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AGENDA ITEMS 

 

1 MEMBERS 
 
Chairperson 

SC O’Regan 
 
Members 

His Worship the Mayor JB Mylchreest, EM Andree-Wiltens, EH Barnes, AW Brown,  
LE Brown, PTJ Coles, RDB Gordon, ML Gower, MJ Pettit, EM Stolwyk, CS St Pierre,  
BS Thomas, GRP Webber and P Davies (Iwi representative). 
 

2 APOLOGIES 
 
Recommendation 
That the apology for non-attendance from Councillor Gower be received. 
 

3 DISCLOSURE OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 
 
Members are reminded to declare and stand aside from decision making when a 
conflict arises between their role as an elected member and any private or other 
external interest they may have. 
 

4 LATE ITEMS 
 
Items not on the agenda for the meeting require a resolution under section 46A of 
the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 stating the reasons 
why the item was not on the agenda and why it cannot be dealt with at a subsequent 
meeting on the basis of a full agenda item. It is important to note that late items can 
only be dealt with when special circumstances exist and not as a means of avoiding or 
frustrating the requirements in the Act relating to notice, agendas, agenda format 
and content. 
 

5 CONFIRMATION OF ORDER OF MEETING 
 
Recommendation 
That the order of the meeting be confirmed. 
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To: The Chairperson and Members of the Strategic Planning and Policy 
Committee 

From: Governance 

Subject: CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

Meeting Date: 7 July 2020 

 

 
 

1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
To confirm the minutes of the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee meetings held 
on 2 June 2020 and 16 June 2020. 
 
 

2 RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the open minutes of the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee meeting held on 
2 June 2020 and the Extraordinary Strategic Planning and Policy Committee meeting 
held on 16 June 2020, having been circulated, be taken as read and confirmed as a true 
and correct record of that meeting. 
 
 

3 ATTACHMENTS  
  

Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Minutes – 2 June 2020 

Extraordinary Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Minutes – 16 June 2020 
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Time: 9.10am 

Date: Tuesday 2 June 2020 

Meeting: Audio Visual Meeting 
 

1 PRESENT 
 
Chairperson 

SC O’Regan 
 
Members 

His Worship the Mayor JB Mylchreest, EM Andree-Wiltens, EH Barnes, AW Brown,  
LE Brown, PTJ Coles, RDB Gordon, ML Gower, MJ Pettit, EM Stolwyk, CS St Pierre 
and P Davies (Iwi representative). 
 
Mayor Mylchreest and Councillors congratulated Councillor Hazel Barnes for her 
Queen Service Medal received for Services to Local Government and the Community. 
 

2 APOLOGIES 
 

RESOLVED 
02/20/29 
That the apologies from Councillors Thomas and Webber for non-attendance be 
received. 

Cr Gordon/ Cr St Pierre 
 

3 DISCLOSURE OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 
 
There were no new disclosures. 
 
 

4 LATE ITEMS 
 
There were no late items. 
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5 CONFIRMATION OF ORDER OF MEETING 

RESOLVED 
02/20/30 
That the order of the meeting be confirmed. 
 

Cr Pettit/ Cr St Pierre 
 
 

6 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

RESOLVED 
02/20/31 

That the open minutes of the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee meeting held 
on 5 May 2020 having been circulated, be taken as read and confirmed as a true and 
correct record of that meeting subject to the amendment on Page 6 to remove the 
word “advertising” to be replaced with “being delivered”.  

Cr Gower/ Cr Coles 
 

7 REPORT TO AMEND FIRE CONTROL BYLAW 2015 
 

The Fire Control Bylaw was considered by the Strategic Planning and Policy 
Committee on 4 December 2019. The Committee resolved by resolution 2/19/90 that 
the draft Fire Control Bylaw 2019 [document number 10087909] was the most 
appropriate form of the bylaw for addressing Council’s fire control responsibilities, 
and recommended to Council that this document should be adopted as a new bylaw.  
 
The draft Fire Control Bylaw 2019 referenced in resolution 2/19/90 was described as 
a ‘new’ bylaw. Staff had considered the draft Fire Control Bylaw 2019 to have been so 
significantly amended from Council’s 2015 bylaw that it constituted a new bylaw. 
However, in essence all that was achieved by the proposals for a new bylaw was the 
deletion of the parts required to be revoked by legislation, plus a minor amendment 
regarding the ability of an Environmental Health Officer to authorise agents such as 
FENZ to assist with extinguishing nuisance fires.  
 
Since the meeting on 4 December 2019 further legal discussion and consideration of 
legislation concluded that because Council was technically only revoking several 
clauses where it no longer has any regulatory powers, this should be regarded as an 
amended bylaw. Under section 152B of the Local Government Act 2002 Council is not 
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required to consult if amending a bylaw under these circumstances and it is not 
making any other amendments which would warrant consultation.  
 
The Fire Control Bylaw 2015 has therefore been redrafted and reformatted so that it 
retains the original clause numbers and shows which clauses have been deleted. The 
remaining clauses were worded exactly as accepted by the Committee on 4 
December 2019.  

It was noted that any Bylaw can be reviewed at any time but all Bylaws must be 
reviewed every ten years. 

RESOLVED 
02/20/32 
That the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee:  

a)  RECEIVES the report of Graham Pollard Strategic Projects Driver on behalf of 
the Chief Executive “Amendment to Fire Control Bylaw 2015” [document 
number 10356753]; and  

b)  REVOKES part (c) and part (d) of Resolution 2/19/90 of the Strategic Planning 
and Policy Committee on 4 December 2019 and determines that the draft 
amended Fire Control Bylaw 2015 [document number 10356804] is in the 
most appropriate method and form for addressing Council’s fire control 
responsibilities and does not give rise to any implications under the New 
Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990; and  

c)  RECOMMENDS that Council approves the proposed amendments to the Fire 
Control Bylaw 2015 as set out in Appendix 1 [document number 10356804], 
effective from 1 July 2020.  

Cr Gower/ Cr Stolwyk 

 
 

7 DISTRICT PLAN WORK PROGRAMME 
 
The report presented by Tony Quickfall, Manger District Plan and Growth outlined a  
number of district plan processes underway and  provided an update on the 
following plan projects falling under the District Plan work programme including:  

  Plan changes  

  National Planning Standards  

  Eplan  

  National directions  
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  Legislative changes.  
 

Mr Quickfall advised that work on both PC15 (permeable surfaces)  and PC16 (technical 
improvements)  has already commenced. PC14 would be notified in October 2021, 
earlier than originally anticipated. 
 
It was advised that as part of the National Planning Standards, all District Plans must be 
reformatted into a national consistent standard. This must be completed by 2026. This 
work has been deprioritised while other Plan Changes take precedence. Similarly Council 
will be required to have an interactive electronic District Plan operational by 2026. The 
Eplan is part of the Council’s e-solutions work programme. 

 

RESOLVED 
02/20/33 
That the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee RECEIVE the information contained 
in the report titled ‘District Plan work programme’ (document number 10391494) of 
Tony Quickfall, Manager District Plan and Growth. 

Cr A Brown/ Cr Coles 

 

7 RATA-TU RESERVE RENAMING 
 
The purpose of this report was to seek approval to rename Rata-tu to Turata as 
requested by mana whenua.  
 
Rata-tu in Kihikihi is an important heritage precinct comprising a number of land 
parcels. At its 19 May 2019 Service Delivery Committee meeting, Council resolved to 
undertake initial enhancements of the grazed area ahead of Land War 
Commemorations in October 2020. The focus of these works is to remove redundant 
farming infrastructure, protect and interpret heritage features and improve access to 
and through the area.  
 
Late last year staff engaged with mana whenua to understand their aspirations for 
the Rata-tu and thoughts on the initial enhancement works. This engagement 
highlighted the correct name for the area as Turata. The Te Awamutu Community 
Board endorsed correcting the name. The Department of Conservation confirmed 
that, given it was an informal name used to identify a number of land parcels, the 
Council could amend the name and does not need to adhere to the renaming 
provisions in the Reserves Act 1977. 
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Discussion was held around future plans for the water tower. It was advised that as 
agreed in a previous Committee meeting,  the water tower would be fenced off 
initially for Health and Safety reasons, and would be addressed later as part of the 
larger scope of works which included an engineering assessment to ascertain the 
costs of retaining the water tower. 

RESOLVED 
02/20/34 
 That:  
a)  The Rata-tu Renaming Report (Document number 10391856) by Anna 

McElrea, Senior Reserves Planner be received.  

b)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approves the renaming of Rata- 
tu to Turata.  

 

Cr Barnes/ Cr Gower 
 

7 RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC 
(Section 48, Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987) 

RESOLVED 
02/20/35 
THAT the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this 
meeting. 
 
