC) areas could be expected to fit meet the classification of ‘Areas 
of high natural character’, without a methodology or direction as to what constitutes a ‘high 
natural character’, it is uncertain as to whether the 2GP’s Natural Coastal Character areas would 
meet the threshold, and therefore how they should be treated in consent processes.  

214. Similarly, DCC recommends that until guidance is issued to clarify how these new terms are to 
be used and interpreted in the context of existing RMA plans and these changes are 
implemented through the first land use plans (unless there is time to implement this 
reassessment built into the regional spatial plan stage), any existing mapped area of coastal 
character should be captured by s104(1A)(g)(i).  

215. Thirdly, ‘sites of significance to Māori’ (s104(1A)(g)(iv). Sites of significance to Māori in the 
2GP are called ‘wāhi tupuna’ and have been identified by mana whenua. However, without clear 
understanding or guidance on how sites of significance are to be identified, or what they may 
comprise (see comments in Section 0 of this submission), it may be open to challenge whether 
these areas (which are more than just ‘wāhi tapu, water bodies or sites in or on the coastal 
marine area’) meet this classification. DCC recommends that the legislation is clarified to ensure 
any sites or areas of significance to mana whenua identified in existing RMA planning documents 
are included under this clause, regardless of the titles used.  

216. DCC further recommends that the drafting of s104(1A) of the RMA should include wording 
such as ‘or equivalent provisions / terms’, to ensure that relevant plan provisions and overlays 
that use different terminology, but have the same intent and effect, can be appropriately 
recognised. 

Processing of consents during the transitional period 

217. The Planning Bill proposes a transitional period for the processing of resource consents until 
the RMA is fully replaced.  That includes making amendments to section 104 of the RMA, 
requiring certain effects to be disregarded (which almost exactly follow the effects outside scope 
listed in proposed s14) when deciding a consent application lodged during the transition period. 
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218. Firstly, one month between Royal assent and commencement of this transitional period is 
extremely short, particularly when processes, templates and documents need to be reviewed 
and updated to accommodate the changes. 

219. More importantly, this change seemingly only applies to the substantive decision.  There does 
not appear to be any accompanying amendments changing the adverse effects that can be 
considered when making the notification decision. DCC recommends that any relevant changes 
to the substantive decision are replicated for the notification decision, noting also the concerns 
above about the interpretation challenges with these provisions. 

12 CONSENTING PROCESS 

220. This section of the submission examines the proposed consenting process in greater detail. 
While it addresses a range of consenting-related matters (some of which are also discussed 
elsewhere in the submission), the primary focus is on consent processing and how this is 
expected to operate in practice, given that this will be a core function of DCC under the new 
resource management system. 

12.1 Consenting – context and overarching comments 

221. The resource consent system under the RMA is often described as being overly complex, 
costly and slow.  The DCC’s view is such criticism is unfair and often focusses on a small number 
of anecdotal examples.  In Dunedin, the majority of resource consents get processed smoothly, 
very few proceed to a hearing, and it is extremely rare for applications to be declined. 

222. The new consenting regime will be a significant departure from the current one under the 
RMA, which will potentially be disruptive for both applicants and Council staff during the 
transition.  Past the transition period, it is important that the consenting system is designed 
correctly from the beginning, to minimise the need for large changes subsequently.  Continued 
monitoring of the new system needs to be undertaken, with a view to implementing regular 
incremental improvements over time.  Use of regulations to prescribe certain consenting 
processes is supported, as they are much easier to update, but proper consultation with those 
expected to implement and follow those regulations needs to occur. 

223. Best practice in consent processing is dependent on many things beyond the legislation itself.  
To make the new consenting system work as expected, the DCC recommends that: 

• National rules (being the equivalent of national environmental standards) are drafted so 
that they are clear, simple and easy to understand and to avoid any ambiguity or risk of 
different interpretations. National standards should never seek to rely on clarification 
through user guides as these are not considered by the Court to have legal standing. All 
drafting must be critically reviewed by experienced legal practitioners with a view to 
minimising any litigation risk.  

• It should be a mandatory requirement for any national rules that permit, restrict or 
prohibit activities to be included in the land use plan.  That is to reduce complexity and 
inefficiency by ensuring applicants and Council staff only need to refer to one document 
to determine whether planning consent is required.  (A less preferred alternative would 
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be a requirement for the land use plan to have cross references in all appropriate 
locations to relevant national rules.) 

• Ongoing support should be given by central government to the interpretation of 
national rules and standardised plan rules.  That support should include the ability for 
councils and applicants to apply for a determination as to the correct interpretation of a 
particular provision (similar to the determination process under the Building Act 2004), 
and for this to be shared amongst all councils.  

• Drafting of standardised plan provisions is undertaken to reduce the areas of contention 
that might arise during the consent process.  That includes ensuring information 
requirements for consent applications are precisely defined, making extensive use of 
notification and non-notification provisions, and having clear assessment criteria. 

• Standardisation of consent application forms, assessment templates and decision 
reports across the country, along with standardised conditions of consent.  This will help 
ensure consistency between applicants and amongst councils. 

224. The proposed nationwide digital planning and consenting platform is supported, particularly 
as it will remove the burden of having to maintain our own consenting database.  However, it 
needs to be built in a way that integrates with the Council’s property database, GIS and filing 
systems. 

225. One other thing that needs to be appreciated is that allowing one person greater 
development rights on their property can be at the expense of the property rights of 
neighbouring properties. For example, permitted greater building heights may result in 
increased shading for adjoining properties, adversely affecting these neighbours’ ability to use 
and “enjoy” their land. The Council often gets caught in the conflict between these competing 
parties, and this may increase under the new regime where fewer consents will require 
neighbour involvement.  The drafting of national rules and standardised plan provisions needs to 
minimise the need for Council staff to be drawn into ill-founded disputes, for example by being 
absolutely clear about effects on neighbouring properties that will and will not be considered. 

12.2 Specific comments relating to planning consent processing 

 

Quality of planning consent applications 

226. One key frustration in the current system for both applicants and consent authorities is the 
level of information required in a consent application.  There is an inherent tension between 
applicants wanting to avoid unnecessary costs when preparing their consent documentation and 
councils needing to ensure that they have all the information required to process the 
application. 

227. Unfortunately, the information requirements in Schedule 6, specifying what needs to be 
included in planning consent application, is unlikely to significantly resolve this tension.  Having 
standardised consent application forms that have greater detail than the current prescribed 
form for resource consents (Form 9 from the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and 
Procedure) Regulations 2003) will help.  However, to address this issue effectively, land use plan 
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rules should also be required to detail what information is required for an application under that 
particular plan rule (for example, the situations under which a specialist report is needed, the 
methodology for its preparation and the required content of the report). This is particularly 
necessary given that consents required under the Planning Bill are expected to be more towards 
the complicated end of the scale.  

228. Examples of this type of requirement (Special Information Requirements) can be found in 
Dunedin’s 2GP (district plan). The use of these types of provisions removes uncertainty for 
applicants and means consents are processed faster. 

229. Section 119 of the Bill requires the consent authority to consider the cost and feasibility of 
obtaining further information before requesting it.  DCC considers this provision as unworkable 
as it is not in the position to assess the cost of commissioning a report or the availability of 
specialist staff. Additionally, it is presumed that the consideration of cost and feasibility of 
obtaining the information in proposed s119, along with the additional requirement to consider 
the scale and significance of the matter, would need to be documented by the Council, which 
creates an administrative cost to councils that would need to be passed on to applicants or 
covered by rates.   

230. Instead, if the intent is to reduce unnecessary or unreasonable further information requests, a 
better solution is the one offered above, as this both ensures that the type of information 
required is clear, removing uncertainty for the applicant and allowing them to consider the cost 
of preparing the application before making it, and it ensures councils receive adequate 
information to process the application and reduces the chance of applications being declined 
due to lack of information.  Furthermore, it allows the appropriateness of requiring that 
information to be assessed and submitted on as part of the development of any national 
standards (or bespoke provisions if used).  

Mandatory application of the permitted baseline 

231. Sections 95D(b), 95E(2)(a) and 104(2) of the RMA state that a consent authority may disregard 
an adverse effect of an activity if a rule or national environmental standard permits an activity 
with that effect.  This is known as the ‘permitted baseline’ and it can be applied when deciding 
whether to notify an application and when deciding whether to grant consent.  Its purpose is to 
allow effects that are permitted on the site as of right to be disregarded or discounted in the 
assessment of the application, meaning the focus is only on the additional effects that will be 
generated. 

232. Sections 127(2)(b), 128(3) and 138(1)(c) of the Planning Bill propose to make the application of 
the permitted baseline mandatory for both the notification and substantive decisions when 
processing a planning consent.  That removes the current discretion that councils possess to 
apply or not apply the baseline.   

233. The DCC supports this change, provided firstly that it explicitly incorporates the current 
exclusion of fanciful activities as established by under the RMA (refer to the Court of Appeal 
judgment in Smith Chilcott Ltd v Auckland City Council [2001] NZCA 210).  otherwise, uncertainty 
and potentially litigation will result. 
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234. Secondly, it needs to be recognised that more permitted activities will be allowed in the new 
land use plans. This will potentially create multiple permitted baselines that must be considered 
when assessing a planning consent application.  This could make the assessment process more 
complicated and less efficient than it needs to be.  

235. To help address that, the DCC recommends that Schedule 6 in the Planning Bill, which 
specifies information requirements for planning consent applications, is amended to require the 
applicant to detail the permitted baseline in their application, and for the effects assessment to 
be carried out against that. 

236. Thirdly, that exceptions to the permitted baseline can be identified in plan provisions in cases 
where it is considered they are inappropriate to apply. For example, it is uncertain whether 
plans will still be able to contain scheduled permitted activities, which are often historic 
activities that do not have current consents but are difficult to manage under existing rights 
provisions (for example quarries). It would be inappropriate for these permitted activities to set 
a permitted baseline for future activities (for example for a new quarry to set up adjacent to a 
neighbouring sensitive activity).   

237. Finally, careful drafting of the standardised plan provisions is required, so they are explicit 
about the adverse effects of concern.  For example, the restricted discretion for a height limit 
contravention could be written as “adverse effects of shading from exceedance of maximum 
height limit”, essentially incorporating the baseline into it.  For discretionary activities, 
assessment criteria can tease out the key effects for consideration. 

Consideration of affected persons 

238. In terms of affected persons, the Planning Bill excludes the consideration of certain effects 
under proposed s14, and s128 raises the threshold for affected persons to only adverse effects 
that are more than minor.  This means that fewer people will be involved in the resource 
consent process. 

239. However, deciding whether persons are to be treated as affected will still be a difficult 
decision and one that potentially exposes the Council to the risk of challenge (whether that be 
an informal challenge, judicial review in the High Court, or a review in the Planning Tribunal as 
proposed under the Bill).  To help mitigate this, considerable effort needs to be made in the 
drafting of the standardised plan provisions, particularly in the liberal use of rules determining 
whether particular applications must be processed notified or non-notified, or determining how 
affected parties are to be decided. 

240. One aspect that does not appear to be covered in the Bill nor in the existing RMA is the 
situation where a decision is made for targeted notification to identified affected persons, and 
written approval is received from one or more parties prior to the request for submissions being 
sent out.  There is a legal argument that once a Council’s notification decision has been made, it 
cannot be later changed or altered, as the Council is said to be functus officio.  Specifically 
allowing notification decisions to be rescinded and replaced with a new decision could help 
resolve this. 
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241. Another matter that has arisen under the RMA is how does affected persons approval work in 
the case of natural hazards provisions where an argument is mounted that risk to property or 
safety is borne by the landowner and therefore that effect should be disregarded if affected 
party approval is given to oneself. It would seem illogical that this should be allowed and then a 
property on-sold to a person who is unaware that the consideration of risk was effectively 
waived. 

242. DCC recommends that provisions specifically address, and prevent, this situation.  

Disregarding of effects that are less than minor 

243. Clause 15 provides that a less than minor adverse effect must not be considered unless the 
cumulative effect of 2 or more such effects creates effects that are greater than “less than 
minor”. Clause 15(5) defines a "less than minor adverse effect" as meaning an adverse effect 
that is "acceptable and reasonable in the receiving environment with any change being slight or 
barely noticeable".   

244. DCC is concerned that the definition of less than minor adverse effect lacks clarity, and the use 
of the subjective terms “acceptable” and “reasonable” introduces uncertainty and is likely to 
result in inconsistent interpretation and increased litigation.  

245. DCC also notes that determining whether less than minor effects may cumulatively lead to 
more significant effects as part of the assessment of planning consents could be challenging and 
time consuming. This assessment must be made for both the notification decision and the 
substantive decision, and it is only at the end of the effects assessment, once cumulative effects 
have been considered, that any less than minor effects can be disregarded. 

246. To reduce uncertainty and focus the assessment on key matters, DCC recommends that 
restricted discretionary activities in the standardised plan provisions should, where practicable, 
identify which cumulative effects must be considered and assessed, noting that this must be 
flexible enough to deal with spatial variation of issues. For example, breaches of impermeable 
surfaces rules may have a low risk of less than minor effects accumulating into a significant 
effect in some parts of an urban area, but a high risk in other areas where pluvial flooding is 
already an issue.  This clarification should make it easier to dismiss certain less than minor 
effects in restricted discretionary activities.  For discretionary activities, solutions are not so 
clear, but having assessment criteria guiding the cumulative effects process could be beneficial. 

Time limit for the processing of non-notified planning consents 

247. Section 117 of the Bill amongst other things specifies a maximum processing time frame for 
non-notified planning consents of 45 working days, irrespective of whether there is a hearing. 

248. This provision is supported for non-notified planning consents without a hearing.  Under the 
new regime, more activities will be permitted, meaning those that need consent are likely to be 
more complex in nature.  The existing 20 working day time limit in the RMA can sometimes be 
insufficient for complicated proposals, so increasing the time frame to 45 working days is 
appropriate. 
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249.  For non-notified applications that do need to go to a hearing, the 45 working day limit is too 
short.  Under the RMA as currently, two time frames are specified.  The date for the 
commencement of the hearing must be within 35 working days after the date the application 
was first lodged.  And the notice of the decision must be given within 15 working days after the 
end of the hearing.  That totals 50 working days, not including the time for the actual 
undertaking of the hearing that has no time frame assigned to it.   