The general subject of the matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the 
reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds 
under section 48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 
1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows: 
 

General subject 
of each matter to 
be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) 
for the passing of this resolution 

1. Cambridge 
North 
Neighbourhood 
Reserve and  
Play Provision 

Good reason to withhold 
exists under section 7 
Local Government 
Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987 

Section 48(1)(a) 
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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, which would be prejudiced by the 
holding of the whole or relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public, are 
as follows: 
 

Item No. Section Interest 

1 
 

Section 7(2)(i) 
and 
Section 7(2)(b) 

To enable the Council to carry on, without prejudice 
or disadvantage, negotiations (including commercial 
and industrial negotiations); and 

To protect information which if public would; 
i. disclose a trade secret; or 
ii. unreasonably prejudice the commercial position of 
the person who supplied or who is the subject of the 
information 
 

 

                                                                                  Cr St Pierre/ Cr Andree-Wiltens 

There being no further business the meeting closed at 10.04am. 
 
 

 
 

CONFIRMED AS A TRUE AND CORRECT RECORD 

 
CHAIRPERSON:   

 
DATE: 
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Time: 9.000am 

Date: Tuesday 16  June 2020 

Meeting: Council Chambers 

Waipa District Council 

101 Bank Street 

Te Awamutu 
 

1 PRESENT 
 
Chairperson 

SC O’Regan 
 
Members 

His Worship the Mayor JB Mylchreest, EM Andree-Wiltens, EH Barnes, AW Brown,  
LE Brown, PTJ Coles, RDB Gordon, ML Gower, MJ Pettit, EM Stolwyk, CS St Pierre,  
BS Thomas, GRP Webber. 
 

2 APOLOGIES 
 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/06 
That the apology from Member Davies for non-attendance be received. 

Cr A Brown/ Cr Andree-Wiltens 
 
 
 

3 DISCLOSURE OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS 
 
Councillor Coles advised of a conflict of interest in Item 8, recommendation (b) in the 
annual plan report.  
 
He is a board member of the Cambridge Safer Communities Trust and the Cambridge 

Neighbourhood Support. 
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4 LATE ITEMS 
 
There were no late items. 
 

5 CONFIRMATION OF ORDER OF MEETING 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/07 
That the order of the meeting be confirmed. 
 

Cr Gordon/ Cr Gower 

6 MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/08 
That the open minutes of the Extraordinary Strategic Planning and Policy Committee 
meeting held on 26 and 27 May 2020, having been circulated, be taken as read and 
confirmed as a true and correct record of that meeting subject to the inclusion on 
page 7 “Mr Quickfall advised a full review of fees and charges would be undertaken 
prior to the LTP”. 

. 

Cr Webber/ Cr Thomas 

7 COVID-19 RECOVERY 
 

Group Manager Strategy and Community Services Debbie Lascelles co-presented 
the Covid-19 Recovery report with Iwi Relations Advisor/ Strategic Partnerships 
Shane Te Ruki. The report considered how Waipā District Council as an organisation 
should best meet the needs of communities to assist the recovery from Covid-19.  
 
While Waipā is somewhat protected by its reliance on the primary sector, it was 
reported that there was expected to be an impact on GDP and unemployment was 
expected to rise. Māori will be disproportionately affected by this, with Māori 
unemployment within the region currently at 8% and expected to rise to 16% in the 
next 12 months. 
 
Mr Te Ruki advised that resilience was a key focus for Maori in the rebuilding of 
communities post COVID-19. 
 
Discussion was held around what resilience meant as it could mean different things 
to different people. 
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In response to possible contributions from Central Government and Iwi, it was 
advised that there is currently no Central Government funding for staffing but Council 
is actively looking for any funding options. 

 

Ms Lascelles advised that the recovery needed to be data led, strategic and required 
neutral respected leadership. In this regard, local Government was ideally placed to 
provide neutral leadership as it does not provide social services. It was noted that this 
was not about telling an organisation how to run their service but instead provide 
assistance and connecting people 

 

Planting projects and  community gardens  providing  employment opportunities 
were possible activities that could be undertaken. 

 

Discussion was held around the need for social enterprise to be partnered with 
business enterprise. Building capabilities in the community, resilience and self-
sufficiency underpinned the discussion. 

  
Concerns were raised around the effectiveness of these positions and the need for 
more evidence as to how these roles would work in the organisation, clarification 
around  KPI’s and reporting paths. It was suggested that one of the positions could be  
sourced from our local Tertiary Institutes, a Post Graduate student undertaking 
Masters or Thesis studies in an associated field. 

  
             A motion was moved 

That 
a)  The report titled ‘Covid-19 Recovery’ (document number 10406840) of Debbie 

Lascelles, Group Manager Strategy and Community Services, be received; 
 

b)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve a Recovery Package of 
$795000 from the Arbitrage Fund; 
 

c)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee direct staff to undertake further 
work on the proposal to fund from  the Recovery Package in b) the 
employment of two Community Advisors on a fixed term for 18 months at a 
maximum cost of $258000 ($172600 has been included in the Revised Draft 
Annual Plan 2020/21 and the remainder of this cost to best included in the 
first year of the 2021 to 2031 Long Term Plan). Such work to include more 
detail on how these positions will work in our organisation, reporting and 
KPI’s. 
 

d)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve funding from the 
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Recovery Package in b) for a $50000 increase to the District Promotions Fund 
for 2020/21, $20000 additional funds for the Community Events Fund for 
2020/21 and $18000 funding for the Cambridge Community House Trust (to 
be determined as per recommendation (b) of the report titled “Revised Draft 
Annual Plan 2020/21”); 
 

e)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee direct staff to develop criteria, 
process and quantum for a contestable Covid-19 Recovery Fund utilising the 
remaining $448100 of the Recovery Fund, to be presented to the Strategic 
Planning and Policy Committee on 4 August 2020. 

 
        Mayor Mylchreest/ Cr Gordon  
 
The motion was lost. 
An amended recommendation c was tabled. 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/09 
c)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve the proposal to fund 

from the Recovery Package in b) the employment of Community Advisors on a 
fixed term for 18 months at a maximum cost of $258000 ($172600 has been 
included in the Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 and the remainder of this 
cost to best included in the first year of the 2021 to 2031 Long Term Plan) Staff 
to report back the detail on how these positions will work in our organisation, 
criteria for appointment, reporting and KPI’s; 

 
                     Cr A Brown/ Cr Stolwyk 

[Councillor Gordon requested that his vote against be recorded.] 
  

RESOLVED 
E2/20/10 
That 
a)  The report titled ‘Covid-19 Recovery’ (document number 10406840) of Debbie 

Lascelles, Group Manager Strategy and Community Services, be received; 
 

b)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve a Recovery Package of 
$795000 from the Arbitrage Fund; 
 

d)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve funding from the 
Recovery Package in b) for a $50000 increase to the District Promotions Fund 
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for 2020/21, $20000 additional funds for the Community Events Fund for 
2020/21 and $18000 funding for the Cambridge Community House Trust (to 
be determined as per recommendation (b) of the report titled “Revised Draft 
Annual Plan 2020/21”); 
 

e)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee direct staff to develop criteria, 
process and quantum for a contestable Covid-19 Recovery Fund utilising the 
remaining $448100 of the Recovery Fund, to be presented to the Strategic 
Planning and Policy Committee on 4 August 2020. 
 

Cr A Brown/ Cr Andree-Wiltens 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/11 

 
c)  The Strategic Planning and Policy Committee approve the proposal to fund 

from the Recovery Package in b) the employment of Community Advisors on a 
fixed term for 18 months at a maximum cost of $258000 ($172600 has been 
included in the Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 and the remainder of this 
cost to best included in the first year of the 2021 to 2031 Long Term Plan) Staff 
to report back the detail on how these positions will work in our organisation, 
criteria for appointment, reporting and KPI’s. 

 
         Cr A Brown/ Cr Stolwyk 
         

[Councillor Gordon requested that his vote against be recorded.] 
 

[Adjourned at 10.22am and reconvened at 10.38am] 
 

 

8 REVISED DRAFT ANNUAL PLAN 2020/21 
 
Councillor Coles had declared a conflict of interest in regards to recommendation b 
and took no part in the discussion or deliberations. 
 
Chief Executive Garry Dyet advised that on the 17th March 2020 at an extraordinary 
meeting of the Committee, the Draft Annual Plan 2020/21, the Draft Consultation 
Document, and Draft Fees and Charges were adopted for public consultation. Public 
consultation commenced on 23 March 2020, the same day we moved to Alert Level 3 
in response to the COVID-19 global pandemic. On 25 March 2020, the nation went 
into lockdown under Alert Level 4. Consultation ended on 24 April 2020, and on 28 

6.2Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Confirmation of Minutes of the previous meetings  -  2 June 2020 and 16 June 2020

14



 
 

 

16 June 2020 Page 6 of 8 
 10422647 
 
 

April we moved to Alert Level 3. 42 submissions were received on the Draft Annual 
Plan 2020/21 and 11 submitters presented verbal submissions to the Strategic 
Planning and Policy Committee at hearings held by audio visual link on 26 and 27 
May. Deliberations were made by Elected Members in respect of submissions except 
those relating to Development Contributions and Community Funding requests. 
 
Manager Strategy and Strategic Projects Driver Kirsty Downey, co-presented the 
Revised Annual Plan 2020/21 report with Group Manager Business Support Ken 
Morris. 
 