250. Mandatory evidence exchange is not required under the RMA for non-notified hearings, but it 
is best practice because it enables the matters of contention between the applicant and the 
consent authority to be narrowed beforehand.  Submitters are not involved if it is not notified, 
but the need for the officer’s recommending report to be provided well in advance, and for the 
applicant’s response to be provided 5 or 10 working days prior to the hearing can add about 15 
working days to the process.  Accordingly, DCC recommends that a timeframe of around 60 
working days for non-notified applications with a hearing would be more appropriate. 

Obligation to hold a hearing 

251. Section 135 of the Bill states that hearings must not be held for deciding a planning consent 
unless various exceptions apply. 

252. The provision appears to have been drafted dealing with planning applications that have been 
notified, whether that be public notification or targeted notification.  For non-notified 
applications, it is unclear how the clause is intended to apply. 

253. DCC staff do not have the delegation to decline non-notified applications.  That means that if 
an officer recommendation is to decline, the application has to proceed to a hearing (in theory, 
it could be considered on the papers by an independent commissioner, but it is more likely that 
the commissioner would still require a hearing for natural justice reasons).  In such a case, the 
applicant would not be the one requesting a hearing. As to whether the hearing can proceed, 
this then comes down to the consent authority deciding whether the hearing is the “most 
effective and efficient means to test the information”.   DCC recommends that further guidance 
should be provided on this subclause. For example, would a lack of staff delegation to decline 
non-notified applications be sufficient to mean that a hearing is the “most effective and efficient 
means to test the information”? 

254. The clause could also be improved by having separate criteria for non-notified and notified 
planning applications.  For non-notified applications, it should be because the applicant has 
requested or agreed to the hearing, or because the consent authority considers it necessary.  
The reasons for the consent authority to require a hearing do not need to be spelt out in the 
legislation, but can include situations such as diverging views between the applicant and council 
staff in terms of policy interpretation, the requirements of council departments (for example, in 
regards to servicing requirements), or the general imposition of conditions. 

Consideration of planning consent application 

255. Section 139(1)(a)(ii) of the Bill requires the consent authority to have regard to “the built 
environment”.  This is to a certain degree similar to the requirement in section 104(1)(a) of the 
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RMA the requires regard to be had to “any actual and potential effects on the environment of 
allowing the activity”. 

256. Case law under the RMA has established that the environment that should be considered is 
the “existing and reasonably foreseeable future environment”, both in relation to the subject 
site and to surrounding properties (refer in particular to the Court of Appeal judgment in 
Queenstown Lakes District Council v Hawthorn Estate Ltd [2006] NZCA 120).  The existing 
environment includes lawfully established activities; the reasonably likely future environment 
includes activities permitted as of right in the plan, and unimplemented resource consents 
where they are likely to be given effect to. 

257. If the intention was for this case law to continue to be relevant, then the clause should be 
amended to say so, and outline what the existing and reasonably future environment includes.  
That will provide certainty to applicants and consent authorities as to what must be assessed 
when processing the planning consent. 

258. Section 139(1)(b)(i) of the Bill requires the consent authority to have regard to any effect that 
is positive.  It is noted that the intention under the Planning Bill is for less than minor adverse 
effects to be dismissed (refer s15), however in terms of positive effects, no such restriction has 
been imposed.  That could mean undue attention being put on slight or barely important 
positive effects in the assessment.  It is accepted that this is more of an issue for discretionary 
activities, because the positive effects for restricted discretionary activities will not be relevant 
unless they are included in the discretion. 

259. For fully discretionary activities, it is uncertain whether the positive effects are expected to be 
considered in such a way that they allow an overall judgement or balancing approach against the 
adverse effects. This should be clarified.  The expected role of positive effects in the consent 
assessment needs to be properly described when drafting standardised plan provisions for 
discretionary activities. 

260. In regards to Schedule 6, which specifies the information to be included in a planning consent 
application, this makes no mention of positive effects.  This should be rectified, to ensure that 
applicants include a statement on positive effects where relevant, with that statement 
presumably needing to be connected to the Planning Bill’s goals in s11. It is not clear if it is 
intended that positive effects are also meant to be covered by the excluded effects listed in s14.  
This seems improper as an application, for example, may have a positive effect in enabling the 
preservation of a heritage building that has not yet been assessed as significant, or on landscape 
values (for example through provision of landscaping) and these positive effects should be able 
to be considered. 

261. On a broader matter, there is potentially a disjunct between the decision making matters and 
in the information requirements in Schedule 6, which should be reviewed. 

262. For discretionary activities, proposed s139(1)(d)(ii) requires regard to be had to any relevant 
provisions of the regional spatial plan.  That requirement is understandable where there is a 
regional spatial plan and either no land use plan, or the land use plan does not implement the 
regional spatial plan.  However, if the land use plan does indeed implement the regional spatial 
plan as required by proposed s12, it is unclear what benefit looking at the regional spatial plan 
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would be (and it appears to contradict proposed s12(3)(b) that states the provisions of a higher 
order instrument must only be considered if the instrument beneath it does not address the 
relevant matter). 

Issuing of record of title for separate allotment on existing survey plan 

263. Schedule 7 clause 31(2)(c) of the Bill is from section 226(1)(e) of the RMA (which in turn comes 
from prior legislation).  The clause allows the Registrar-General of Land to issue a record of title 
for a separate allotment shown on an existing survey plan, if the council has provided a 
certificate confirming the allotment is in accordance with the requirements of the land use plan. 

264. The existing provision in the RMA is problematic, and the Planning Bill makes no 
improvement. 

265. In terms of the problems with the provision, firstly it does not make any mention of the 
balance land having to comply with the requirements of the land use plan.  When the Registrar-
General issues a new title for the certified allotment, a second title is automatically generated 
for the balance land but no certificate is required for it.  That means that land owners can obtain 
title for that balance land that does not comply with the land use plan, and might be undersized, 
unserviceable or unsuitable for future use.  

266. Secondly, the provision does not describe what “the requirements of the land use plan” are.  Is 
it all provisions of the plan that happen to apply to that site?  Or is it intended to be for things 
like minimum lot size and shape factor, infrastructure servicing, and legal and physical access?  
What if there is an existing land use non-compliance, authorised by way of resource consent or 
existing use rights?  What if the provisions in a proposed land use plan have not come into legal 
effect, do they need consideration as well? 

267. A third issue is that natural hazard considerations are not available to be considered for either 
the certified allotment or the balance land under proposed s146 that allows refusal to planning 
consent because of natural hazard risk.  That is because the process does not involve a 
subdivision consent. 

268. In terms of potential solutions, one option is to remove the provision completely, because a 
normal subdivision consent should be a very simple process if the land use plan is being 
complied with.  Alternatively, the provision in the Bill could be amended to specify precisely 
what is meant by “the requirements of the land use plan” and to ensure that a certificate is also 
required for the balance land as well.  Another possibility could be to make it a mandatory 
requirement for the land use plan to identify the specific provisions that need to be met for the 
provision to be used. 

Establishment of Planning Tribunal for objections to consent processing procedures 

269. The RMA currently allows consent applicants to object to the Council against various 
determinations or decisions made during the processing of an application.  That includes 
objections against conditions that might be imposed on a consent, or to additional charges for 
the processing of consents. 
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270. Once a consent decision is released, the consent authority has no ability to rescind that 
decision, other than to correct minor mistakes or defects in the consent (currently this is allowed 
under section 133A of the RMA; the equivalent provision in the Planning Bill is s174).  The scope 
for making amendments is extremely small.  In our experience, the vast majority of objections to 
resource consent decisions are for very minor matters that happen to fall outside the scope of a 
minor mistake or defect.  These are dealt with quickly under delegated authority without any 
contemplation of a hearing, with minimal information required from an applicant, and with no 
application fee. 

271. The new proposal will take away the ability for simple objections to be easily and cheaply 
resolved between the applicant and the Council, and it is unclear whether that has been 
properly considered in the proposed establishment of the Planning Tribunal.  One option would 
be to amend the Planning Bill so that objections to conditions could be lodged initially with the 
Council if the Council agrees.  Otherwise, to avoid having to involve the Planning Tribunal, 
applicants might encourage consent authorities to process consent variations for free, or 
relodge their application requesting a re-issue of the consent for a nominal fee, however both of 
these alternative options are inefficient and inevitably more costly to both the consent holder 
and the Council. 

272. Schedule 10 clause 16 of the Bill allows certain parties to challenge the decision made by a 
consent authority to notify or not notify a planning consent.  This is a significant departure from 
the existing situation whereby such challenges have to be made by way of judicial review in the 
High Court. 

273. The DCC understands why this change is being made, and sees how it allows applicants and 
third parties to hold the Council to account when it makes notification decisions on resource 
consents.  However, the DCC is concerned about the time and cost that might be involved in 
defending such challenges, and whilst the Planning Tribunal might be able to award costs to the 
successful party, those are unlikely to cover full expenses.   

274. The number of consents might be less under the new regime, but the test for involving third 
parties will be higher, meaning more potentially aggrieved neighbours wanting to review the 
notification decision.  If those challenges are frivolous or vexatious, significant time could be 
diverted to those matters, taking staff away from the processing of consents. 

275. To help minimise this situation, the standardised plan provisions need to liberally include rules 
specifying what consents must be notified and what consents must be processed non-notified.  
When it comes to affected parties, if these are required, rules should either state which third 
parties must provide written approvals, or specify a clear methodology for determining those.  
That will help reduce unjustified challenges, and provide certainty for everyone in the process 
(the applicant, third parties and the Council) about who can participate. 

276. One thing that is not clear is what happens in the situation where a challenge to the 
notification decision is lodged prior to the final decision on the planning consent being made.  
Clarification as to whether the Council is required to continue processing or not would be 
beneficial, and what the impact on statutory timeframes would be. 
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Changes to permitted activity rules 

277. DCC supports the continuation of the permitted consent category. However, unlike the RMA, 
the Planning Bill (s38 and s180) now requires that permitted activity rules must require an 
activity to be registered (unless it relates to a matter described in section 151 or Part 1 of 
Schedule 7). In addition, the person carrying out the permitted activity must either provide 
written approvals and/or certificates demonstrating compliance with specified standards and/or 
pay a fee and/or meet any other specified requirements. 

278. Before an activity subject to a permitted activity rule can take place, the person undertaking it 
must notify and register the activity with the consent authority (s180). The consent authority 
must then consider the information provided to ensure that the permitted activity rule will be 
met, notify the applicant, and carry out any monitoring required. This appears to be an 
extension of boundary activities currently in the RMA. No effects assessment is required; 
instead, there is a verification process to ensure the required matters have been supplied or 
completed. 

279. The definition of ‘permitted activity rule’ is ‘a rule that specifies conditions for carrying out a 
permitted activity (see section 30(a)(ii))’. It appears, therefore, that two types or permitted 
activity may be intended – those that are subject to ‘permitted activity rules’ (i.e. the 
requirements outlined above) and those that are not. However, this is not explicit and needs to 
be clarified. 

280. DCC broadly supports the proposed permitted activity rules for straightforward activities that 
currently require consent, as they enable simple development proposals to be dealt with 
efficiently, provided all relevant parties have given their approval. However, as discussed below, 
DCC does not support activities that are currently permitted with minimal effects to be subject 
to a more onerous registration and compliance process.  

281. The benefits of a more enabling approach to straightforward development include: 

a. Councils are informed of an activity before it proceeds, and can check on it then, 
rather than having to deal with complaints after the development has commenced 
or been completed; and 

b. Councils can charge a fee for monitoring the activity, and for the fee to be easily 
collected. 

282. However, the DCC’s support of this is subject to: 

a. Extending the proposed 10 working day time limit in s180, which would be difficult 
to meet if information needs to be checked by Council departments; 

b. Requiring the applicant to tell Councils when they intend to start work; 

c. Enabling Councils to ensure that the fees paid by the applicant are sufficient for 
Council to cover its costs for both the checking of the initial registration and the 
required monitoring; and 
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d. Clarification about what happens if an activity fails to comply with the 
requirements. One option would be for it to become a restricted discretionary 
activity. Alternatively, each permitted activity rule would need to be written in a 
way to accommodate that situation. 

283. However, as noted above, DCC does not support requiring minor activities that are normally 
permitted (including those permitted where performance standards are met) to be subject to 
this process. The requirements for these activities are significantly more onerous than the 
current approach, which requires no involvement from consent authorities.  

284. For example, erecting a fence is typically a permitted activity subject to a height limit under 
RMA plans. A permitted rule with a height condition would appear to meet the definition of a 
‘permitted activity rule’ under the Planning Bill, and so would also be subject to the other 
requirements under s38. Under the RMA, someone can simply build the fence, ensuring the 
height limit was met. Under the Planning Bill, they would have to file a notification with the 
Council, potentially pay a fee, obtain approval from the neighbour, wait while Council considers 
the notification and issues a determination, build the fence, and then potentially obtain a 
certificate from a qualified person that the fence complies with the rule. This is not efficient or 
effective compared to the status quo and so will not achieve the aims of the reform to remove 
red tape and enable development. 

285. DCC is concerned that, unless the ‘permitted activity rule’ approach in s38 is limited to 
activities that currently require resource consent under the RMA, it will be frustrating and 
bureaucratic for landowners undertaking low-impact activities, and their costs will increase. 
Councils will also need significantly greater resources to process these activities.  

286. DCC recommends that s38 / s180 are amended, so that either: 

a.  it is clear that there are two types of permitted activity – those subject to the 
requirements in s38 and those that are not (in this case DCC suggests using clearly 
different terms); and/or  

b. clarifying that permitted activity rules may contain requirements for registration, 
fees etc, and that these powers are applied lightly when permitted activity rules 
are drafted.   

287. A further alternative (which may be simpler for plan users to understand), is to reinstate the 
controlled activity status (with minimal or no effects assessment required), and identify activities 
that genuinely require registration and additional scrutiny (those that typically require consent 
under current RMA plans) as controlled activities, while permitted activities remain as they are 
under the RMA. 

288. DCC also notes a further issue that should be considered in relation to permitted activities. If 
more activities are permitted or have simplified pathways, this is likely to result in an unplanned 
increase to infrastructure load. Permitted intensification and simplified consents may not 
provide councils with the information required to assess infrastructure impacts, particularly with 
respect to 3 waters and transport.  
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Removal of non-complying status 

289. Under the Planning Bill, activity classification will be one of four categories: permitted, 
restricted discretionary, discretionary, and prohibited activities. This change means that the new 
system will no longer include the current RMA categories of non-complying and controlled 
activities. 

290. Under the RMA (s104D), consent for a non-complying activity can only be granted if the 
adverse effects of the activity are minor, or the activity will not be contrary to the objectives and 
policies of a plan.  A non-complying activity status has a number of benefits. Firstly, it signals to 
applicants and affected parties that an activity significantly departs from the intent of the plan 
provisions. Secondly, it provides a clear statutory test for decision making, and ensures that 
activities with potentially significant adverse effects are more rigorously assessed. 

291. Removing the non-complying activity status eliminates a key mechanism for distinguishing 
activities of higher risk or strategic importance in the planning framework. Having a non-
complying status gives applicants a clear indication of how these types of activities will be 
assessed and decided upon. Removal of this category may undermine the ability of plans to drive 
outcomes consistent with broader strategic objectives and policies, and may undermine 
environmental outcomes. 

292. While the Planning Bill will retain prohibited activities (s33), no application for planning 
consent may be made for these types of activities. This means that activities which would 
previously have been non-complying under the RMA, will now likely be reclassified as 
discretionary or restricted discretionary under the Planning Bill. These activity statuses represent 
a less onerous hurdle for approval compared to non-complying activities in RMA Plans, and may 
lead to worse environmental outcomes. Additionally, if prohibited status becomes the only 
mechanism to absolutely preclude activities from occurring, then there is potential that this 
activity classification will be over-used. 

293. Overall, the DCC recommends that maintaining a non-complying activity pathway has benefits 
to both applicants, councils, and the environment, and that reinstatement of this activity status 
should be considered. 

The ability to apply for plan changes via consent (s98, s144) areas 

294. Under s144 of the Planning Bill, a consent authority may, if certain conditions are met, grant a 
planning consent that authorises a change to the plan provisions that apply to an area in 
accordance with s98. Section 98 allows, in certain circumstances, a territorial authority to 
change its land use plan provisions to those authorised by the planning consent, where the 
change would result in plan provisions that are more appropriate for the area than the operative 
plan provisions that apply to that particular area. Essentially, under the proposal, it would 
become possible to amend a land use plan via a planning consent. 

295. DCC is concerned that allowing changes to plans via consent risks undermining the role of the 
regional spatial plans in strategically considering overall growth needs and future land use 
patterns and integrating that with infrastructure planning and funding. It also undermines the 
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land use chapter plan-making process as the primary mechanism for plan changes with 
appropriate decision-making and public participation processes. 

296. As detailed in Schedule 3 of the Planning Bill, the process for preparing and changing plans is 
significant, and includes broader consultation, notification, strategic evaluation, and generally 
integration with wider infrastructure and funding considerations. On the other hand, consent-
based pathways are generally inherently site-specific and more effects-focused. Allowing for 
consent-driven plan changes may reduce transparency, weaken wider community input, and 
over time lead to piecemeal decision-making that can cumulatively erode plan coherence and 
long-term certainty for councils, infrastructure providers, and the community. 

297. DCC is supportive of retaining the ability for applicants to undertake private plan changes as 
detailed in Schedule 3, Part 2, but are concerned, and do not support, the ability for applicants 
to change land use plan provisions through the consenting process unless this is purely to align 
plan provisions with pre-existing lawfully established land use activities. 

Miscellaneous matters 

298. Below are brief comments on a range of miscellaneous matters related to consenting for 
consideration. 

299. Section 122 of the Bill allows applications to be returned to an applicant as incomplete if the 
applicant takes too long to respond to further information or report commissioning requests, to 
pay additional charges or to provide written approvals.  This provision could potentially be 
moved to regulations, making it easier for the list of matters to be extended or altered in the 
future.  In addition, the requirement for there to be an agreed date for paying of additional 
charges and to provide written approvals should be removed. This is because the need for the 
applicant to agree to a date will sometimes be unachievable, and will render the provision 
ineffective.  Furthermore, the requirement regarding additional charges should be extended to 
the more usual situations where extra fees are required for a deposit to proceed with public or 
limited notification, which is different from additional charges that can be sought over and 
above a deposit. 

300. Section 152 of the Bill essentially repeats the process in section 107G of the RMA where 
applicants can make a request to review draft conditions of consent.  Both the existing provision 
and the proposed provision are silent as to what happens if the applicant and/or any submitters 
do not provide comments by the date specified by the consent authority.  DCC recommends that 
this is clarified. 

301. Section 165 of the Bill relates to the lapsing of unimplemented consents (similar to s125 of the 
RMA).  It is noted that the caselaw on “given effect to” is confusing and open to interpretation.  
Consideration should be given to trying to clarify or amend this.  One option would be to provide 
a date for commencing establishment of an activity and another date for completion, not 
dissimilar to the implementation of building consents under the Building Act 2004.  Both the 
proposed provision and the existing RMA are silent on whether a consent can be given effect to 
in part.  This needs to be resolved.  Consideration should also be given to amending the 
provisions to make it clear that an application to extend a lapse period must be lodged prior to 
the lapse date, but the decision to extend can be made by the Council after that. 
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302. Section 177 of the Bill states, like section 87BB of the RMA, that the Council can treat an 
activity as a permitted activity if there is a marginal or temporary non-compliance with 
conditions or requirements.  However, there is no definition of ‘marginal’ or ‘temporary’.  The 
Ministry for the Environment publication A Technical Guide to Deemed Permitted Activities 
(2017) indicates that the policy intent was for ‘marginal’ to mean “barely exceeding minimum 
requirements”, with ‘temporary’ intended to mean “of a short duration rather than less than 
permanent”.  Incorporating these into the Bill should be considered. 

303. Schedule 7 clause 29 of the Bill requires a certificate for cross lease and unit title subdivisions 
confirming that buildings will comply with the Building Code in respect of fire rating and access 
requirements.  Consideration should be given to whether freehold subdivisions that involve new 
boundaries being created closer to existing buildings should be assessed in terms of fire rating. 

12.3 Enforcement 

304. The provisions in the Planning Bill relating to compliance and enforcement are largely a carry-
over from provisions already in the RMA (including recent changes from the Resource 
Management (Consenting and Other System Changes) Amendment Act 2025), and provisions 
that were in the Natural and Built Environment Act 2023.  These changes are supported, 
particularly as they provide a wider range of enforcement tools to DCC staff for dealing with 
non-compliance. Additionally proposed s272 which requires councils to prepare and publish a 
compliance and enforcement strategy is also specifically supported. 

305. Whilst not part of this Bill, part of the wider reform process is the proposed future transfer of 
local authority compliance, monitoring and enforcement functions to a national regulator.  For 
the record, the DCC does not support that proposal.  Investigation of complaints and non-
compliances involves examining records held in our files, liaising with other internal Council 
departments, and dealing with the public.  As such, DCC is best placed to carry out these tasks.  
Instead of transfer to a national regulator, DCC recommends that providing stronger support and 
guidance to the councils that need it most would lead to better outcomes.  The new required 
compliance and enforcement strategies will also help ensure consistency and performance in 
compliance and enforcement, reducing the need for a central regulator to take over. 

13 PLAN MAKING 
 

13.1 Legal effect of rules in proposed plans 

306. Schedule 3 clauses 57 to 61 deal with the legal effect of rules in proposed plans and are largely 
identical to the existing provisions in the RMA. 

307. Clause 61(1)(a) states that rules in proposed plans that have no submissions in opposition are 
treated as operative from the day after the submission period closes.  This is similar to RMA 
section 86F(1)(a). This has proved problematic where there have been many submissions lodged 
on a plan or plan change as it is time consuming to work through them to identify whether they 
are challenging a rule or not. Submissions opposing objectives or policies can also be deemed to 
be challenging the rules associated with those provisions. That means it is not possible to make 
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an immediate determination on what rules are operative (and what previous rules are 
inoperative), leading to a period of uncertainty for applicants and the Council.  

308. Amendments to the provision therefore need to be considered.  One option is to set a later 
date after which rules with unopposed submissions are deemed operative.  Logically that could 
be the date upon which the call for further submissions is made, being no later than 20 working 
days after the closing date for submissions.  Consideration could also be given to making it 
mandatory for submitters to identify all rules that they are opposed to, if they are challenging an 
objective or policy in the plan. 

309. An alternative is to reconsider when rules in proposed plans come into force. Requiring that all 
rules have legal effect upon notification of the land use plan would have benefits in that it would 
allow weight to be given to land use plans earlier in the transition to the new regime.  Another 
option is to delay all rules having legal effect until the issue of decisions on the plan or plan 
change. While this would be easy to administer, that benefit may be outweighed by the delays in 
the effect of changes. 

13.2 Clarity of submissions 

310. Schedule 3 cl.18 outlines requirements for the form and content of submissions. DCC 
recommends that these provisions could be expanded to better manage the detail provided 
within submissions. DCC has had difficulty assessing submissions on its district plan in the past 
where requests for changes are vague, for example requests to rezone a poorly defined area 
of land, or to “schedule the remnant podocarp trees at X address” without providing a map or 
other detail on which trees. These have caused delays and confusion as the exact nature of 
the request is confirmed. In addition, submissions without adequate supporting information 
are difficult to assess and provide an informed recommendation at the hearing. Time is 
wasted as hearings are adjourned to allow time to assess evidence or additional detail 
provided late in the process, particularly where technical review of evidence is required. 

311. These issues could be avoided by including minimum requirements for submissions and 
supporting information. The details around timing of exchange of evidence, and any 
requirement for council officers to provide a report and recommendations (similar to s42A of 
the RMA), do not appear to be in the Bill, and will presumably be provided through national 
instruments. These should include, for example, all submissions relating to an area of land, or 
seeking a change that is best described spatially, to include a map; and all submitters to 
provide adequate supporting information in a timely manner prior to a hearing, to enable 
submissions to be assessed appropriately. This would improve the efficiency of the submission 
and hearing process, reducing costs for councils and submitters, and avoid time wasted on 
submissions that contain insufficient information to be properly assessed and decided on, and 
that in the past have be used by some to provide a pathway to an appeal (and mediation 
process) that puts pressure on councils to carry the costs of assessment rather than a genuine 
attempt to provide evidence to support a submission at a hearing. 

14 MISCELLANEOUS CLARIFICATIONS AND ERRORS 

312. Section 73(f) currently says ‘see section 18’. This should be “see clause 18 of Schedule 2”. 
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313. There is a wording issue in s14 (1)(j) where it refers to “any matter where the land use effects 
of an activity are dealt with under other legislation”. This is poorly expressed grammatically as 
the subject of the sentence “any matter” is not clear with respect to “where the land use effects 
of an activity are dealt with under other legislation” as it could be an unrelated matter. Instead 
reword so the subject is clear, for example: “An effect of land use that is managed under other 
legislation”. 

15 CONCLUSION 
 
The DCC thanks you for the opportunity to submit on the Planning Bill. Please do not hesitate to get 
in touch if you would like to clarify any of the issues or comments raised in this submission. The DCC 
looks forward to working with the Government and other entities on this new chapter of resource 
management reform in New Zealand. 
 
The DCC wishes to be heard in respect of this submission. 

 
Nāku noa, nā 
 

 
 
Sophie Barker 
MAYOR 
DUNEDIN CITY COUNCIL 
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INQUIRY INTO THE 2025 LOCAL ELECTIONS SUBMISSION 

Department: Corporate Policy  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 The purpose of this paper is to seek approval for the Dunedin City Council (DCC) draft  
submission to the Inquiry into the 2025 Local Elections (the Inquiry). The draft submission is 
attached as Attachment A. 

2 The Government’s Justice Committee holds a public inquiry following the local body elections 
every three years.  

3 The Terms of Reference (ToR) for the Inquiry examine the law and administrative procedures 
for the conduct of the 2025 Local Elections including voting processes as follows:  

• reports of people being removed from rolls or switched between them 

• the number of disallowed special votes 

• outcomes of recent changes to the delivery of voting papers and returns, such as increased 
use of DX mail and orange bins in supermarkets 

• use of telephone dictation voting for voters who are blind, vision-impaired, or physically 
unable to mark their voting paper 

• the appropriateness of the use of mobile voting booths. 

4 The scope of the Inquiry includes electoral integrity, including disinformation or 
misinformation. 

5 The Inquiry also considers the role of councils and their staff when determining voting 
arrangements, and their relationships with the electoral agencies responsible for conducting 
the voting. 

6 The DCC draft submission speaks to the ToR for the Inquiry. 

7 Submissions to the Inquiry close on 27 February 2026. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 
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a) Approves the draft Dunedin City Council submission, with any amendments, to the Inquiry 
into the 2025 Local Elections 

b) Authorises the Chief Executive to make any minor editorial amendments to the draft 
submission 

c) Authorises the Mayor or delegate to speak at any hearings. 

 

BACKGROUND 

8 The DCC is responsible for the delivery of local elections in Ōtepoti Dunedin under the Local 
Government Act 2002. 

9 The DCC contracted Electionnz.com to manage the 2025 election for Dunedin City on its behalf.  

10 The DCC undertook the following responsibilities: 

• promotional activity 

• the Deputy Electoral Officer role  

• provision of special voting facilities at DCC service centres 

• provision of secure voting bins at 25 locations across the city. 

11 85.5% of eligible voters in Dunedin city are enrolled to vote on either the general or Māori 
electoral rolls. 

12 The 2025 voter return for Dunedin City was 45.47% (43,310 voting papers returned from 95,259 
eligible voters). 

13 Just under 5,000 fewer votes were returned for the 2025 DCC election, compared to 2022.  
 
14 The final voter return rate for the 2025 DCC election of 45.47% was below the 2022 election 

return rate but comparable to the 2019 and 2016 elections.  
 