Ms Downey outlined the staff recommendations for the outstanding Community 
funding submissions including St Andrews Presbyterian Church and the Cambridge 
Community House Trust.  The staff recommendation to the Property Council Waikato 
Branch submission, was to continue with the proposed changes as interest rates for 
Development Contributions have reduced. It was advised that there would be an 
amendment to the staff recommendation to the Federated Farmers Waikato 
submission. This was due to the funding mix previously reported at  59.2 and  now 
sitting at  61.6.  The revised Draft Annual Plan reflects the finalisation of the financials 
and takes into account all of the changes that have been taken across the whole 
organisation. 
 
Ms Downey clarified further changes including the lowering of the UAGC figure from 
$753 to $708 and the interest rate originally advised at 1.5%  now sitting  at 1.86% 
which reflected  the final weighted average interest rate based on the final external 
data mix. 
 
In terms of assessment against legislative requirements, Ms Downey advised that 
external legal advice was sought and it was assessed that there had been no 
significant or material change from what was originally consulted on through the 
Draft Annual Plan and the changes that had been made have been as a result of 
submissions received and were reflective of the community views. 

Discussion was held around the importance of effectually  communicating the rates 
increase to the community including the rating relief options available. 

It was noted that the Revenue and Financing Policy would be reviewed  in 
preparation for the Long Term Plan along with other policies and it would be 
appropriate to look at the Uniform Annual General Charge at this time. 

RESOLVED 
E2/20/12 
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That the Committee: 
 
a)  RECEIVES the report of the Manager Strategy and Strategic Projects Driver 

(document number 10407463) of Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21; 

Cr O’Regan/ Cr Gower 

 
b)  APPROVES the staff recommendations on submissions 4,1, 10.9, 13.1, 14.1, 

15.1, 16.1, 17.1, 23.3 24.1, 28.1, 36.1, and 40.1 included in Appendix 1 of this 
report: Summary of Submissions (deferred decisions) to the Draft Annual Plan 
2020/21 with staff comments (document number 10408735) noting the 
correction required to submissions 13.1, 14.1, 15.1, 16.1, 17.1, 24.1, 28.1, 
36.1, 40.1 to reflect that the $50,000 grant is to be loan funded and the 
$18,000 conditional grant is to be funded from arbitrage; 

Cr Gower/ Cr Gordon 
 
c)  APPROVES the staff recommendation on submission 22.6, included in 

Appendix 1 of this report: Summary of Submissions (deferred decisions) to the 
Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 with staff comments (document number 
10408735), amended from the recommendation contained within resolution 
E2/05/20 of 27 May 2020; 

Mayor Mylchreest/ Cr A Brown 
 
d)  APPROVES AND RECOMMENDS to Council for adoption at its meeting on 30 

June 2020 the Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 (document number, 
10393734 attached as Appendix 3); 

Cr Gordon/ Cr L Brown 
 
e)  APPROVES AND RECOMMENDS to Council for adoption at its meeting on 30 

June 2020 the Waipa District Council Draft Rates for the financial year 
2020/21 (pages 77 to 84 inclusive of the Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 
document number 10393734) pursuant to the Local Government (Rating) Act 
2002; 

Cr Pettit/ Cr Gower 
[Councillor Webber requested that his vote against be recorded] 

 
f)  APPROVES AND RECOMMENDS to Council for adoption at its meeting on 30 

June 2020, the Waipa District Council Draft Schedule B of Fees and Charges 
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2020/21 (document number 10363997 attached as Appendix 4) pursuant to 
sections 12, 83 and 150 of the Local Government Act 2002; 

Cr St Pierre/ Mayor Mylchreest 
 
g)  APPROVES AND RECOMMENDS to Council for adoption at its meeting on 30 

June 2020, the Waipa District Council Draft Schedule of Development 
Contributions (document number 10408462 attached as Appendix 5). 

Cr L Brown/ Cr A Brown 
 
h) DELEGATES to the Chief Executive, the authority to make any minor editorial 

amendments required to the Revised Draft Annual Plan 2020/21 (document 
number, 10393734). 

Cr Pettit/ Cr Gordon 

 

 
There being no further business the meeting closed at 11.37am. 

 

 
 

CONFIRMED AS A TRUE AND CORRECT RECORD 

 
CHAIRPERSON:   

 
DATE: 
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10420841  

 
To: The Chairperson and Members of the Strategic Planning & Policy 

Committee 

From: Community Facilities Team Leader 

Subject: Tree Policy Review Feedback Report 
Meeting Date: 7 July 2020 

  
 
1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Waipa District Council Tree Policy (Section 4.4.5 of the Procedural Policy Manual – 
document number 1135767) has been reviewed in conjunction with the recent District 
Plan Change 2 (PC2) and was workshopped with elected members on 2 April 2019.  

During the Tree Policy workshop, it was identified a contestable protected tree 
maintenance fund may be developed pending Council approval.  It was proposed 
$50,000 be allocated each year to assist with protected tree maintenance costs.  
 
Following the Strategic Planning and Policy (SP&P) meeting on 3 December 2019, staff 
undertook a targeted feedback consultation process with protected tree owners.  Staff 
also held a workshop with elected members on 3 March 2020 on the proposed criteria 
for a fund to support protected tree owners with maintenance costs of protected 
trees.  
 
The purpose of this report is to receive and hear feedback as  a result of targeted 
consultation with protected tree owners and to make any changes to Draft Tree Policy 
and protected tree fund criteria as required. 

There has been clear feedback from protected tree owners to remove the claim cap of 
$2,500 per tree per annum, and for Council to pay 100% of the inspection or 
maintenance cost.  Staff sought further advice which outlined this is possible providing 
the tree owner engages the contractor and organises the work required.  

The following appendix accompanies this report:  
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Report to Strategic Planning & Policy Committee - 7 July 2020 
Tree Policy Review Feedback Report 

Page 2 of 13 
10420841  

• Appendix 1 – Draft Protected Tree Fund Criteria with tracked changes following 
protected tree owner feedback (document number 10421762) 

• Appendix 2 – Draft Tree Policy (document number 10128529)  

• Appendix 3 - Section 4.45 of the Procedural Policy Manual – Existing Tree Policy 
(document number 1135767) 

• Appendix 4 – Protected tree owners’ feedback 

• Appendix 5 – Protected tree owner feedback summary and staff comment 
(document number 10421314) 

 
2 RECOMMENDATION 

That the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee:  

a) RECEIVES the report titled Tree Policy Feedback (document number 10420841) 
of Brad Ward, Community Facilities Team Leader; 

b) RECEIVES, CONSIDERS and where requested, HEARS the feedback provided on 
the draft Tree Policy and draft Protected Tree Fund Criteria as set out in 
Appendix 4 of this report (Protected Tree Owners feedback); 

c) RECEIVES and CONSIDERS  the staff recommendations on the feedback to the 
draft Tree Policy and draft Protected Tree Fund Criteria included in Appendix 5 
of this report, Protected Tree owner feedback summary and staff comment ; 

d) APPROVES amending  the draft Tree Policy as set out in Appendix 2 of this report 
(Document number 10128529); 

e) APPROVES the  proposed Protected Tree Fund Criteria as set out in  Appendix 1 
of this report (Document number 10421762); and 

f) CONFIRMS support for an ongoing budget, subject to 2021-2031 Long Term 
Plan deliberations. 

 
3 OPTIONS AND ASSESSMENT 

 
Background and Assessment – Protected Tree Fund:  
 
Background 
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In 2019 Plan Change 2 was approved which altered the District Plan rules in relation to 
protected trees.  This plan change also included the removing of 19 protected trees 
from the District Plan.  
 
Following the 3 December 2019 SP&P meeting staff undertook a targeted feedback 
process with protected tree owners and held a workshop with elected members on 3 
March 2020 on the proposed criteria of a fund to support protected tree owners with 
maintenance costs of protected trees.  
 
It became apparent the word ‘contestable’ has generated some angst among 
protected tree owners, so the word has been removed to reduce that perception. 
 
The criteria and subsequent preferred option has been amended following the 
feedback process.  Most notably this removes the $2,500 cap per tree per annum and 
50% contribution restriction. 
 
Purpose  
 
To provide an avenue for protected tree owners to access funding to contribute to the 
costs of managing and maintaining protected trees.  
 
Why we are proposing the fund  
 
This fund (proposed to be $50,000 per annum) will allow the Council to contribute to 
the cost of approved maintenance organised by the landowners; acknowledging the 
community value of protected trees.  The purpose meets the Council’s community 
outcomes through being environmental and cultural champions and socially 
responsible.  
 
How the fund will work  
 
• An information package for protected tree owners will be developed including 

what will be covered by the fund along with application details.  This will be sent 
to all protected tree owners.  

• Once received, the application will be assessed by the Arborist Planner for 
suitability against the criteria.  The Arborist Planner will then make a 
recommendation to the Community Services Manager to approve or decline, with 
the landowner informed.  

• If the application is successful, the landowner will programme the work directly 
with the contractor to have the work completed.  
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•  The Contractor will invoice the Council directly for the Council contribution as 

agreed within the application.  The invoice must provide evidence the work in the 
application has been completed and be accompanied by photos demonstrating 
that the work itemised in the application is complete.  

• Approval of any application will be at Council’s discretion and subject to budget 
availability through the Annual Plan processes.  

• Should an application be submitted with the fund expended for the year, the 
application will be prioritised the following financial year. 