15 A concerted media campaign over the last week of voting resulted in 25,528 (26.8%) of votes 

received over last 5 days with 11,358 votes (11.92%) received on the final day prior to noon.  
 
 

 

 

Communications and marketing undertaken by the DCC 

16 The DCC undertook complementary advertising campaigns encouraging people to “Stand” as 
candidates in the lead-up to the election, and “Vote”, when the election period was underway. 
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17 Both campaigns utilised posters, online advertising in the Otago Daily Times (ODT), and 
screensavers on Dunedin Public Libraries’ homepages. 

18 Both campaigns were promoted through the DCC’s social media, including LinkedIn and 
Instagram 

19 Both campaigns were promoted on the DCC website and web mobile homepages. 

20 The “Stand”  campaign included a targeted advertorial drive for candidates in Community Board 
areas, and a candidate information evening hosted on the DCC’s Facebook page 

21 Generic messaging around the voting process was promoted in September in community 
newsletters, including: the Blueskin News, POWA (Progress of Waikouaiti Area), Green Island 
Informer, Rothesay News, and the Valley Voice. 

22 Print media advertising ran in  each of: The Star, Critic Te Ārohi, and the ODT, through until the 
last edition of each closest to the election closing date. 

23 The election was advertised on local radio on NZME and Mediaworks stations, Otago Access 
Radio (OAR), and Radio 1. 

24 Candidates were offered the opportunity to record a video to promote their campaigns, 
speaking to a standard set of questions. The videos were produced by Allied Media for the DCC, 
and were available on the DCC’s website and You Tube channel. 

25 57 candidates took the opportunity to record a video, which have had a combined total of 
approximately 74,000 views. 

DISCUSSION 

26 The DCC draft submission to the Inquiry speaks to the Inquiry’s Terms of Reference in the context 
of the 2025 local elections in Ōtepoti Dunedin. 

Voting Processes, including the following: 

• Reports of people being removed from rolls or switched between them 

27 Removal is actioned by Electoral Commission staff and is then reflected in the roll build for the 
council election, with the affected electors then not being mailed voter packs.  

 
28 For the 2025 election, electionz.com received approximately two dozen calls or emails to its 

election helpline noting this problem for electors in Dunedin City. There were higher numbers 
of reports of this across social and printed media channels. 

 
29 When the DCC was able to investigate this during the 2025 election the removal was triggered 

by an address change or mail being returned undelivered from the elector’s address.  
 
30 Rates of undelivered/returned mail reflect the transient and large student population of Ōtepoti 

Dunedin. 
 

• The number of disallowed special votes 

31 The purpose of special voting is to facilitate the voting process for those who did not receive a 
voting paper in the mail.   
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32 This includes: voters on the unpublished roll; voters who may have moved and did not receive 

their papers; people who are not on the roll and want to go on the roll and vote; people who 
have lost or accidentally destroyed their papers; and people who own a second property and 
are ratepayer voters as well as residential voters. 

 
33 Approximately 14% of special votes were disqualified in Dunedin City in the 2025 local elections, 

which the DCC understands is relatively low for council elections in Aotearoa New Zealand.  
 
34 The main reason for disqualification of special votes is that the elector has not updated their 

enrolment details with the Electoral Commission before the close of voting.  
 

• DX Mail and orange bins in supermarkets 

35 DX Mail handled the majority of the outgoing mail deliveries, with the bulk of those deliveries 
achieved within four days, which was within target.   

 
36 DX Mail  also provided a clearance service for some of the DCC orange bins and engaged NZ 

Couriers to clear the balance up to Thursday 9 October 2026.  
 
37 To counter changes in the postal system, DCC increased the number of orange bin locations 

within Dunedin City to 25, including libraries and book buses.  
 
38 Overall, feedback received about the use of the orange bins and the bin locations was positive. 
 

• Use of telephone dictation voting for voters who are blind, vision-impaired, or physically 

unable to mark their voting paper 

39 To meet the Local Election Amended Requirements 2023, a telephone dictation service was set 
up by electionz.com to handle requests from blind or vision-impaired electors or disabled 
electors within its contracted councils who were unable to mark their own voting papers.  

 
40 Details of the dictation service were circulated to appropriate disability support groups to pass 

onto their members. It was noted in that circulation that the service would only cover vote 
dictation and not extend to assisting with candidate selection by reading candidate profiles etc. 

 
41 Overall, 20 vote dictation calls were received by electionz.com during the 2025 election period, 

one of which was from a Dunedin City elector.   
 
 
 

• The appropriateness of the use of mobile voting booths 

42 The DCC operated seven pop-up voting booths, at the University of Otago campus and DCC 
Libraries across the city.  

 
43 The pop-up voting booths were provided to fill either potential high-volume areas or areas 

beyond easily commutable distance from the main special vote issue point in the DCC Civic 
Centre building in the Octagon.  

 
44 While the pop-up voting booths, which were only open on certain days of the week,  were not 

well-patronised they encourage elector participation. 
 
Electoral integrity, including disinformation or misinformation 
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45 The DCC submission supports the view that the election process for local body elections in New 

Zealand is well regulated and ensures a high level of electoral integrity. It notes that legislation 
allows provision for post-election judicial reviews, and that these  are rarely taken up.  

 
46 Increased use of social media and other online forums has brought with it an increase in 

instances of reported misinformation, disinformation and trolling. The bulk of the reported 
cases involve inaccuracies with posts about candidates.  

 
47 In the case of the 2025 DCC elections, candidates were typically notified that electoral officials 

have very little control over social media or other online content. Candidates were advised to 
follow up the issue with the person or group concerned or seek external advice through 
organisations like Netsafe or their own legal representative. 

 

Consideration of the role of councils and their staff when determining voting arrangements, and 

their relationships with the electoral agencies responsible for conducting the voting 

 
48 The DCC submission notes that to maintain electoral integrity, elected members are very 

limited in how much input they have into setting voting arrangements.   
 
49 In the case of the DCC, oversight of that function falls to the Deputy Electoral Officer and other 

electoral or communications staff. Those staff are in regular contact with the contractors and 
electoral agencies to ensure a credible voting process is delivered.  

 

OPTIONS  

Option One – Approve the draft submission to the Justice Committee on its Inquiry into the 
2025 Local Elections 

 
50 Approve the draft submission to the Justice Committee on its Inquiry into the 2025 Local 

Elections, with any amendments. 

Advantages 

• Opportunity for the DCC to participate in government discussions about future roles and 
responsibilities in regard to running local elections. 

• Opportunity to present the unique context of Ōtepoti Dunedin in discussions about the 
democratic process at a local level. 

• Opportunity to engage with central government about local government decision making 
in alignment with the Local Government Act 2002. 

Disadvantages 

• There are no identified disadvantages for this option. 
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Option Two – Does not approve the draft submission to the Justice Committee on its Inquiry 
into the 2025 Local Elections  

51 Does not approve the draft submission to the Justice Committee on its Inquiry into the 2025 
Local Elections, with any amendments. 

Advantages 

• There are no advantages identified for this option. 

Disadvantages 

• Missed opportunity for the DCC to participate in government discussions about future 
roles and responsibilities in regard to running local elections. 

• Missed opportunity to present the unique context of Ōtepoti Dunedin in discussions 
about the democratic process at a local level. 

• Missed opportunity engage with central government about local government decision 
making in alignment with the Local Government Act 2002. 

NEXT STEPS 

52 If the Committee approves the draft DCC submission on the Inquiry into the 2025 Local Elections, 
DCC staff will submit it the Justice Committee by 27 February 2026. 

Signatories 

Author:  Danielle Tolson - Policy Analyst 
Berkay Kocak - Policy Analyst 

Authoriser: Nicola Morand - Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy)  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 
 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

 
The submission aligns with Dunedin’s Social Wellbeing Strategy and its strategic direction of 
“Connected People”, wherein Dunedin people participate in community and city-wide affairs which is 
reflected in voter turnout and people’s desire to have a say in Council decision-making. The submission 
aligns with Te Taki Haruru, the DCC’s Māori Strategic Framework, and its principle of Autūroa. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Te Taki Haruru, the DCC’s Māori Strategic Framework, includes the principle of Autūroa, whereby Māori 
will participate and demonstrate leadership in the community. 
There are currently 3,796 people enrolled on the Māori electoral roll in Dunedin city compared to 
91,539 on the general roll. For context, 85.5% of eligible voters in Dunedin city are enrolled to vote on 
either the general or Māori electoral rolls. 

Sustainability 

There are no implications for sustainability. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications for the LTP or the Annual Plan. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial implications. 

Significance 

This decision is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

Electionz.com, the DCC’s contracted provider for election services in 2025, supplied the DCC with 
information relevant to the Inquiry’s Terms of Reference. 

Engagement - internal 

The submission has been prepared by the Corporate Policy team and the DCC’s Deputy Electoral Officer 
for the 2025 local election, with input from the Communications and Marketing team. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks. 

Conflict of Interest 

There is no conflict of interest. 

Community Boards 

The DCC submission may be of interest to Community Board members and residents in Community 
Board areas. 
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OTAGO LOCAL AUTHORITIES' TRIENNIAL AGREEMENT 2026-2029 

Department: Civic  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 Under Section 15 of the Local Government Act 2002, the six local authorities within the Otago 
region must enter into an agreement containing protocols for communication and coordination.  
Triennial Agreements enable local authorities to give better effect to their core purposes under 
the Local Government Act by adopting a regional approach where appropriate to deliver 
seamless local government service.   

2 The new Triennial Agreement for the period 2026-2029 is required to be approved by each local 
authority within Otago, in identical format no later than 1 March 2026.  The Otago Local 
Authorities’ Triennial Agreement 2026-2029 (the Triennial Agreement) is being presented to all 
the other local authorities in the region for their consideration and approval.  This report 
presents the Triennial Agreement, at Attachment A, for approval by Council. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Approves the Otago Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement 2026-2029. 

b) Authorises the Mayor to sign the Otago Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement 2026-
2029 on behalf of the Dunedin City Council. 

c) Notes that the Triennial Agreement requires the Otago Mayoral Forum to identify and 
oversee progress on ‘regional focus areas’ – areas where a regional approach is either 
required or an improve outcomes for Otago. 

 

BACKGROUND 

3 Section 15 of the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) requires all local authorities within a 
region to enter into a triennial agreement not later than 1 March after each triennial election.   

4 Triennial agreements must include: 

• protocols for communication and co-ordination between councils, 

• the process by which councils will comply with section 16 of the Act, which refers to 
consultation on significant new activities proposed by regional councils, and 
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• processes and protocols through which all councils can participate in identifying, 
delivering, and funding facilities and services of significance to more than one district 
within the region. 

5 Triennial agreements may also include commitments to establish joint governance 
arrangements to give better effect to the matters set out in paragraph 5 above. 

6 A triennial agreement may be varied by agreement between the parties and remains in force 
until local authorities ratify a new agreement. 

DISCUSSION 

7 The Triennial Agreement was prepared by the Otago Mayoral Forum secretariat, in consultation 
with staff across the region, the Otago Chief Executive Forum, Otago Mayoral Forum, and 
attendees at the Zone 6 meeting in November 2025. 

8 The Triennial Agreement acknowledges the benefits of working together for Otago’s local 
authorities, communities and natural environment. Parties to the Triennial Agreement recognise 
that working together enables councils to build stronger relationships, share information and 
resources, coordinate responses to cross-boundary issues, and strengthen collective advocacy 
for the region. 

9 The Triennial Agreement outlines a cross-council partnership framework for Otago, 
encompassing various governance and operational arrangements. Covered are the Otago 
Mayoral Forum, Otago Chief Executives Forum, Hui for Otago, joint committees including 
statutory joint committees, and staff working groups. 

10 The final sections acknowledge a partnership with Kāi Tahu ki Otago through Te Rōpū Taiao 
Otago, convened under a separate charter of understanding; notes support arrangements for 
Otago’s cross-council framework, including a secretariat hosted by the Otago Regional Council; 
and sets out the required process for addressing any proposals by the regional council to 
undertake activities already performed by territorial authorities. 

Otago Mayoral Forum ‘regional focus areas’ 

11 While the Triennial Agreement is focussed on arrangements for working together across Otago, 
its benefit comes from applying these arrangements to issues and opportunities for Otago. 

12 The Triennial Agreement states that the Otago Mayoral Forum is responsible for confirming a 
set of ‘regional focus areas’ and a direction of travel for each. Under the Triennial Agreement, 
the Forum is required to oversee a regional response to the focus areas through Otago’s cross-
council partnership framework, involving and escalating to Otago’s Councils as needed. 

13 Similarly, the Otago Chief Executives Forum will be responsible for supporting the Otago 
Mayoral Forum to undertake this role. 

14 An Otago Mayoral Forum workshop to develop regional focus areas is scheduled for 6 March. 
The agenda for this workshop will contain high-level information about those areas likely to 
require (or benefit from) a regional and cross-council approach, with this content informed by 
staff working groups and reviewed by the Otago Chief Executives Forum. Forum members will 
be invited to seek input from Councillors before attending the workshop. 
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Proposed Local Government reform 

15 On 25 November 2025, the Government announced a proposal to simplify local government. 
The proposal includes a collective role for mayors in each region through a ‘Combined Territories 
Board’ (CTB). The CTB would oversee two key deliverables: a ‘regional reorganisation plan’, and 
a regional spatial plan. If the proposal proceeds, it is highly likely that these deliverables 
will each become a focus area for the Forum. 

16 The Triennial Agreement is prepared under current legislation and does not attempt to 
accommodate the proposed reforms. The Triennial Agreement may, however, be varied at any 
time by agreement between the parties, should this be required as and when the reforms 
progress. 

OPTIONS  

17 As this report is for administrative purposes, no options are presented. 

NEXT STEPS 

18 The Triennial Agreement was reviewed at the Otago Mayoral Forum on 5 December 2025. 
Forum members agreed that it should be referred to Otago’s Councils for ratification. Council is 
invited to approve the Triennial Agreement at today’s meeting. 