 
Protected Tree Fund Criteria 
 
See Appendix 1. 
 

Financial/risk considerations 

Staff have identified using existing Long Term Plan budget to cover the Protected Tree 
Maintenance Fund for the 2020/21 financial year ($50,000).  Budget will be included in the 
2021-2031 Long Term Plan process. 

Waipa District Council have spent an average of $51,678 on protected tree maintenance and 
inspections over the last three years (excluding the current financial year).  There are now 20 
less protected trees following PC2 becoming operative and lightning strike leading to the 
demise of one other tree.  This effectively provides a greater budget for remaining protected 
trees and therefore staff consider the $50,000 budget to be sufficient to appropriately support 
protected tree owners with their maintenance requirements. 

 

Decision making  
 

Staff received twenty-one responses (32% of protected tree owners) to the targeted feedback 
with protected tree owners regarding the protected tree fund and criteria. 
 
At the conclusion of the feedback window on 2 June 2020, the data was collated to establish 
key themes (see Appendix 5).  There was overall a lack of support for the change in service 
from protected tree owners and this theme was prevalent in many of the respondent’s 
answers to each question and opposition in general to the proposed fund and associated 
criteria. 
 
Based on the feedback received, staff propose to remove the $2,500 limit cap per tree per 
year and the restriction of up to 50% of the costs. 
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Staff also considered the respondents disagreement of the ‘first come, first served’ method of 
assessing the fund.  As the fund is proposed to be accessible all year round for appropriate 
tree maintenance or inspection, each application will be assessed as it is received.  Having a 
bi-annual or quarterly intake of applications was considered to be too restrictive to protected 
tree owners who needed maintenance work completed, a higher burden on staff time and 
may be affected by contractor availability. 
 
Finally, a strong theme that emerged from the feedback process was the anxiety created by 
the use of the term “contestable” in the fund’s name.  With the aforementioned changes, it is 
anticipated all appropriate tree maintenance application will be funded.  Therefore, staff 
propose to remove the word contestable from the title. 
 
Suggested options from the feedback process not included in the staff recommendation for 
the policy due to their impact on ratepayers, include; 
 
 

• A targeted rate for protected tree owners; this concept was dismissed due to the cost 
implications for protected tree owners and placing maintenance obligations on Council 
which is not best practice. Other feedback was clear protected tree owners did not 
want to see any increase in cost to the tree owners and staff consider the benefit of 
protected trees to be wider than individual tree owners.   

• Council acquiring the land where a protected tree is growing; this would have multiple 
complications associated with this option and include cost implications to Council and 
ratepayers and could have significant adverse impacts on the landowner’s enjoyment 
of their property . 

 
The following options were investigated and amended following the targeted feedback for 
an annual protected tree maintenance fund as follows:  

 

Option 1 No fund 

Option 2 Continue with $2,500 limit cap per tree per year and $50,000 budget 
 

Option 3 Remove $2,500 limit cap, but maintain $50,000 budget 
 

Option 4 Remove $2,500 limit cap and increase allocated budget to $65,000 (allowing 30% 
contingency for influx of maintenance request)* 

*An increase in allocated budget has been suggested based on feedback.  This increase is a best guess 
by staff, based on an extra 12 trees (generously allowing $2,500 per tree).  
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OPTIONS ANALYSIS 

 Option 1:  Option 2: Option 3:  Option 4: 

   
Operating 
Costs     

$0 $50,000 $50,000 $65,000 

 Benefits No cost to 
Council 

• Acknowledges 
environmental 
and amenity 
benefits trees 
provide.  

• Some financial 
support provided 

• Likely to ensure a 
wider distribution 
of funds each 
year 

• Acknowledges 
environmental 
and amenity 
benefits trees 
provide.  

• Good level of 
financial support 
provided. 

• Acknowledges 
environmental and 
amenity benefits 
trees provide. 

• Strong financial 
support provided. 

Risks in 
selecting 
the 
option: 

Landowners 
do not feel 
supported 
by the 
Council to 
manage 
Protected 
Trees 

• Landowners do 
not feel 
adequately 
supported by the 
Council to 
manage 
Protected Trees.  

• Landowners may 
not be able to 
meet half share 
of costs, delaying 
when 
maintenance 
should be 
undertaken. 

There is a potential for 
less landowners to be 
supported each year as 
the fund may be 
expended faster and 
delay appropriate 
maintenance or work to 
mitigate health and 
safety concerns. 

• Landowners 
request 
maintenance more 
frequently than 
required as there 
is no financial 
impact for them 

• Staff have only 
identified $50,000 
to support the 
protected tree 
fund in the 
2020/2021 Annual 
Plan. To find 
further budget 
would impact 
other areas of 
business. 

 
Preferred 
option ☐ ☐  ☐ 

 

 
 

 
 
Brad Ward 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES TEAM LEADER 
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Sally Sheedy 
COMMUNITY SERVICES MANAGER 
 
 

 
 
 
Debbie Lascelles 
GROUP MANAGER STRATEGY AND COMMUNITY SERVICES 
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION:  ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSAL 
 
 
1 Statutory and policy requirements  

Legal and regulatory considerations 

Local Government Act 2002 

s.10 Purpose of local government 

(1) The purpose of local government is— 
a. to enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of, 

communities; and  
b. to promote the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of 

communities in the present and for the future. 

The protected tree fund supports policy 19 in the draft tree policy (Appendix 1).  When 
adopted at a later date, the approved Tree Policy will meet the current and future 
needs of the community by outlining Waipa District Council’s approach to 
management and maintenance of Council-owned trees and significant Protected Trees 
on private property. 

Consultation and Engagement 
 

Following the 3 December 2019 SP&P meeting, staff undertook a targeted feedback 
process with protected tree owners and held a workshop with Elected Members on 3 
March 2020 on the proposed criteria of a fund to support protected tree owners with 
maintenance costs of protected trees.  
 
The feedback window of opportunity was due to close 6 April but was extended to 2 
June 2020 because of Covid-19 restrictions. 
 
Face to face meetings were held on 26 May 2020 by staff and Cr Liz Stolwyk with five 
protected tree owners who took up the invitation. 
 
Due to feedback received, there is an opportunity for protected tree owners to verbally 
share their feedback at the SP&P meeting on 7 July 2020 alongside this report. 
 
Staff will then capture all feedback and direction from Elected Members to finalise the 
draft Tree Policy and report back to SP&P for a decision to adopt the policy at the next 
available meeting. 

Council policy or strategy 

The draft tree policy has been reviewed in conjunction with PC2 and the protected tree 
maintenance fund is highlighted in the proposed Tree Policy section 19. 
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Appendix 1 
 
Draft Protected Tree Fund Criteria with tracked changes following protected tree owner 
feedback (Document number 10421762). 
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Draft Protected tree fund Criteria 
 
Proposed Funding process: 

 
1. Fund is contestable and will be assessed and administered on a first-come, first-served basis.  
2. Fund will be renewed annually in July.  
3. Fund would be administered by Council’s Community Services unit. 
4. The landowner is responsible for arranging maintenance directly with the contractor upon 

successful application. 
5. Council would fund up to 50 percent of the total tree maintenance identified in the 

application, with a capped amount of $2,500 per tree each year to allow for maximum 
distribution. 

6.5. All work undertaken must be in accordance with the District Plan rules. 
7.6. Approval of any application will be at Council’s discretion and subject to budget availability 

in each years Annual Plan. 
8.7. The contractor may invoice the Council directly for Council’s co-funding contribution as 

agreed within the application upon completion. 
9.8. Trees damaged through storm events would be assessed on a case by case basis 

retrospectively. 
10.9. Emergency work to rectify tree safety – as defined by the District Plan – may be 

undertaken immediately by the landowner. Council will retrospectively consider the 
application. 

11.10. In the case of emergency work, the application must include evidence (including 
photos) that there was an imminent hazard to people or property if work was not 
undertaken immediately. Allocated funding for emergency work will be made at the 
Council’s discretion. 

 
Proposed eligibility: 

 
1. Residents with identified protected trees on private land are eligible to apply to the fund. 
2. Fund is for maintenance and inspection costs of protected trees only. 
3. Tree removal, resource consent or legal costs for tree removal or maintenance would not be 

eligible for funding. 
4. To qualify for the fund, the landowners must use qualified arboricultural contractors (a list of 

contractors can be supplied) and SHE approved (SHE is health and safety software used by 
local Councils).  This is to ensure the quality of work and contractors follow best 
arboricultural practice and meet health and safety requirements. 

5. Two quotes must be provided to Council outlining the proposed maintenance work and 
expected cost.  
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Appendix 2 
 
Waipa District Council Draft Tree Policy November 2019 (Document number 10128529)  
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Existing Tree Policy (To be Superseded) 
 

Proposed Replacement Tree Policy 

Purpose: 
 
To provide guidelines for the management of trees on public land, and 
make provision for the recognition and protection of significant 
specimen tress on private and public land. 

Purpose: 
 
To provide policy direction for the management of amenity trees on Council land 
and protected trees on private property. 
 
 

Trees on Council Land – Policy 4.4.5.1                                                                Trees on Council Land 
 
 
 
a) Council will maintain trees on Council land, including road reserves, 
to ensure their good health and undertake planting for continuity 
where trees are nearing maturity or commencing to decay. 