19 The Triennial Agreement for the local authorities of the Otago region is signed by the Mayor on 
behalf of Council. 

20 Information on proposed regional focus areas will be shared once available, ahead of the Otago 
Mayoral Forum workshop on 6 March. 

 

Signatories 

Author:  Jackie Harrison - Manager Governance 

Authoriser: Nicola Morand - Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy)  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Otago Local Authorities' Triennial Agreement 2026-2029 134 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Economic Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Spatial Plan ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ☒ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 

Māori Impact Statement 

There are no known impacts for Māori. 

Sustainability 

There are no known implications for sustainability. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications identified. 

Financial considerations 

There are no known financial implications. 

Significance 

This matter is considered of low significance in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement 
Policy. 

Engagement – external 

The Triennial Agreement has been discussed by the Mayors/Chair and Chief Executives of the Otago 
region. 

Engagement - internal 

There has been no internal engagement. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks. 

Conflict of Interest 

There are no known conflicts of interest. 

Community Boards 

There are no implications for Community Boards. 
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GRANTS REVIEW 

Department: Community Services  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 This report consolidates the findings of the 2025 Dunedin City Council (DCC) Grants Review and 
seeks Council approval of core policy settings.  

2 Options related to the six core policy settings are summarised in Attachment A ‘Summary Table 
of Grant Options’. 

3 The review confirms that DCC’s grants system would benefit from improved clarity, 
transparency, consistency, and stronger alignment with Council strategy. 

4 Community and sector feedback emphasised the need for a high‑trust, partnership‑oriented 
grants system that supports long‑term outcomes while reducing administrative burden for 
applicants and staff. 

5 A clear grants policy foundation will ensure future operational decisions are consistent, 
transparent, and defensible, and that future updates to the DCC Grants Management Policy 
(2019) reflect Council’s intent. 

6 This report asks Council to agree core policy settings for grant‑making and agree the proposed 
next steps. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Agrees the core policy settings for Council grant-making, including: 

i) A definition of what constitutes a Council grant; 

ii) Council’s role and purpose in grant-making; 

iii) Council’s priorities for grant-making; 

iv) Council's preferred approach to delivering grants; 

v) Council’s preferred governance structure for grant decisions; and 

vi) Council’s preferred method for determining the overall grants budget. 

b) Notes that the agreed policy settings will inform the update of the Grants Management 
Policy (2019) and associated governance and operational arrangements. 

c) Agrees the proposed next steps as outlined in this report including directing staff to 
prepare further options on strengthening alignment between grant-making and Council’s 
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community outcomes through the next Annual Plan process, where supported by 
Council’s agreed policy settings. 

BACKGROUND 

7 The 2025 Grants Review was initiated to assess whether DCC’s grants system remains fit-for-
purpose. Feedback was gathered through community hui, a sector survey, and facilitated 
workshops. 

8 The review highlighted strong support for Council’s ongoing role in funding the community 
sector, alongside consistent feedback that the current system would benefit from: 

• Greater clarity and transparency; 

• Improved alignment with Council strategies and outcomes; 

• Reduced fragmentation across grant categories; 

• More consistent governance and decision-making; and 

• Increased ability to provide multi-year, sustainable funding. 
 

9 Feedback also indicated that while the grants system is valued and broadly effective, it lacks a 
coherent policy foundation. DCC currently operates ten grant categories, only some of which 
are clearly defined in the Grants Management Policy (2019), resulting in strategic and 
operational inconsistency. Current grant categories and 2026/27 budgets are summarised in 
Attachment B. 

10 On 11 December 2025, Council resolved to direct staff to continue the grants review and return 
with options on: 

• The preferred approach to determining the grants funding quantum; 

• Grant categories 

• Governance and decision-making arrangements (including the Grants Subcommittee); 
and 

• Timing of procurement for a grants management system. 
 
11 Under DCC’s 9-Year Plan (2025-2034), grants are administered across seven services and 

activities: 

1. City Properties 
2. Community recreation 
3. Creative and Cultural Vibrancy 
4. Resilient City 
5. Treaty Partnership 
6. Vibrant Economy; and 
7. Waste Minimisation  

 
12 There is one level of service under the Resilient City activity that relates specifically to 

contestable grants and is reported on annually (Dunedin City Council (2025) 9-Year Plan 2025-
2034, P .152).  
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DISCUSSION 

13 This report seeks Council to agree core policy settings to ensure that grant-making decisions are 
aligned with Council’s strategic intent and administered in a consistent, transparent and 
defensible manner.  

14 The six core policy settings for Council’s considerations are: 

i)  Definition of a Council grant – what qualifies as a grant and how it differs from other 
funding tools. 

ii)  Council’s role and purpose in grant-making – the intended function and responsibilities 
of Council as a funder. 

iii)  Council’s priorities for grant‑making – the outcomes and focus areas Council wishes to 
advance. 

iv) Council's preferred approach to delivering grants – how grants are structured and 
administered. 

v)  Governance structure for grant decisions – who makes decisions and at what thresholds. 

vi)  Determining the overall grants budget – how the overall grants quantum is determined. 
 
15 Options related to the six core policy settings are summarised in Attachment A ‘Summary Table 

of Grant Options’. 

I. Definition of a Council Grant 

16 A clear definition of a Council grant is essential to improve transparency, ensure consistent 
practice, and distinguish grants from other forms of financial support such as contracts, 
sponsorships, and procurement. 

17 Across New Zealand local government, grants are widely recognised as a strategic governance 
tool rather than a transactional funding mechanism. While wording varies, best practice 
definitions consistently emphasise: 

• Public benefit over private gain; 

• Non-repayable funding (except in cases of non-compliance); 

• Clear purpose and accountability; 

• Alignment with Long-Term Plan (LTP) outcomes; 

• Primary focus on not-for-profit organisations, with limited and controlled exceptions. 
 

18 Most Councils restrict grant funding to not-for profit (NFP) or voluntary organisations to ensure 
public funds are directed toward community outcomes rather than private profit. Some 
Councils, however, permit limited eligibility for for-profit (FP) entities where:  

• The funded activity delivers a significant public benefit; 

• The activity would not be commercially viable without support; 

• The community benefit is clearly defined, subsidised and reported; and 

• Public funding does not underwrite private profit margins. 
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19 Examples include free public events, sustainability initiatives, or capacity-building projects with 
demonstrable community impact. 

20 Drawing from common practice, an optimal definition typically includes: 

a) Non-Repayable Status – Grants are not loans or investments and do not require 
repayment if conditions are met. 

b) Public Benefit Requirement – The primary purpose is for public good, with transparent 
reporting. 

c) Purpose-Specific Use – Grants are tied to funding a defined activity, with accountability 
mechanisms for unspent or misused funds. 

d) Strategic Alignment – Grants advance LTP priorities (e.g., wellbeing, sustainability, 
resilience). 

e) Clarity on Applicant’s Legal Status – Grant criteria should clearly state whether eligibility 
is based on an organisation’s status (NFP or FP) or on the nature of the activity being 
funded. 

21 Two options are presented for consideration. Option One (excludes FPs), prioritises simplicity, 
consistency, and risk management. Option Two (includes FPs), offers greater adaptability but 
requires stronger governance controls to maintain public trust and ensure ratepayer funds 
deliver demonstrable community benefit. 

22 If Option One is preferred, FP entities may continue to receive Council funding through other 
mechanisms, such as contracts, sponsorship, or service agreements. 

23 Under both options, Council grants are: 

• Approved by Council or its delegate; 

• Provided to external organisations; 

• Non-repayable, except in cases of non-compliance; and 

• Focused on delivering community benefit. 
 

24 For both options to be effective, they need to be clearly defined, consistently applied, and 
supported by robust assessment and accountability mechanisms. 

Option One: Excludes For-Profit Entities 

“A grant is a non-repayable financial contribution to an external not-for-profit organisation for 
a specific project that advances strategic goals the Council cannot deliver alone. It supports 
community-led activities and services that deliver a measurable public benefit, as outlined in the 
Council’s Long-Term Plan, without expectation of commercial return.” 

Advantages 
• Clear and simple eligibility criteria. 
• Strong protection against private gain. 
• Aligns with common practice across NZ Councils. 
• Minimises reputational and legal risk. 

 
Disadvantages 
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• Limits flexibility for innovative or emerging community solutions. 
• Excludes some high impact projects delivered by social enterprises or small businesses. 
• May require parallel funding mechanisms for similar outcomes. 

 
Option Two: Includes For-Profit Entities in limited circumstances (Status Quo). 

“A grant is a non-repayable financial contribution to an external organisation or individual for a 
specific project that advances strategic goals the Council cannot deliver alone. It supports 
community-led activities and services that deliver a measurable public benefit, as outlined in the 
Council’s Long-Term Plan, without expectation of commercial return. While primarily targeting 
not-for-profit organisations, grants may support for-profit activities where a clear and distinct 
community benefit is delivered and is demonstrably separated from private gain.” 

Advantages 
• Greater flexibility and responsiveness. 
• Enables innovations, pilot projects, and sustainability initiatives. 
• Reflects practice used by some large councils for targeted funds. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Increased complexity in assessment monitoring. 
• Higher risk of perceived or actual subsidisation of private profit. 
• Requires strong safeguards, clear criteria and transparent reporting. 
• Greater administrative and reputational risk if boundaries are unclear. 

 

II. Council’s Role and Purpose in Grant-Making 

25 Council’s role in grant‑making is one of strategic investment rather than gifting. Two 
role‑statement options are presented for consideration, reflecting different approaches used 
across Councils. 

Option One: Governance‑Focused Role 

Council’s role is: 

1) Stewardship – ensuring public funds are allocated fairly, transparently, and strategically.  
2) Accountability – maintaining oversight and alignment with Council’s priorities. 
 
Advantages 

• Clear, simple articulation of Council’s core responsibilities 

• Strong emphasis on prudent investment and risk management 

• Clarifies Council’s relationship with funded organisations. 
 
Disadvantages 

• Less supportive of community‑led innovation. 

• May be perceived as transactional rather than collaborative. 

• Limited emphasis on reducing barriers for applicants. 
 

Option Two: Partnership- Focussed Role (Status Quo) 

Council’s role is: 
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1) Stewardship – ensuring public funds are allocated fairly, transparently, and strategically. 
2) Partnership – working with community organisations as co-deliverers of community 

outcomes. 
3) Enabler – reducing barriers and administrative burden. 
4) Accountability – maintaining oversight and alignment with Council’s priorities. 

 
Advantages 

• Encourages collaboration and strengthens community relationships. 

• Supports innovation, flexibility, and community‑led delivery. 

• Reduces administrative barriers, improving accessibility for smaller organisations. 
 
Disadvantages 

• Requires stronger relationship management and clearer expectations. 

• Higher administrative effort to balance partnership with accountability. 

• May increase perceived or actual risk if partnership boundaries are unclear. 
 

26 This framing aligns with common practice across New Zealand local government and reinforces 
the legitimacy of Council’s investment via grant-making in the community sector. 

27 If approved, the grant definition and role statement will inform the update of the Grants 
Management Policy. 

III. Council’s Priorities for Grant-Making 

28 The DCC currently operates ten grant categories (Attachment B). This structure provides stability 
and continuity over time and has supported a wide range of community organisations. However, 
the current framework is relatively fixed and can be challenging to adapt in response to 
emerging priorities or changing community needs.  Alignment between existing categories and 
the community outcomes in the 9‑Year Plan is also not always explicit. 

29 Of the total grants budget, $3.39 million is available through fully contestable grants processes, 
with the balance largely committed through longer term commissioning or ongoing 
arrangements. While this approach provides certainty for essential services and facilities, it 
limits that proportion of funding that can readily redirected toward new initiatives, innovation 
or areas of emerging need. 

30 Current grants predominantly provide partial operational funding to organisations delivering 
services, programmes, venues, and events that contribute to community wellbeing. These 
grants play an important role in sustaining the city’s social and cultural infrastructure and often 
enable organisations to leverage funding from other sources. While these investments support 
the Council’s community outcomes, their contribution is frequently indirect and not always 
clearly attributable. 

31 Key Policy Question: Does Council wish to place greater emphasis on developing grant 
approaches that more directly advance its community outcomes, and, if so, is Council open to 
refining grant structures and budget settings over time to support this direction? 

32 Decision sought: That Council confirms whether it wishes staff to further explore options to 
strengthen the alignment between grant-making and Council’s community outcomes.  
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33 Subject to Council direction, if supported, staff will prepare a detailed options report for 
Council’s consideration as part of the next Annual Plan process. This report would outline 
potential approaches, implications, and transitional considerations. 

IV. Council’s Preferred Approach to Delivering Grants 

34 Developing a clear process for delivering grants is essential to improve transparency and 
consistency for grant applicants. Three options are presented: 

Option One: Retain Current Grant Categories (ten) with Minor Refinements (Status Quo) 

Maintain current grant categories. 

Advantages 
• Familiar to applicants; minimal disruption. 
• Allows targeted investment in priority areas. 
• Improvements can be implemented quickly. 
 
Disadvantages 
• May not address core issues around consistency and administrative burden. 
• Does not move toward the collaborative or commissioned models supported in 

feedback. 
• Some duplication and gaps remain. 

 
Option Two: Consolidate to Four Broader Grant Categories 

This option consolidates existing grants into four categories:  

1. Contestable (includes Discretionary) 
2. Commissioned (includes all Service Level Agreements, Property Arrangements, Other 

Grants, Grants to other DCC owned companies/trusts) 
3. Grants funded by other agencies and  
4. Legislative grants.  

 
Advantages 
• Simplifies the system. 
• Reduces fragmentation and administrative burden. 
• Easier to align grant sub-categories with outcomes. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Risk of losing specialist focus for niche sectors. 
• May require additional training or capacity building. 
• Transition may cause uncertainty for existing recipients. 

 
Option Three: Consolidation and Include New Community Outcome Grants 

A third option retains our existing grants but includes dedicated partnership-based funding to 
progress community outcomes, such as youth wellbeing or housing support. This approach 
reflects strong feedback for high-trust, long-term investment, but requires more staff capability 
and a clearer governance framework. 