Maintenance and New Planting: 
 

1) Council will maintain trees on Council land, including road reserves, to 
ensure their good health, safety and amenity function. 

 
2) Council will undertake planting for continuity where trees are in a state 

of decline, commencing decay, have suffered damage or have been 
removed. Replacement trees shall be planted within the same or next 
available planting season, having regard to Policy 3 below. 

 
3) New planting and planting for continuity shall take into consideration 

‘the right tree for the right place’, including potential impacts on utility 
infrastructure, Regional Infrastructure Technical Specification 
requirements (RITS) and the long-term cost impacts associated with 
ongoing maintenance.  

 
4) Council will avoid the inappropriate siting of buildings and development 

within the root protection zone of culturally significant, historic, 
significant native and gifted trees on the Council register.  
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5) A minimum tree grade of PB95 (45L) shall be used for tree planting, 
unless lesser grades have been approved by the Manager Community 
Services due to limitations of species availability. Street trees shall have 
a minimum 30mm diameter trunk at time of planting.   

 
6) Unless exceptional circumstances have been approved by the Manager 

Community Services, street tree planting clearances shall be in 
accordance with the relevant setbacks specified in the Regional 
Infrastructure Technical Specification (RITS). 

 
7) Council will maintain an approved tree species register which identifies 

suitable species for specific locations. Tree planting on Council land shall 
have regard to the species register.   

 
8) To compensate for the effect of higher density urban development on 

limiting tree choice, Council will plant larger trees of long-term value in 
suitable public spaces.  
 

9) Tree pruning shall have regard to: 
- The species, function and form of the tree; and 
- Aesthetic impacts on the streetscape or reserve.  

 
b) Trees on public reserves, including road reserves and Council land, 
are to be considered for removal only if it is clearly established that the 
tree is a potential danger to life or property by showing signs of 
structural defects, commencing to decay, or where root systems have 
obstructed or damaged utility services. 

Tree Removal: 
 

10) Trees on public reserves, road reserves and Council land, are to be 
considered for removal only in the following circumstances: 

 
I. if it is clearly established that the tree is a potential danger to human 

life or property by showing signs of structural defects, commencing 
to decay, or where root systems have obstructed or damaged utility 
services which cannot be repaired without tree removal; or 

 

 
 
c) Public reserves, road reserves or Council land which are adjacent to 
private property will be considered for removal if severe hardship from 
the effect of the trees can be proved. Types of hardship effecting 
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persons lifestyle would include severe shading and overhang of trees 
onto private property. Severe overhang could be 
measured as being in excess of 25% of a tree's canopy overhanging 
private property. Leaf fall on its own onto private property is not 
considered a severe hardship. 

II. if the tree constitutes a weed species which is self-sown and / or 
which has high weed dispersal potential; or 

 
 

III. if the tree creates severe hardship for adjoining private property by 
virtue of extraordinary leaf or debris drop, significant overhang (>25% 
of canopy) or damage caused by root systems where root pruning 
cannot be achieved; or 

 
IV. where tree removal is necessary to make way for Council-approved 

capital development or improvements. In these circumstances, the 
process will involve public consultation if the tree proposed for 
removal has a STEM score greater than 138.  

 
V. If, in addition to (i) to (iv)  above, it has been established the tree does 

not host nationally critical, at risk or threatened animal species (e.g  
long or short-tailed bats). If the tree is a host for such species, the 
appropriate Wildlife Act Authority may be required from the 
Department of Conservation.    

 
Note: Policy 10 is not applicable to Council trees which have been planted for the 
purpose of timber harvesting. 
 

 
 
d) Trees on Council administered land will be considered for removal to 
make way for Council approved capital development or improvements. 

 
 
e) A register will be maintained on the care and protection of historic, 
significant native and gifted trees on Council land. 
 
 

Tree Register: 
 

11) A Council Tree Register will be maintained for significant exotic and 
indigenous trees on Council land, as well as culturally significant trees, 
historic trees and gifted trees. The Council Tree Register will be 
maintained as a ‘live’, non-statutory document.   

 
12) Threshold criteria will be developed for the inclusion of significant exotic 

and indigenous trees on the Council tree register.  
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13) Nga Iwi Topu O Waipa will be consulted when: 
 

- It is proposed to undertake works to, or in the vicinity of culturally 
significant trees; and 

- Culturally significant trees are proposed for inclusion or removal on 
the Council Tree Register. 

 
 
f) Any felling or pruning or trimming of any tree on Council land is to be 
undertaken at the direction and to the satisfaction of the Asset 
Manager Recreation. 

Tree Hazard and Risk  
 
14)   Council will develop and maintain a Tree Hazard and Risk Register to 

evaluate hazard and risk to public from Council trees. The Register will 
be based upon  an appropriate industry risk analysis methodology. As a 
minimum, hazard rating shall take into consideration: 

 
-         Tree characteristics; 

                   -         Tree health; 
- Site conditions; 
- Public exposure / target; and  
- Tree defects 

  
Staff Authorisation: 
 

15)  The felling or pruning or trimming of any tree on Council land is to be 
undertaken by a suitably qualified arborist at the direction of, and to the 
satisfaction of, the Manager Community Services. 

 
Trees on Private Land – Policy 4.4.5.2                                                                Trees on Private Land 
 
 
a) Council will undertake a regular five yearly review of all trees 
identified in the Waipa District Plan to ensure that they are in good 
health and not posing a significant hazard. 

 
16)  Significant trees on private property shall be protected and managed 

through the provisions of the Waipa District Plan. The Waipa District 
Plan shall include a register of protected trees on private property. 
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17)  Access permitting, Council will undertake an independent five-yearly 
review of protected trees identified in the Waipa District Plan to ensure 
that they are in good health and retain at least 110 points in the 
Standard Tree Evaluation System (STEM). 

 
18)  Protected trees on private property which no longer score at least 110 

points in the Standard Tree Evaluation System (STEM) will be considered 
for removal from the Waipa District Plan protected tree register at the 
next available Plan review / Plan change opportunity.  

 
 
b) During the five yearly review, Council will fund tree maintenance 
work identified as being necessary to maintain safety, health and 
amenity level on trees that are protected within Council’s District Plan. 

Maintenance Assistance: 
 

19)    Subject to funding availability, Council will provide an annual contestable 
protected tree fund to assist landowners in maintaining trees that are 
protected under the Waipa District Plan.   

 
 

 
 
c) Council will provide, at its expense, an advisory service to all owners 
of trees that are worthy or potentially worthy of protection within 
Council's District Plan. In order to be worthy of protection, a tree must 
accumulate at least 100 points in the RNZIH Tree Evaluation System, 
potentially worthy trees must accumulate between 90 and 99 points. 

Advisory Service: 
 

20)    On a requested basis, and at its expense, Council will provide an advisory 
service to owners of trees that are potentially worthy of protection 
within the Waipa District Plan. In order to be worthy of protection, a tree 
must accumulate at least 110 points in the Standard Tree Evaluation 
System (STEM). 

 
21)  Trees which meet STEM qualification criteria will be considered for 

inclusion within the Waipa District Plan’s protected tree register as part 
of the next available Plan review / Plan change opportunity. 

d) If a tree does not maintain a level of at least 100 points in the RNZIH 
Tree Evaluation System, or the tree dies, then Council will consider 
initiating a District Plan change to remove it from the list of protected 
trees. Council accepts no responsibility for any costs associated with a 
tree after it is removed from the list of protected trees. 
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e) Should a tree on the schedule be damaged during a storm, Council 
will assist in the cost of clearing up the particular tree, but will not be 
responsible for damage caused by that tree 
 

 
 

f) Protection measures for stands of indigenous trees will be targeted 
at those stands achieving in excess of 100 points from the RNZIH Tree 
Evaluation System, or a similar system approved by the RNZIH. 
 

 
 

 

Definitions 

‘Protected Tree’ means any tree listed in Appendix N4 of the Waipa District Plan. 

‘Qualified arborist’ means an arborist qualified at least to level four in Arboriculture on the NZQA National Framework or equivalent Arboricultural 
qualification. 

‘Root protection zone’ means for a tree with a spreading canopy, the area beneath the canopy spread of a tree, measured at GROUND LEVEL from the 
surface of the trunk, with a radius to the outer most extent of the spread of the tree’s branches, and for a columnar tree, means the area beneath the 
canopy extending to a radius half the height of the tree. The definition is explained in the diagram below, which is aligned with the definition in the 
Operative District Plan).  

 

 ‘STEM Score’ means the score attributed under the Standard Tree Evaluation Method. 

 

7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

34



 

Public consultation process for the removal of Council trees in accordance with Policy 10(iv): 

1. Notice to be placed in the local newspaper that a tree with a STEM score of >138 is proposed for removal, to make way for a Council capital 
development project. 

2. Members of the public will be invited to make written submission within 20 working days from the date of notification. In order to assist the public 
in making an informed submission, a STEM evaluation of the affected tree and a project summary will be made available for public inspection at 
Council offices.  

3. Council’s project manager will prepare a submission report with recommendations for Council’s Strategic Planning and Policy Committee. 