Advantages 
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• Aligns strongly with review feedback on partnerships and long-term outcomes. 
• This approach supports multi-year, strategic investment in key community services. 
• More impact-focused and reduces uncertainty for critical services.  
• Increases flexibility for staff and applicants. 

 
Disadvantages 
• May require additional staff capability and capacity to design and manage partnerships 

and commissioned grants that focus on community outcomes. 
• Budget implications will occur with this option as ‘new community outcomes grants’ 

have not been included in the 9-Year Plan. 

 

V. Governance and Decision Making 

35 Four governance models are presented, ranging from reinstating the Grants Subcommittee 
through to Council-wide decision-making, with two hybrid options combining staff delegations, 
Grants Subcommittee oversight, and Council approval for larger or multi-year grants.  

Option One: The Grants Subcommittee and delegations are re-instated for the primary 
decision-making role. 

The Grants Subcommittee makes allocation decisions for all grants above staff delegations, if 
any. 

Advantages 
• Maintains continuity and specialist governance. 
• Smaller group enables more consistent decision-making. 
• Can build expertise over time. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Feedback indicated the former Grant Subcommittee’s composition may need to be 

reviewed for consistency. 
• Less visibility and broader political input than Council or Committee of the Whole. 
• May limit diverse perspectives depending on the Grant Subcommittee’s composition. 

 
Option Two: Council or a Committee of the Whole determines all grant allocations (Status 
Quo) 

All councillors are involved in funding decisions related to grants above staff delegations, if any. 

Advantages 
• High transparency and broad political mandate. 
• Ensures alignment with broader Council priorities. 
• Helps address concerns about governance legitimacy. 

 
Disadvantages 
• More resource-intensive; slower decision-making. 
• Risk of politicisation of grant allocations. 
• Potential for inconsistent decisions due to diverse perspectives. 

 
Option Three: Hybrid Model One – Grants Subcommittee + Staff Delegations + Council 
Oversight 
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Under this option: 

a) Staff allocate small grants under delegation. 
b) A Grants Subcommittee allocates mid-tier grants. 
c) Committee of the Whole approves multi-year or large grants. 

 
Advantages 
• Balances efficiency, governance oversight, and transparency. 
• Supports a tiered, principle-based system. 
• Aligns with feedback seeking stronger governance and reduced administrative burden. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Requires clear, agreed grant thresholds and criteria for small, medium and large 

grants. 
• More complexity in governance structure. 
• Still requires review of who sits on the Subcommittee as representatives. 

 
Option Four: Hybrid Model Two – Staff Delegations + Council Oversight (No Grants 
Subcommittee) 

Under this option: 

a) Staff allocate (small-medium) grants under delegation. 
b) Council or a Committee of the Whole approves all other grants including multi-year or 

commissioned agreements. 
 

Advantages 
• Provides governance oversight and transparency. 
• Supports a tiered, principle-based system. 
• Aligns with feedback seeking stronger governance and reduced administrative burden. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Requires clear thresholds and criteria. 
• More complexity in governance structure. 
• May reduce opportunities for diverse community perspectives in decision making. 

 
 

VI. Council’s preferred method for determining the overall grants budget 
(quantum). 

36 Historically, the grants budget has been set through the Annual Plan and LTP processes. While 
there have been occasional adjustments to individual grant categories, such as the introduction 
of the Event Attractions grant category, the overall structure has remained largely unchanged. 

37 Some grants have been reduced or removed through the 9‑year plan process. For example, 
Rates Relief Grants were reduced from $711,000 to $525,000. However, most grant budgets 
have remained static for many years, with no inflationary adjustments.  

38 This creates pressure on contestable grants when new priorities emerge, either from Council or 
from community need. 
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39 To support clearer decision‑making, staff have identified two options for how Council could 
determine the overall grants budget. 

Option One: Maintain Current Annual Allocation Approach to Grants (Status Quo) 

Council sets funding levels for grants annually through its Annual Plan budget. 

Advantages 

• Flexible: funding can respond to emerging priorities or financial pressures. 

• Simple to administer; fits existing budgeting processes. 

• Retains political discretion year-to-year. 
 

Disadvantages 

• Uncertainty for community organisations; limits long-term planning. 

• Contestable pool sizes may fluctuate, reducing stability and impact. 

• Misalignment with the review feedback seeking multi-year predictability. 
 

Option Two: Establish a Fixed Baseline Quantum for a Three-Year LTP Cycle 

Council sets a fixed contestable funding quantum for the duration of each Long-Term Plan (LTP), 
with only inflationary adjustments. 

Advantages 
• Provides certainty and stability for applicants and staff. 
• Enables multi-year funding commitments. 
• Supports strategic alignment over longer timeframes. 

 
Disadvantages 
• Reduces Council’s year-to-year flexibility. 
• Requires strong forecasting to avoid underfunding during periods of increased demand. 
• More difficult to adjust quickly in financially constrained years. 

 
40 Council is asked to assess each grant policy setting and determine which option most 

effectively aligns with its strategic vision for the city.  

41 In relation to Council’s resolution (11/12/2025), the remaining matter of procurement timing 
for a grants management system, will be considered once the core policy settings have been 
confirmed. 

 
OPTIONS  

42 Option One: Council agrees the proposed policy settings (with or without amendment), 
enabling staff to proceed with the next steps set out in this report. 

 
43 Option Two (Status Quo): Council does not agree on one or more of the proposed policy 

settings, in which case the current grants framework and policy setting will remain in place 
until further direction is provided by Council. 
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NEXT STEPS 

44 The next steps will depend on Council’s preferred options: 

a) Update the Grants Management Policy (2019) to reflect Council’s agreed policy 
settings, ensuring future grant-making decisions are consistent, transparent, and 
defensible.  Public consultation may be required under the Significance and 
Engagement Policy, depending on the scale and nature of the changes. 

b) Develop implementation plans including transitional arrangements where required. 

c) Draft and update governance delegations and terms of reference, including any 
changes to committees or subcommittees, for Council consideration.  

d) Undertake pre-procurement analysis to identify suitable technology options for a 
grants management system, informed by the agreed policy settings.  

e) Prepare indicative timelines implementation, including any structural or budget 
implications to be considered through future Annual Plan and Long-Term Plan 
processes. 

Signatories 

Author:  Gina Hu'akau - Community Partnerships Manager 

Authoriser: Nicola Morand - Manahautū (General Manager Community and Strategy)  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Summary of options presented 154 
⇩B Grants 2025-2026 156 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 
This decision promotes the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of communities in 
the present and for the future. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Arts and Culture Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Identifying grant policy settings will strengthen the administration and decision‑making processes for 
grants, thereby supporting the outcomes outlined in the above strategies. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Identifying grant policy settings will strengthen the administration and decision‑making processes for 
grants, thereby supporting the outcomes outlined in Te Taki Haruru for Māori. 

Sustainability 

Identifying grant policy settings will strengthen the administration and decision‑making processes for 
grants, thereby supporting sustainability outcomes as committed to by the DCC. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

Depending on which option Council selects, there may be implications for the Annual Plan or LTP 
budgets in related to the grants budget. 

Financial considerations 

If Council agrees to include new grants, then this will have implications on the current grants budget. 
Any new grants that are not detailed in Attachment B, will be unbudgeted. 

Significance 

Updating the Grants Management Policy (2019) to align with Council’s policy intent may require public 
consultation under the Significance and Engagement policy, depending on the scale of the proposed 
changes.  

Engagement – external 

Limited public engagement has occurred to date, as the primary focus has been on determining 
Council’s intent in regard to grants, and identifying its core policy settings. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Engagement - internal 

Engagement with staff from the seven activity and service areas that administer grants, has been 
undertaken during the grants review process. Finance provided budget data for Attachment B. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no known risks associated with this report or with seeking Council’s decision on its preferred 
options related to grants. 

Conflict of Interest 

There are no known conflict of interests risks in relation to this report or with seeking Council’s decision 
on its preferred options related to grants. 

Community Boards 

Community Boards receive an annual grants budget from the DCC. Depending on the options selected 
by Council there may be implications, however, their grant budgets are expected to remain unchanged. 
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GRANTS ALLOCATED $5K AND UNDER  

Department: Waste and Environmental Solutions  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 This report provides details of the Waste Minimisation Community grants that were awarded 
under the Chief Executive Officer’s delegation in the September 2025 round, and the Waste 
Minimisation Small grants awarded by the former Grants Subcommittee Chair during the period 
March 2025 and October 2025.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes that the Waste Minimisation Grants are funded by Waste Disposal Levy funds 
provided by the Ministry for the Environment and are not rates funded.  

b) Notes the approved funding allocated to organisations for Waste Minimisation Small 
Projects and Waste Minimisation Community grants.  

 

BACKGROUND 

2 On 27 November 2025 a report to Council sought approval for an amendment to the Chief 
Executive Officer’s delegations to enable staff assessment and approval of applications for 
grants of up to $5,000 (excluding Rates Relief grants) that are funded and administered by the 
Dunedin City Council.  

3 The report noted that to satisfy Council’s granting procedures, and to enable applicants to meet 
project and event deadlines, it was necessary to make decisions on grant categories before the 
end of 2025.  

Moved (Cr Marie Laufiso/Cr Christine Garey): 

That the Council:  

a) Amends the Chief Executive Officer’s delegations to enable approval of Dunedin 
City Council–funded and administered grant applications (excluding  Rates 
Relief) valued at $5,000 or less, as follows: 

1) The Chief Executive is delegated the power to approve or decline 
applications for grants that are funded and administered by the Council, 
provided that: 

i) The grant was within an approved budget; and 
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ii) The maximum possible grant value awarded to an applicant does 
not exceed $5,000; and 

iii) The power to approve or decline the grant has not been reserved to 
the Council under this Manual or by resolution. 

2) The Chief Executive may sub-delegate this authority to any other officer 
of the Council, subject to: 

i) The sub-delegation being in writing and suitably recorded; and 

ii) The grant being signed off by the relevant General Manager. 

3) This delegation would expire on 31 December 2025  

b) Notes that staff will provide a report to the 11 December 2025 Council meeting 
on the allocation of the grants funding. 
Division 

The Council voted by division 
 
For:  Crs John Chambers, Christine Garey, Doug Hall, Marie Laufiso, Cherry 

Lucas, Mandy Mayhem, Benedict Ong, Jules Radich, Mickey Treadwell, 
Steve Walker, Brent Weatherall and Mayor Sophie Barker (12). 

Against:  Crs Russell Lund, Andrew Simms and Lee Vandervis (3). 
Abstained:  Nil 

 
 The division was declared CARRIED by 12 votes to 3 

 
Motion carried (CNL/2025/323)  

 

DISCUSSION 

4 The Waste and Environmental Solutions Team were not able to provide a report for the 11 
December 2025 Council meeting in relation to the Waste Minimisation Community and Small 
grants due to staff annual leave.  

5 The Chief Executive under delegation has approved the grants as outlined in the attached 
memorandum (Attachment A).   

6 Two Waste Minimisation Small Project Grants have been approved under delegated authority 
since March 2025. In the 2024/25 financial year a total value of $1,940.00 was allocated, with 
the remainder being returned to the Waste Levy fund reserve. Thus far in the current financial 
year, two grants totalling $704.00 have been approved with $9,296.00 remaining for allocation. 
The former Grants Sub Committee Chair under delegation approved the Waste Minimisation 
Small Project Grants which are summarised in Attachment C.    

OPTIONS  

7 This report is for noting only.  



 

COUNCIL 
12 February 2026 

 

 
Grants Allocated $5k and Under  Page 160 of 251 

 

 

It
e

m
 1

3
 

 

 

 

 

Signatories 

Author:  Catherine Gledhill - Waste Minimisation Supervisor 

Authoriser: Chris Henderson - Group Manager Waste and Environmental Solutions 
Scott MacLean - General Manager, City Services  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Waste Minimisation Community Grants Sept 2025 MEMO 163 
⇩B Small Waste Minimisation Projects Grants Spreadsheet - September 2025 171 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision promotes the social well-being, economic well-being, environmental well-being and the 
cultural well-being of communities in the present and for the future.   

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

 
This report supports the Council’s Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2025. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Mana whenua had represention on the Grants Subcommittee and provide guidance and advice on 
allocations of funding. 
Staff are working to develop relationships with the Māori community and ensure DCC grants are 
accessible and supportive of the needs of the Māori community. 

Sustainability 

Waste Minimisation Grants provide community with a funding opportunity for new waste minimisation 
projects and initiatives. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

Budget is set aside from Waste Levy revenue for waste minimisation grants in accordance with the 
Dunedin City Council Waste Management and Minimisation Plan 2025. This money is received from 
the Ministry for the Environment and has been approved to use for grants funding in accordance with 
section 47 of the Waste Minimisation Act. 

Financial considerations 

Grants will be expended from the Waste Minimisation Funds within approved budgets. 

Significance 

This decision is considered to be of low significance in terms of Council’s Significance and Engagement 
Policy. 

Engagement – external 

A variety of newsletters, social media, Otago Access Radio, as well as advertising in local media were 
used to promote these grants. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Engagement - internal 

Internal engagement was carried out with other grant funding departments to check applicants were 
not doubling up on applications.  Departments relevant to the organisations applying for funding were 
also engaged to check on the best fits in funding criteria for applicants. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

By funding consenting costs for applicants, the risk of funding non-compliant activity can be managed. 

Conflict of Interest 

No conflict of interests have been identified.   

Community Boards 

Funded waste minimisation projects may develop in community board areas. 
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APPOINTMENT OF ADVISORY PANEL TO CONSIDER DISTRICT LICENSING 
COMMITTEE COMMISSIONER APPLICATIONS 

Department: Corporate and Regulatory  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 The Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act 2012 (the Act) requires Council to have a District Licensing 
Committee (DLC) and to maintain a published list of approved DLC members. 

2 The current DLC has eight members: two commissioners, four community representatives and 
two councillors. The Act does not limit membership numbers. 

3 DLC members can be appointed for terms of up to five years. Both commissioners’ current terms 
expire on 31 May 2026. Attachment A lists current members and term expiry dates. 

4 To maintain continuity and ensure adequate hearing capacity, staff propose Council seek 
applications for up to three commissioner positions.  

5 This report recommends the Council appoints an Advisory Panel (the Panel) of three councillors 
to assess applications and to make recommendations to the Chief Executive for appointment. 
The proposed Terms of Reference for the Panel is at Attachment B.  

6 Once the new commissioners are appointed, the Panel will then appoint a chairperson for the 
DLC. The Panel may also appoint a deputy chairperson.  

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes that applications will be invited for District Licensing Committee commissioner 
roles. 

b) Appoints an Advisory Panel of Councillor Lucas (as Chair), Councillor Garey and Councillor 
Walker to consider the applications received to be commissioners of the Dunedin District 
Licensing Committee. 

c) Approves the draft Terms of Reference for the Advisory Panel (with any amendment). 

d) Requires the Advisory Panel to: 

i) make recommendations for appointment to the Chief Executive, and 

ii) appoint a chairperson for the District Licensing Committee and  

iii) (if desired) appoint a deputy chairperson. 
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BACKGROUND 

7 Under the Act, DLCs determine all alcohol licensing applications within their district, including 
on-licences, off licences, club licences, special licences and managers’ certificates. 

8 DLCs must operate independently of council influence in performing a quasi-judicial function, 
evaluating evidence, ensuring natural justice, and issuing independent decisions that may be 
appealed to the Alcohol Regulatory and Licensing Authority (ARLA). 

9 The Act prohibits the appointment of the following as DLC members: 

• Police officers 

• Medical Officers of Health 

• Alcohol licensing inspectors, and  

• Council employees. 

10 Individuals with real or perceived involvement in the alcohol industry must not be appointed 
where this creates actual or perceived bias. 

11 Commissioners must be of good standing in the community, and possess the knowledge, skill, 
and experience required for the types of matters brought before DLCs. 

12 Councillors may serve as commissioners although traditionally commissioners have been 
independent, and non-elected to reinforce impartiality. 

13 Each DLC hearing panel comprises a commissioner and two members. Opposed applications 
must go to a full hearing and unopposed applications can be dealt with by the chairperson. 

14 The DLC currently comprises eight members: 

• Six community representatives (including two commissioners), and  

• Two councillor representatives. 

DISCUSSION 

15 Both commissioners’ terms expire simultaneously creating a risk to continuity and scheduling 
capacity. Recruitment will ensure sufficient chairing capacity and enable future staggering of the 
terms of expiry. 

16 Applications will be invited in February 2026. The Panel will review applications in March and 
make recommendations for appointment to the Chief Executive in April. The Panel will then 
appoint a chairperson and may appoint a deputy chairperson. 

17 Advertised recruitment will be supported with targeted engagement, including with mana 
whenua partners. 



 

COUNCIL 
12 February 2026 

 

 
Appointment of Advisory Panel to consider District Licensing Committee Commissioner 
applications 

Page 174 of 251 

 

 

It
e

m
 1

4
 

18 Remuneration is set by the Minister of Justice at $408 per day or $51 per hour for members, 
$624 per day or $78 per hour for commissioners, and reimbursement of reasonable expenses. 

OPTIONS  

19 There are no options to this report given the requirements of the Act. 

NEXT STEPS 

20 Once the Council appoints the Panel and approves the Terms of Reference: 

a) Applications for commissioners will be invited 

b) The Panel will assess applicants and recommend to the Chief Executive preferred 
candidates for appointment 

c) The Panel will then appoint a chairperson and may also appoint a deputy chairperson. 

Signatories 

Author:  Anne Gray - Policy Analyst 
Bonnie Wright - Manager Compliance Solutions 

Authoriser: Paul Henderson - General Manager Corporate and Regulatory Services  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Current District Licensing Committee membership 177 
⇩B Terms of Reference for Advisory Panel 178 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 
This decision promotes the social and economic well-being of communities in the present and for the 
future. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ☐ ☐ ✔ 

This decision contributes to democratic decision making to support priorities of the Social Wellbeing 
and Economic Development strategies. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Engaging with our mana whenua partners will be part of the expressions of interest invitation process. 

Sustainability 

This process is aimed to ensure that the DLC is sustainable for now and the future with adequate 
representation at alcohol licensing hearings and succession planning. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications for these documents. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial implications. DLC members are entitled to remuneration, and this is provided for 
within alcohol licensing budgets. 

Significance 

This decision is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

There has been no external engagement. 

Engagement - internal 

There has been internal engagement with In-House Legal Counsel and Governance. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Conflict of Interest 

Councillors Vandervis and Hall are current DLC members. While it is not the norm in the interests of 
maintaining political neutrality, if they were to consider applying to be commissioners to the DLC, it 
would be a conflict for them to sit on the Panel. 

Community Boards 

There are no implications for Community Boards. The DLC operates across all areas of the city, including 
the Community Board areas. 
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REVIEW OF DANGEROUS, INSANITARY AND AFFECTED BUILDINGS POLICY 

Department: Corporate and Regulatory  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 This report updates the Council on the review of the Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected 
Buildings Policy (the Policy) and asks the Council to approve a statement of proposal for 
consultation. Minor amendments are proposed, and these are shown as tracked changes to the 
current Policy at Attachment A. 

2 The Building Act 2004 (the Act) requires the Council to adopt a policy on dangerous, insanitary 
and affected buildings and to review it at intervals of not more than five years. The Policy is due 
for review.  

3 The special consultative procedure must be used for this review.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes the review of the Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy  

b) Approves the proposed Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy at 
Attachment A and the statement of proposal at Attachment B for consultation. 

c) Notes that Hearings Committee members to hear and consider submissions for this 
review will be appointed by the Chair of the Hearings Committee in due course. 

 

BACKGROUND 

Building Act 2004 

4 The Council is required under section 131 of the Act to adopt a policy on dangerous, insanitary 
buildings. The policy must take into account affected buildings and it must state: 

• The approach that Dunedin City Council will take in performing its functions under the Act 

• Its priorities in performing these functions and 

• How the policy will apply to heritage buildings. 
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5 Policies must be reviewed within five years of the policy being adopted and then at intervals of 
not more than five years. A policy does not cease to have effect because it is under review or 
being reviewed. 

6 The special consultative procedure must be used if the policy is amended or replaced. 

Policy history 

7 The Council adopted its first Dangerous and Insanitary Buildings Policy in 2007. It was reviewed 
in 2011 in light of lessons learned from the 2010-2011 Canterbury earthquakes. 

8 It was reviewed again in 2017/2018 following the Building (Earthquake-prone Buildings) 
Amendment Act 2016 which introduced major changes to the way earthquake-prone buildings 
were identified and managed by territorial authorities. The Amendment Act 2016 removed the 
requirement for territorial authorities to have earthquake-prone building policies and instead 
created a national policy framework. Because of this the earthquake-prone buildings section 
became redundant and was removed. 

9 The policy was reviewed in 2021 to include affected buildings when it became the Dangerous, 
Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy. 

DISCUSSION 

Current Policy 

10 The Policy was developed in accordance with the purpose and principles of the Act which seek 
to ensure that: 

• People who use buildings can do so safely and without endangering their health 

• Buildings have attributes that contribute appropriately to the health, physical 
independence and wellbeing of people who use them and 

• Buildings are designed, constructed and able to be used in ways that promote sustainable 
development. 

11 The Council is committed to ensuring that Dunedin is a safe and healthy place to live. The Act 
provides the means to ensure that buildings that become dangerous, insanitary or affected are 
managed in a timely manner to remove the danger and fix the insanitary conditions. The Policy 
aims to administer the Act in a fair and reasonable way. 

12 Policy provisions are implemented when a complaint or advice is received, and an investigation 
takes place. If a building is dangerous, insanitary or affected, then staff aim to work with building 
owners to address the problem without delay. 

13 The Policy is limited in its scope by the provisions of the Act. For example, the Policy is not able 
to provide for rental property minimum standards (these are managed by the Ministry for 
Business, Innovation and Employment under the Residential Tenancies Act 1986) or demolition 
by neglect.  
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Policy review 

14 The Policy is working well to address dangerous, insanitary and affected buildings in Dunedin. 
Minor changes are proposed to make the Policy easier to understand and to update language.  

Heritage buildings 

15 The Ōtepoti Dunedin Heritage Action Plan (HAP) included an action to review the heritage 
provisions of the Policy (Action 13 of the HAP Implementation Plan). The Policy has been 
reviewed to provide greater clarity when dealing with protected heritage buildings deemed 
dangerous or insanitary, or when protected buildings are affected by neighbouring buildings.  

16 This includes explaining the DCC’s preferred outcomes for heritage buildings and identifying the 
available support for building owners. The Policy specifies that Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga will be notified when a building listed with them becomes subject to a notice requiring 
building work or restricting entry to that building.    

Summary of proposed changes 

17 Details of proposed changes are: 

Section Proposed change Reason 

Policy history 

Policy history Adding the history of the policy 
including dates of adoption and review. 

Greater clarity and in response to audit. 

Definitions 

Heritage definition Updating this definition To align with updated terminology. 

Section 1: Taking action on dangerous, insanitary and affected buildings 

Section 1.3 Additional section on how Council may 
respond to a dangerous, insanitary or 
affected building including examples. 

To provide greater clarity. 

Sections 2 and 3: Heritage buildings 

Sections 2 & 3 Providing additional explanatory 
information for buildings that are also 
heritage buildings. 

To provide greater clarity and 
information for owners of these 
buildings. 

Section 2.6 Adding that the Council will notify New 
Zealand Heritage Pouhere Taonga 
(NZHPT) of any notice requiring building 
work or restricting entry to a building 
that is included on the NZHPT list. 

To be clear about this requirement of the 
Building Act 2004. 

Section 6: Review 

Review Adding reference to the special 
consultative procedure that is required 
when this policy is amended or 
replaced. 

To be clear about this requirement of the 
Building Act 2004. 
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Community engagement 

18 The special consultative procedure must be used to amend or replace the Policy. Consultation 
will be open for at least one month via the DCC website and it will be advertised in the Otago 
Daily Times. There will be the opportunity for people to make submissions and present their 
view at a hearing should they wish. 

19 See Attachment B for the Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Building Policy statement of 
proposal. 

OPTIONS  

20 As this review is required by legislation, there are no options. 

NEXT STEPS 

21 Next steps are to carry out consultation on the proposed Policy during March using the special 
consultative procedure before the Hearings Committee considers and hears any submissions. 
Following that, the Hearings Committee will report back to the Council with a recommendation 
to adopt a reviewed Policy. 

Signatories 

Author:  Grant Sutton - Principal Advisor 

Authoriser: Mike Hart - Acting Manager, Building Services Customer & Regulatory 
Paul Henderson - General Manager Corporate and Regulatory Services  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Proposed tracked changes to Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy 185 
⇩B Statement of proposal for Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy 

review 
190 

  
 

SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 
This decision promotes the social well-being of communities in the present and for the future. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ☐ ☐ ✔ 

 
This policy review contributes to the priorities of healthy and safe people within the Social Wellbeing 
Strategy, and compelling destination within the Economic Development Strategy.  

Māori Impact Statement 

No specific impacts for mana whenua have been identified. However, in recognition of the Autūroa and 
Autakata pou in Te Taki Haruru, the two rūnaka will be advised of the review and given the opportunity 
to provide feedback in a way they deem appropriate. 

Sustainability 

There are no specific implications for sustainability. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications for these documents. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial implications. 

Significance 

This review is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

There has been no external engagement to date. However, the special consultative procedure will be 
used to review the Policy. 

Engagement - internal 

In-House Legal Counsel has contributed to the advice in this report and the Communications and Web 
teams are aware of the upcoming consultation with no issues identified. The Heritage Team has 
reviewed and provided input to the proposed Policy. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks. 

Conflict of Interest 

There is no conflict of interest. 



 

COUNCIL 
12 February 2026 

 

 
Review of Dangerous, Insanitary and Affected Buildings Policy Page 184 of 251 

 

 

It
e

m
 1

5
 

SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Community Boards 

There are no specific implications for Community Boards. 
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RESOLUTION TO STOP PART OF NEILL STREET, ABBOTSFORD 

Department: Property  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 This report recommends concluding the road stopping process for 182m2 of land adjoining 26 
Neill Street, Abbotsford, as the public notification process has been completed and no 
objections were received. 

2 The owners of 26 Neill Street, Abbotsford applied to have a section of unformed legal road 
stopped. Council agreed to public notification of its intention to stop a portion of legal road and 
subsequently the property has been surveyed, valued and a sale and purchase agreement has 
been signed. 

3 This report concludes the formal part of the Council’s decision-making process in this matter. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Resolves  that under Section 342 of the Local Government Act 1974 the part of unformed 
road described as Sections 1 & 2 SO 619506 are stopped. 

b) Notes that no objections were submitted during the public notice period. 

c) Authorises a public notice declaring that the road is stopped. 

 

BACKGROUND 

4 The owners of 26 Neill Street, Abbotsford, applied to stop an unformed part of legal road 
adjoining their property, in order to better align the boundary of their section.  Their garden and 
retaining wall were partially located within the road stopping area. 

5 The road stopping application was considered by the Infrastructure Services Committee on 14 
June 2021, which resolved as follows: 

Moved (Cr Jim O'Malley/Cr Steve Walker): 

That the Committee:  
 

a) Approves the public notification of the intention to stop a portion of legal road adjacent 
to 26 Neill Street, Abbotsford, subject to the applicants agreeing to: 
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i) Pay the road stopping processing fee. 

ii) Pay the Council the actual costs involved in the stopping, regardless of whether or 
not the stopping reaches a conclusion, and the market value of the stopped road, 
assessed by the Council’s valuer. 

iii) Amalgamate the stopped portion of the road with the adjacent land that is owned 
by the applicant, being the land contained within Record of Title OT324/122. 

iv) Accept the application of the standards contained within the Dunedin City Council 
Code for Subdivision and Development to the stopped road. 

v) Register easements over the stopped portion of road in favour of utility companies 
and/or relocate any utilities as required.  

Motion carried (ISC/2021/001) 

DISCUSSION 

6 The applicants and Council have entered into a conditional sale and purchase agreement in 
accordance with the Committee resolution. 