4. Submissions will be heard by Council’s Strategic Planning and Policy Committee (no time limit proposed for the hearing date). 

5. Submitters will be advised in writing of the process outcome (no time limit proposed). 

6. There are no third-party rights of appeal against the decision of the Strategic Planning and Policy Committee. 
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Appendix 3 
 
Section 4.45 of the Procedural Policy Manual (document number 1135767)  
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4.4.5 Trees 
 
 
  

 
 

 
 

Trees 

 
Policy Objective To provide guidelines for the management of trees on public land, and 

make provision for the recognition and protection of significant 
specimen tress on private and public land. 
 

Policy 4.4.5.1 TREES ON COUNCIL LAND 
 

a) Council will maintain trees on Council land, including road 
reserves, to ensure their good health and undertake 
planting for continuity where trees are nearing maturity 
or commencing to decay. 

 
b) Trees on public reserves, including road reserves and 

Council land, are to be considered for removal only if it is 
clearly established that the tree is a potential danger to 
life or property by showing signs of structural defects, 
commencing to decay, or where root systems have 
obstructed or damaged services. 

 
c) Public reserves, road reserves or Council land which are 

adjacent to private property will be considered for 
removal if severe hardship from the effect of the trees 
can be proved.  Types of hardship effecting persons 
lifestyle would include severe shading and overhang of 
trees onto private property.  Severe overhang could be 
measured as being in excess of 25% of a tree's canopy 
overhanging private property.  Leaf fall on its own onto 
private property is not considered a severe hardship. 

 
d) Trees on Council administered land will be considered for 

removal to make way for Council approved capital 
development or improvements. 

 
e) A register will be maintained on the care and protection 

of historic, significant native and gifted trees on Council 
land. 

 
f)  Any felling or pruning or trimming of any tree on Council 

7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

37



 
 Procedural Policy Manual – October 2010 

 Updated October 2018 Page 113 of 118 
12023879 

land is to be undertaken at the direction and to the 
satisfaction of the Asset Manager Recreation.  

 
4.4.5.2 TREES ON PRIVATE LAND 
 

a) Council will undertake a regular five yearly review of all 
trees identified in the Waipa District Plan to ensure that 
they are in good health and not posing a significant 
hazard. 

 
b) During the five yearly review, Council will fund tree 

maintenance work identified as being necessary to 
maintain safety, health and amenity level on trees that 
are protected within Council's District Plan. 

 
c) Council will provide, at its expense, an advisory service to 

all owners of trees that are worthy or potentially worthy 
of protection within Council's District Plan.  In order to be 
worthy of protection, a tree must accumulate at least 100 
points in the RNZIH Tree Evaluation System, potentially 
worthy trees must accumulate between 90 and 99 points. 

 
d) If a tree does not maintain a level of at least 100 points in 

the RNZIH Tree Evaluation System, or the tree dies, then 
Council will consider initiating a District Plan change to 
remove it from the list of protected trees.  Council 
accepts no responsibility for any costs associated with a 
tree after it is removed from the list of protected trees. 

 
e) Should a tree on the schedule be damaged during a 

storm, Council will assist in the cost of clearing up the 
particular tree, but will not be responsible for damage 
caused by that tree. 

 
f) Protection measures for stands of indigenous trees will be 

targeted at those stands achieving in excess of 100 points 
from the RNZIH Tree Evaluation System, or a similar 
system approved by the RNZIH.  

 
Linkages/References District Plan – Policy HG4 Part 1 Section 12.4.4 Rules Section 11.4 and 

Appendix 13 (Note District Plan currently under review) 
Department Service Delivery - Community Facilities (Parks & Reserves) 

Last Reviewed/ 
Resolution 

28th September 2010 

Container Trees - General   01-68-01 
Notes Trees are an integral and valued part of our environment.  Council 

acknowledges this and the benefits of maintaining and developing 
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 Procedural Policy Manual – October 2010 

 Updated October 2018 Page 114 of 118 
12023879 

significant trees on public land.  From time to time trees on Council-
administered land adversely effect neighbouring properties or present 
a risk to people or property.  The development of a policy provides 
clear guidance for assessing and managing such situations.  The District, 
and particularly Cambridge, contains a number of significant specimen 
trees, many of which date from early European settlement.   
 
These trees have high intrinsic value and the importance of their 
ongoing protection has been recognised by the community. 
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Report to Strategic Planning & Policy Committee - 7 July 2020 
Tree Policy Review Feedback Report 

Page 12 of 13 
10420841  

Appendix 4 
 
Protected tree owners’ feedback  
• Feedback received online (Document number 10421004) 
• Feedback received via email or hardcopy 

o Feedback 1 (Document number 10378940) 
o Feedback 2 (Document number 10378741) 
o Feedback 3 (Document number 10378387) 
o Feedback 4 (Document number 10383096) 
o Feedback 5 (Document number 10382552) 
o Feedback 6 (Document number 10385390) 
o Feedback 7 (Document number 10385393) 
o Feedback 8 (Document number 10391783) 
o Feedback 9 (Document number 10382609) 
o Feedback 10 (Document number 10383514) 
o Feedback 11 (Document number 10404518). This updated feedback supersedes the online 

feedback received by this respondent. 
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

1 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

If my tree is 'Protected' and my decision making regarding its pruning etc is bound by council regulations - The proposed chages 
are unfair.  The Structure should stay as is.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

I understand that a Contestable Fund is 'Means Tested' which is again unfair.  There are Landowners on Fixed incomes that wont 
be able to fund even 1/2 of the maintenance costs!  It will also effect all of the re-sale values of our properties if extra costs are 
introduced.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

2 / 23

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

This amount will not be sufficient to cover the cost of maintaining 120 Trees across the Waipa - $416 per tree?

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

Cambridge prides itself on being referred to as 'The Town of Trees'.  They are for the benefit of the whole community.  Following the 
direction of other Councils is not necessary.  This is what makes our Town unique. 
We purchased our Properties under the current structure and by shifting the costs in very  unfair in my mind.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

3 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

The trees belong to the council, their rules, they should pay for it

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

Waipa DC should maintain their trees

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

No idea, you should know better than the people now stuck with your problem
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

4 / 23

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

We have an oak tree which belongs in a paddock, council won't listen, it's a hazard and costing us a fortune in damages.  The 
vermin pest is now also becoming an issue, let alone the noise of the acorns.  We have to pay rates and taxes but until now have 
have just been blocked and pointed in different directions, forcing us to sell our home.  Trees are more important than homeowners 
- your rules, so guess it's only fair that you should foot the bills.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

5 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

The lot. And start at the start. Have a proper consultation about transfering the costs to tree owners.  
It screams of being a cost cutting measure with absolutely no critical thought applied as to the consequences. I am very 
disappointed with the council's performance here. If you can butcher something as simple as this, then it frightens me what other 
bad decisions are being made.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

Start at the start. Have a proper consultation about transfering the costs to tree owners.  
It screams of being a cost cutting measure with absolutely no critical thought applied as to the consequences. I am very 
disappointed with the council's performance here. If you can butcher something as simple as this, then it frightens me what other 
bad decisions are being made.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

6 / 23

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

I do not understand what was wrong what we currently have.  Why the sudden need for change?

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

Talk to the tree owners so there is a common understanding of the strategy (what WDC is trying to achieve here with the change in 
tree maintenance) before crashing into the tactics. 
Because the impression I'm left with is that this is a cost cutting exercise being made by people who are either too afraid to engage 
with those affected or simply don't care what they think (even though you work for them!).
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

7 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

We do not believe the financial burden of looking after these protected trees should be placed on the home owner. We believe this 
is grossly unfair.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

If the contestable fund was to go ahead, it should be done on a two yearly rotation for all protected trees.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

As the trees are getting older, we feel on some occasions more work may need to be done to a tree so a bigger budget may be 
required. Every year increases are to be expected.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

8 / 23

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

We bought our house 5 years ago, safe in the knowledge that all maintenance on the protected tree on our property was taken care 
of by council. Had we known this change was in the pipeline we would not have purchased this property. It concerns us that the 
council may turn down an application for funding and where would that leave us?  I will be 65 years old in July, have a bad heart 
and a degenerative muscular disease. I can not maintain this tree personally and certainly can not afford the financial burden. 
Please leave things as they are.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

9 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

Partially

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

I don't agree with a contestable fund as contestable necessitates winners and losers and thus embeds inequity. People who have 
protected trees on private property contribute to the universal good of the Waipa District and so should all be covered. Also the 
"winners' of any contestable fund money will tend to be the most organised and the most vocal.  Well deserving but perhaps busier 
and more stressed ratepayers may well miss out.  

Making landowners responsible for arranging maintenance is also inequitable. Council already employs a dedicated arborist to 
arrange for inspection and maintenance of trees. Handing off the responsibility to landowners is shortsighted and inefficient. Some 
landowners are already very stressed because they have enormous trees and no experience, and no desire to gain any 
experience,  in the maintenance of them.  
I addition, any maintenance is predicated upon inspection which means cost. In our case a  partial inspection alone of one of our 
protected trees required three arborist personnel and three vehicle for several hours. According to the published protected tree list 
we have the highest ranked tree in the Waipa District. Our trees are enormous so  capping the amount spent per tree at $2,500 per 
year may well be insufficient to cover the cost of ongoing maintenance of the best tree in the Waipa District. We have worked with 
the council arborist over many years to ensure our trees are healthy and an asset to the district. It is incredibly disappointing to us 
that council has even considered such a backward step as the transfer of costs without consulting with landowners.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

#5#5
COMPLETECOMPLETE

Collector:Collector:   Web Link 1 Web Link 1 (Web Link)(Web Link)
Started:Started:   Sunday, April 05, 2020 3:51:07 PMSunday, April 05, 2020 3:51:07 PM
Last Modified:Last Modified:   Sunday, April 05, 2020 5:00:48 PMSunday, April 05, 2020 5:00:48 PM
Time Spent:Time Spent:   01:09:4001:09:40
IP Address:IP Address:   115.189.88.149115.189.88.149

Page 2

7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

49



Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

10 / 23

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

A first in first served approach will embed unequal access to funds while there is universal benefit to Waipa District from protected 
trees. Funds should be allocated to maintenance according to the requirements identified by the council arborist in consultation with 
property owners. There are some trees that require little maintenance because of their relatively small size. I would be very 
surprised if a maintenance plan doesn't already exist. There is no need for 64 or so landowners to reinvent something council have 
been doing successfully for many years.  

Bearing in mind that due to the proposed transfer of costs protected trees on private property have become a liability rather than an 
asset for many landowners.  With the stress that has been induced by ill considered council actions there are landowners who 
would be quite happy if their trees were removed. As the situation is at the moment those landowners would have to apply for 
resource consent (cost) and pay for the removal if it was permitted (major  cost). We have been thrown the mother of all hospital 
passes and are very angry about it.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

However much it takes to provide full maintenance for protected trees on private property in the Waipa District with additional set 
aside in a discrete fund to provide for the eventual removal of trees that have deteriorated, get damaged,  or outgrow the confines 
of an urban environment under council mandated protection. The council arborist must have some idea of the potential 
lifespan/utility of the trees under council care and have a staged removal plan. The budgeting for that removal must be eminently 
possible. If council doesn't want to protect any more trees on private property it should say so but not attempt to pass on 
responsibility for those trees that are currently protected.

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

If the idea is simply to change the legal structure of how protected trees on private property are administered then a fund that tree 
owners apply to might be a solution. We have not had proper consultation from council so we are working in the dark to some 
degree. It is very annoying to get PR generated talking point responses or no response at all. Surely individual councillors can talk 
to ratepayers without making any commitments. We feel as though we have been ignored and that council is marching toward an 
outcome dictated by policy makers rather than a solution that is considered, democratic, fair and mutually agreed.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

11 / 23

#6#6
C# 6  h a s  b e e n  r e m o v e d  a s  i t  i s  a  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  h a r d c o p y  f e e d b a c k  r e c e i v e d  a n d
r e c o r d e d

Feedback item #6 has been removed as it is a duplication of 
hardcopy feedback received and recorded
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

14 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

I believe council should fund total costs.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

if council is totally responsible for protected tree maintenance - no need for this

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

I believe a fund be established to cover all costs so have stated the largest amount.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

15 / 23

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

I believe council should retain the management and funding of all protected trees maintenance through their dedicated arborist who 
would inspect the trees on a 6 month basis and have a programme drawn up their ongoing care or eventual removal if required.  
The public consultation on this matter has been sadly lacking
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey
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Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

Council should be funding 100 percent of the total tree maintenance charges as it currently does.  Maintenance should be 
undertaken as it is identified and needed and council should continue to monitor protected trees on an annual basis or at worst bi 
annual basis and the contestable fund should not even be considered.  Council identified our trees as protected, enforced this on 
land owners which restricts what we can and cant do on our land in relation to these trees.  Now the trees are getting to an age that 
maintenance is dramatically increasing, council are shirking their responsibility by attempting to off load their responsibility and 
costs onto the land owner.  This is a grossly unfair process and I strongly object.  All maintenance costs should be 100 percent 
covered by council and paid for out of rates revenue.  Tree removal , resource consent applications, costs and legal costs around 
protected tree removal should also be at council cost as again you instigated the original protected tree policy and now the trees 
are aging, your off loading responsibility onto the land owner who in all probability never asked for the protection order in the first 
place.  Worst case scenario, I would agree to council paying for the resource consent and then sharing the costs 50/50 
council/landowner around the felling and removal of the protected tree.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

Keep the status quo
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey
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Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

Perhaps an initial fund of $500,000 and then added to every year by $50,000 and must be continued.  Not at councils discretion.

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

I wish to be able to present my submission at the meeting on Tuesday 24th April 2020
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey
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Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the
criteria you think should change:

Respondent skipped this question

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for
consideration.

Respondent skipped this question

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

Respondent skipped this question

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000,
please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

Respondent skipped this question

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey
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Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Any additional comments?

I sent the below comments to the mayor, Deputy Mayor and Brad Ward 6 April 2020 

In response to the survey on Protected Tree Contestable Fund. 

I never received an email from WDC asking me to respond to the survey. I have a protected tree ‘a copper beech’, which was 
probably planted  when the house was built in 1921. We have lived at ------------------ since the end of 1990 and in that time we 
have asked council only 2 or 3 times to look at the tree. Two of those times was to trim lower branches hanging over the footpath. 
All was actioned very quickly; so, we have asked for help once every 10 years. 

My personal opinion on a yes/no answer on the survey/feedback form is totally inadequate. I feel you do not fully understand your 
community. It is poorly constructed and is loaded to suit WDC. It was unfortunate the COVID 19 lockdown happened at this time. 
The only way forward to nut out this issue is to have all concerned parties in one room and not by appointment. 

We say no to all the questions until we all meet together to resolve this issue. 

Perhaps I have it wrong; I thought when I voted in the local body elections I was under the illusion that council and through them 
council staff would have the community interests at heart and would work hard to make this happen. In this case, I feel the 
discussion has been all behind closed doors with no input from the effected parties. 
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

20 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

The owners should either be able to decide whether or not they keep the trees, or not be responsible for the cost if they have 
deemed no interest in the tree.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

Needs basis. For example we have three mature trees on our small residential section and are first home buyers. We may need the 
assistance more than others. Particularly because we don't want two out of the three trees and have to keep them only for the 
interest of other rate payers.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

$50,000 per year

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000,
please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

Respondent skipped this question

#10#10
COMPLETECOMPLETE

Collector:Collector:   Web Link 1 Web Link 1 (Web Link)(Web Link)
Started:Started:   Tuesday, April 07, 2020 9:03:14 AMTuesday, April 07, 2020 9:03:14 AM
Last Modified:Last Modified:   Tuesday, April 07, 2020 9:16:01 AMTuesday, April 07, 2020 9:16:01 AM
Time Spent:Time Spent:   00:12:4700:12:47
IP Address:IP Address:   150.107.172.120150.107.172.120
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

21 / 23

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

If the trees are protected they are like this for the benefit of the public, not the home owners. There are so many rate payers in 
Cambridge, for this cost to be divided and payable through rates is such a small impact compared to the massive financial burden 
and home devaluation imposed on a select few residents who have been holding these trees. It feels like punishment for doing a 
public service. If these tree's were not protected we would see it fair for the cost to be transferred to us, however we personally 
would have at least one of our two protected tree's removed as it causes us problems already and a one off cost of having it 
removed would be more bearable than years worth of ongoing costs and a drop in potential buyers (when they find out their rates 
are essentially double the average person) due to the cost of the trees. If the cost had been the owners responsibility when we 
purchased this property that one thing would have been a deal breaker despite loving the property, we were already quite wary of 
having three protected tree's which I can't imagine is very normal but we found comfort in know they would be cared and paid for 
and therefore we were happy to live with the issues they cause our property.
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

22 / 23

Q1

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

No

Q2

If partially, or no, please identify which parts of the criteria you think should change:

We disagree with all parts of this proposal.  As a recognised 'Town of Trees', we believe that it is the council's responsibility to 
uphold the cost of support these assets.

Q3

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can
apply to?

No

Q4

Do you agree with the first-in, first served methodology
of assessing applications?

No

Q5

If No, please provide a different methodology for consideration.

As above.  For the character of our town to be upheld, the maintenance of these assets needs to be supported and prioritised by 
the council.

Q6

Council has previously supported protected tree
maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do you
support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it
should be more or less?

More than $50,000 per year

#11#11
COMPLETECOMPLETE

Collector:Collector:   Web Link 1 Web Link 1 (Web Link)(Web Link)
Started:Started:   Wednesday, April 29, 2020 9:04:25 PMWednesday, April 29, 2020 9:04:25 PM
Last Modified:Last Modified:   Wednesday, April 29, 2020 9:26:16 PMWednesday, April 29, 2020 9:26:16 PM
Time Spent:Time Spent:   00:21:5000:21:50
IP Address:IP Address:   122.61.239.106122.61.239.106
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Proposed Protected Tree Fund SurveyMonkey

23 / 23

Q7

If you consider it should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state your
reason why.

This statement doesn't give us full disclosure of the actual costs incurred in annual maintenance, nor does it take into account that 
trees are a changing dynamic structure, and that costs associated with maintenance will be variable.  There is no fixed amount per 
annum as this will vary annually.  Personally we are aware that our tree has had one pruning maintenance (for power line pressure) 
in the 4 years that we have owned this property.