7 The area of road to be stopped was surveyed and the property has been valued. 

8 The application was publicly notified for 40 days and the notification period closed on Friday 14 
November 2025.  No objections were received. 

9 The Council is now able to formally resolve to stop the part of the unformed legal road shown 
as Sections 1 and 2 on SO 619506. 

OPTIONS  

Option One – Recommended Option  

 
10 As no objections have been received, the Council may declare the part of the unformed legal 

road to be stopped. 

Advantages 

• This option is consistent with the Infrastructure Services Committee decision on 14 June 
2021. 

• This option will enable the adjoining landowners to establish a practical legal boundary. 

• Modest proceeds of sale (assessed at market value) will be received, and the rateable area 
of private land will increase following amalgamation of the titles. 

Disadvantages 

• There are no identified disadvantages. 
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Option Two – Status Quo  

11 The Council may decided not to declare the part of the unformed legal road to be stopped. 

Advantages 

• There are no identified advantages. 

Disadvantages 

• This option would be inconsistent with the Infrastructure Services Committee decision on 
14 June 2021. 

• This option would not establish a practical legal boundary for the adjoining property. 

• This option would result in no receipt of proceeds of sale and no increase in the rateable 
area of private land. 

NEXT STEPS 

12 If Council resolves that Sections 1 and 2 SO 619506 are stopped, a public notice formally 
declaring the road stopping will be published in the Otago Daily Times.  A new Record of Title 
will be raised for the land, which will be transferred to the owner of the adjoining land at 42 
Glengyle Street and amalgamated with their Record of Title. 

Signatories 

Author:  Paula Dickel - Strategic Property Advisor 

Authoriser: Anna Nilsen - Group Manager, Property Services 
David Ward - General Manager, 3 Waters, Property and Urban Development  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Survey Plan SO 619506 200 
⇩B Aerial Photo 204 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision enables democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of communities. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Economic Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ☐ ☐ ✔ 

 
There is no contribution to the Strategic Framework. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Staff reviewed the District Plan, and the land is not identified as Wāhi Tupuna.  There are no known 
impacts for Māori. 

Sustainability 

There are no known impacts for sustainability. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications for these plans/strategies. 

Financial considerations 

Costs incurred in the process are recovered from the applicant.  A modest financial sum will be received 
as proceeds from the sale of land. 

Significance 

This decision is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

A full public notification process as carried out and no objections were received. 

Engagement - internal 

Transport, Legal Services, Parks and Recreation Services, Customer and Regulatory Services, City 
Planning, City Development and Three Waters were consulted when the process was initiated. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no risks identified. 

Conflict of Interest 

No conflict of interest has been identified. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Community Boards 

There are no implications for Community Boards, a full public notification process was undertaken. 
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WAIPORI FUND - QUARTER ENDING 31 DECEMBER 2025 

Department: Finance  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 The attached report from Dunedin City Treasury Limited provides information on the results of 
the Waipori Fund for the quarter ended 31 December 2025. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes the report from Dunedin City Treasury Limited on the Waipori Fund for the quarter 
ended 31 December 2025. 

DISCUSSION 

2 The Waipori Fund Statement of Investment Policy and Objectives (SIPO) requires quarterly 
reporting on the performance and financial position of the fund. 

3 Dunedin City Treasury Limited has provided the Waipori Fund report for the December 2025 
quarter. The report is provided as Attachment A. 

SIPO Review 

4 The Letter of Expectation to the Dunedin City Holdings Ltd (DCHL) Board for the 2026/27 
financial year, approved at the 11 December 2025 Council meeting, included the following 
request: 

“Review the Waipori Fund Statement of Investment Policies and Objectives (SIPO), and present 
options to Council for consideration, with different risk appetites along with expected returns, 
with a view to maximising return on investment.” 

OPTIONS  

5 As this is a noting report, no options are provided. 

NEXT STEPS 

6 Quarterly reporting on the performance and financial position of the fund will be provided to 
future Council meetings. 

7 Council will be updated on the timing of the SIPO review once this is known.  
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Signatories 

Authoriser: Carolyn Allan - Chief Financial Officer  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Waipori Fund Report - December 2025 quarter 207 
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FINANCIAL REPORT - PERIOD ENDED 31 DECEMBER 2025 

Department: Finance  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 This report provides the financial results for the period ended 31 December 2025 and the 
financial position as at that date.  

2 As this is an administrative report only, there are no options or Summary of Considerations. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Notes the Financial Performance for the period ended 31 December 2025 and the 
Financial Position as at that date.  

BACKGROUND 

3 This report attaches a financial update and financial statements for the period ended 31 
December 2025. 

DISCUSSION 

4 The net deficit (including Waipori) for the period ended 31 December 2025 was $4.354 million, 
an $11.199 million favourable variance to budget. A detailed commentary is provided in 
Attachment A (Financial Update). In summary, the following variances were recorded: 

a) Revenue was $219.140 million for the period, or $2.407 million unfavourable to budget.  

b) Expenditure was $228.756 million for the period, or $10.861 million favourable to budget. 

c) The Waipori Fund has reported a net operating surplus for the period of $5.262 million, 
$2.745 million favourable to budget.  

5 Capital expenditure was $71.425 million for the period ended 31 December 2025 or 72.6% of 
the year-to-date budget.   

6 The total loan balance at 31 December 2025 was $675.972 million which was $49.201 million 
less than budget. 

OPTIONS  

7 As this is an administrative report only, there are no options provided. 
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NEXT STEPS 

8 Month end financial reports continue be presented to future Council meetings. 

Signatories 

Author:  Lawrie Warwood - Financial Analyst 

Authoriser: Hayden McAuliffe - Financial Services Manager 
Carolyn Allan - Chief Financial Officer  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Financial Update 213 
⇩B Statement of Financial Performance 226 
⇩C Statement of Financial Position 227 
⇩D Statement of Cashflows 228 
⇩E Capital Expenditure Summary 229 
⇩F Capital Expenditure Detailed 231 
⇩G Operating Variances 237 
⇩H Debt Graph 238 
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PROPOSED EVENT ROAD CLOSURES 

Department: Transport  

 

 

  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1 The DCC has received temporary road closure applications relating to the following events: 

i) Graduation Parade 

ii) South Dunedin Street Festival 

iii) Three Peaks Running Race 

iv) Baseline 

2 This report recommends that Council approves the temporary closure of the affected roads. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the Council: 

a) Resolves to close the roads detailed below (pursuant to Section 319, Section 342, and 
Schedule 10 clause 11(e) of the Local Government Act 1974 (LGA 1974)): 

i) Graduation Parade 
Friday, 13 March 
2026 

10.30am to 11.00am • Great King Street, between 
Frederick Street and Albany Street 

10.40am to 11.30am • Frederick Street, between Great 
King Street and George Street 

• Filleul Street, between Moray Place 
and St Andrew Street 

10.40am to 12.00pm • Moray Place, between George 
Street and upper Stuart Street 

• George Street, between Frederick 
Street and Moray Place 

 

ii) South Dunedin Street Festival 
Saturday, 
14 March 2026 

7.00am to 4.30pm • King Edward Street, between 
Hillside Road and Macandrew Road 

• Lorne Street, between Rankeilor 
Street and King Edward Street 

• McBride Street, between Rankeilor 
Street and King Edward Street 

• Sullivan Avenue, between Glasgow 
Street and King Edward Street 
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• Carey Avenue, between Glasgow 
Street and King Edward Street 

iii) Three Peaks Running Race  
Sunday, 
15 March 2026 

6.00am to 6.10am 
    AND 
9.00am to 9.10am 

• Woodhaugh Street - entire length 

9.00am to 3.00pm • Leith Valley Road, between Islay 
Street and Pigeon Flat Road 

iv) Baseline 
Saturday, 
28 March 2026 

10.00am to 11.59pm • Logan Park Drive, between Anzac 
Avenue and Butts Road 

Sunday, 
29 March 2026 

12.00am to 10.00am 

 

BACKGROUND 

3 Council’s Dunedin Festival and Events Plan supports the goal of a successful city with a diverse, 
innovative, and productive economy and a hub for skill and talent.   

4 The areas proposed to be used for these events are legal roads and can therefore be temporarily 
closed to normal traffic if statutory temporary road closure procedures are followed. The 
procedures are set out in Section 319 of the LGA 1974 and give Council the power to stop or 
close any road (or part of a road) within the parameters of Section 342 and Schedule 10 of the 
LGA 1974 (Schedule 10 is included as Attachment A). 

5 These procedures include:  

• Consultation with the New Zealand Transport Authority Waka Kotahi and the Police. 

• Public notice being given of the proposal to close any road (or part of a road), and public 
notice of a decision to close the road. 

• Council being satisfied that traffic is not likely to be unreasonably impeded. 

6 A resolution of Council is required where a proposal to temporarily close a road relates to public 
functions.  

7 Council is required to give public notice of its decision. This notice will be published after this 
meeting and prior to the event, if approved. 
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DISCUSSION 

Consultation and Notification 

8 The Police and the New Zealand Transport Authority Waka Kotahi have no objections to the 
proposed road closures.  

9 On Saturday, 10 January 2026 the proposed temporary road closures were advertised in the 
Otago Daily Times (Attachment B) with a deadline for feedback.  

10 Schedule 10 clause 11(e) states a road cannot be closed more than 31 days in the aggregate in 
any one year.  This limit will not be exceeded by the approval of the proposed temporary road 
closures. 

Traffic Impacts   

11 The event locations of these events have had identical road closures for the same, or similar 
event(s) in prior years without causing unreasonable delays to the travelling public.  

12 Emergency services and public transport services will be managed through the temporary traffic 
management process. 

13 The Temporary Traffic Management Plan process ensures that other issues such as temporary 
relocation of certain parking (e.g. taxi, mobility and Authorised Vehicles Only) are managed. 

OPTIONS  

14 Note any amendment to this report’s recommendations cannot be implemented without 
further consultation with the affected parties, New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi, the 
Police, and verifying that traffic impacts are acceptable. 

Option One – Recommended Option  

15 That the Council closes the sections of road as recommended in this report.   

Advantages 

• Roads can be closed, and the event will be able to proceed. 

• The closures will assist in realising the economic, social, and cultural benefits associated 
with the events. 

Disadvantages 

• There will be temporary loss of vehicular access through the closed areas.  However, there 
are detours available, and safety can be assured using temporary traffic management. 

Option Two – Status Quo  

16 That the Council decides not to close the roads in question. 

Advantages 
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• There would be no detour required for the travelling public, and the roads would be able 
to be used as normal. 

Disadvantages 

• The events would not be able to go ahead, and the benefits of the events would be lost. 

NEXT STEPS 

17 Should the resolution be made to temporarily close the roads, Council staff will accept the 
temporary traffic management plans that have been received for the events and notify the 
public of the closures. 

Signatories 

Authoriser: Jeanine Benson - Group Manager Transport 
Scott MacLean - General Manager, City Services  

Attachments 

 Title Page 
⇩A Local Government Act 1974, Schedule 10 245 
⇩B ODT Advert - 10 January 2026 250 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 

 

Fit with purpose of Local Government 

This decision promotes the social well-being of communities in the present and for the future. 

Fit with strategic framework  

 Contributes Detracts Not applicable 
Social Wellbeing Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Economic Development Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

Environment Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Arts and Culture Strategy ✔ ☐ ☐ 

3 Waters Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Future Development Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Integrated Transport Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Parks and Recreation Strategy ☐ ☐ ✔ 
Other strategic projects/policies/plans ✔ ☐ ☐ 

 
Events contribute to the Strategic Framework. Events contribute to the Economic Development 
Strategy, the Social Wellbeing Strategy. There is a Festival and Events Plan 2018-2023. 

Māori Impact Statement 

Mana whenua have not been directly engaged with in relation to these road closures. 

Sustainability 

There are no implications for sustainability. 

LTP/Annual Plan / Financial Strategy /Infrastructure Strategy 

There are no implications, as the decision is a regulatory one and there are no direct costs to Council. 

Financial considerations 

There are no financial implications.  The cost of the proposed road closure is not a cost to Council. 

Significance 

This decision is considered low in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

Engagement – external 

There has been external engagement (as required by the LGA 1974), with the Police and New Zealand 
Transport Agency Waka Kotahi. Affected parties were notified and provided a time period for feedback. 

Engagement - internal 

There has been engagement with DCC Events and Transport.  There is support for the events to 
proceed. 

Risks: Legal / Health and Safety etc. 

There are no identified risks should the recommended resolution be made. 

Conflict of Interest 

There are no known conflicts of interest. 
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SUMMARY OF CONSIDERATIONS 

 

Community Boards 

There are no implications for Community Boards. 
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RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC 

 

 
That the Council excludes the public from the following part of the proceedings of this meeting 
(pursuant to the provisions of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987) 
namely: 

 

General subject of the 
matter to be 
considered 
 

Reasons for passing 
this resolution in 
relation to each 
matter 

Ground(s) under 
section 48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution 
 

Reason for 
Confidentiality 

C1  Confirmation of  
the Confidential 
Minutes of Ordinary 
Council meeting - 11 
November 2025 - 
Public Excluded 

S7(2)(h) 
The withholding of the 
information is 
necessary to enable 
the local authority to 
carry out, without 
prejudice or 
disadvantage, 
commercial activities. 

 
. 

 

C2  Confirmation of  
the Confidential 
Minutes of Ordinary 
Council meeting - 11 
December 2025 - 
Public Excluded 

S7(2)(a) 
The withholding of the 
information is 
necessary to protect 
the privacy of natural 
persons, including that 
of a deceased person. 

 
. 

 

C3  Establishment of a 
transition steering 
group – Enterprise 
Dunedin 

S7(2)(a) 
The withholding of the 
information is 
necessary to protect 
the privacy of natural 
persons, including that 
of a deceased person. 

  

This resolution is made in reliance on Section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official Information 
and Meetings Act 1987, and the particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of 
that Act, or Section 6 or Section 7 or Section 9 of the Official Information Act 1982, as the case may 
require, which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or the relevant part of the proceedings 
of the meeting in public are as shown above after each item. 
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