Q8

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree?

No

Q9

If no, please indicate your preference of the below

Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance

Q10

Any additional comments?

As proud Cambridge residents, we believe our trees are what makes this environment special, and that as ratepayers we wish for 
that investment by council, in our 'townscape' to continue.

7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

61



7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

62



7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

63



7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

64

chen
Rectangle

chen
Highlight



7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

65

chen
Highlight



7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

66



Feedback:
1. Do vou agree with the criteria which is proposedl (pleose circle)

outline whot the criterio vou think should

2, Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund for protected tree
landowners can apply lo?(please circle) Yes

maintenance that

3. Do you agree with the first served, first come methodology of assessing the applications?

(please circle) Yes

4. council has previously supported protected tree maintenance to a value of 550,000 per year. Do

you support an annual fund of S50,000, or do you think it should be more or less?

(please tick the box next to your preference)

ss0,0oo
More than 550,000

I Less than S5o,ooo

reoson wnv.

rfit

@

@

Tl,. older lar4e picieclel iree> tn r?5de,ial
Areas ,hor,l1u k' ba remcual ancl mare

';u,iab)e EPe(te', shc',lcl .be ,7ltirtka('
Arf rrlr,a"r!!, Lt,lh Strdultt), l'(e€:' cr lh'''
rtrcpcr[v tlr,rulct i''' i"i^ th" cf fcrlu'''111 

/c

'of il'J 'rto l't,iue t hen (tntar,etl

1raJr lb DLct" lor tttere 6iuatlon, in
5. Do you agree wittythe S2,5oo cap per tree? (p leose circle) Yes

lf no, pleose indicote yaur pret'erence lrom the optians below (pleose tick the bax indicoting your
preference)

E Cover up to 50 per cent of total maintenance cost for each tree with no financial cap

fl Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance.

6. Any other comments?

La,tcla,'t, rter,; tt,h c, i1 o 
",encl hat. fD iT a t n)rtt rt

{c lt6ee ihem rtmoueil

Cuu rt t,l prcle.lecl -tree= shcrritl
-th t m a', alla;u t'l,e o.L'ne r

lf No, pleose provide o different methodology for considerotion.

N,ul all free>
tt & free ratu

f barne flfic,'
enl lhe tuod

lf you consider it should be more or less thon 550,000, pleose indicote your preferred omount ond stdte

frrrn"t- A€u() Ctttci
Ctradnl fa*b r,rlq

Yt Ltnder titncleci 'la,

trees ilhen cltat,rg.1.,,-,.J1'

'fheu ha"e tk't,' all,

Version: 1, Version Date: 14/04/2020
Document Set ID: 10383096
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Feedback:
1. Do you agree with the criteria which is proposed? (please circle)
I f no, please outline what parts o f the criteria you think should change:

3) i 'sa r e
cil−−− 1%−akis−(−1 −4) r€s;d6',−,− 7117's pAok/o / <en e−

/ocoposed t e 0−1
o e− o r e , / s e . „ . , 4

/
6 kc− e7C−e

C V O S &Ade" C406161 AIZA1−e owl
c p f e , o f c l A S cr SS; Di−)i t . f el;

−

4)47 t V l e e r 61 .

YesYes

2. Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund for protected tree maintenance that
landowners can apply to?(please circle) Yes No

3. Do you agree with the first served, first come methodology of assessing the applications?
(please circle) Yes
I f No, please provide a different methodology fo r consideration.

/ d be aucv/06 4, / 0 vejr− etc

4. Council has previously supported protected tree maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do
you support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it should be more or less?
(please tick the box next to your preference)

$50,000
R r More than $50,000

Less than $50,000
I f you consider i t should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state
your reason why.

aoki .25 et;−−,071\e2L 4.,60r,../s ccJ c,
5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree? (please circle) Yes
I f no, please indicate your preference from the options below (please tick the box indicating your
preference)

Cover up to 50 per cent of total maintenance cost for each tree with no financial cap
Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance.

6. Any other comments?
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Protected tree fund:

We're proposing a contestable tree fund is established to help support
landowners to maintain their protected trees.

Criteria

Proposed Funding process:
1. Fund is contestable and will be assessed and administered on a first−come, first−served basis.
2. Fund will be renewed annually in July.
3. Fund would be administered by Council's Community Services unit.
4. The landowner is responsible for arranging maintenance directly with the contractor upon

successful application.
5. Council would fund up to 50 percent of the total tree maintenance identified in the

application, with a capped amount of $2,500 per tree each year to allow for maximum
distribution.

6. All work undertaken must be in accordance with the District Plan rules.
7. Approval of any application will be at Council's discretion and subject to budget availability.
8. The contractor may invoice the Council directly for Council's co−funding contribution as agreed

within the application upon completion.
9. Trees damaged through storm events would be assessed on a case by case basis

retrospectively.
10. Emergency work to rectify tree safety — as defined by the District Plan — may be undertaken

immediately by the landowner. Council will retrospectively consider the application.
11. In the case of emergency work, the application must include evidence (including photos) that

there was an imminent hazard to people or property if work was not undertaken immediately.
Allocated funding for emergency work will be made at the Council's discretion.

Proposed eligibility:
1. Residents with identified protected trees on private land are eligible to apply to the fund.
2. Fund is for maintenance and inspection costs of protected trees only.
3. Tree removal, resource consent or legal costs for tree removal or maintenance would not be

eligible for funding.
4. To qualify for the fund, the landowners must use qualified arboricultural contractors (a list of

contractors can be supplied) and SHE approved (SHE is health and safety software used by
local Councils). This is to ensure the quality of work and contractors follow best arboricultural
practice and meet health and safety requirements.

5. Two quotes must be provided to Council outlining the proposed maintenance work and
expected cost.
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Feedback:
1. Do you agree with the criteria which is proposed? (please circle)
I f no, please outline what parts o f the criteria you think should change:

Yes

T i t j,7 71,9
oldea te44−441_ du,Ytf ail−e•ybe

yz1tfet 0,1 et,, I t A L r i t g i 4 & < 4 e tit i t
4−€." c49−vae4,4,46−6‘

2. Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund for protected tree maintenance that
landowners can apply to?(please circle) Yes

3. Do you agree with the first served, first come methodology of assessing the applications?
(please circle) Yes
I f No, please provide a different methodology fo r consideration.

C a t e i z A t e k t t i l l t fi17 / x 4− 6− 6 6 / t{e€A 4 − 4 4 4 i ieft−iV e t .44444z Wiott
11/414,14−imei,rue %−ezeiel164 witae.1

4. Council has previously supported protected tree maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do
you support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it should be more or less?
(please tick the box next to your preference)

$50,000
R r M o r e than $50,000

Less than $50,000
I f you consider i t should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state
your reason why.

Ta f t< 714, cf−e−ra a.rvsi.ezeli t− a/46W

viscdot (;heAte−−4− ceZ 4−− eekii4.01 44

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree? (please circle) Yes Gl

I f no, please indicate your preference from the options below (please tick the box indicating your
preference)

Cover up to 50 per cent of total maintenance cost for each tree with no financial cap
Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance.

6. Any other comments?

− reQ ac−j−yie−
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Protected tree fund:

We're proposing a contestable tree fund is established to help support
landowners to maintain their protected trees.

Criteria

Proposed Funding process:
1. Fund is contestable and will be assessed and administered on a first−come, first−served basis.

2. Fund will be renewed annually in July.
3. Fund would be administered by Council's Community Services unit.
4. The landowner is responsible for arranging maintenance directly with the contractor upon

successful application.
5. Council would fund up to 50 percent of the total tree maintenance identified in the

application, with a capped amount of $2,500 per tree each year to allow for maximum
distribution.

6. All work undertaken must be in accordance with the District Plan rules.

7. Approval of any application will be at Council's discretion and subject to budget availability.

8. The contractor may invoice the Council directly for Council's co−funding contribution as agreed
within the application upon completion.

9. Trees damaged through storm events would be assessed on a case by case basis
retrospectively.

10. Emergency work to rectify tree safety — as defined by the District Plan — may be undertaken
immediately by the landowner. Council will retrospectively consider the application.

11. In the case of emergency work, the application must include evidence (including photos) that
there was an imminent hazard to people or property if work was not undertaken immediately.
Allocated funding for emergency work will be made at the Council's discretion.

Proposed eligibility:
1. Residents with identified protected trees on private land are eligible to apply to the fund.
2. Fund is for maintenance and inspection costs of protected trees only.
3. Tree removal, resource consent or legal costs for tree removal or maintenance would not be

eligible for funding.
4. To qualify for the fund, the landowners must use qualified arboricultural contractors (a list of

contractors can be supplied) and SHE approved (SHE is health and safety software used by
local Councils). This is to ensure the quality of work and contractors follow best arboricultural
practice and meet health and safety requirements.

5. Two quotes must be provided to Council outlining the proposed maintenance work and
expected cost.

7Strategic Planning and Policy Committee Public Agenda  - 7 July 2020 - Tree Policy Feedback Report

72



Feedback:
1. Do you agree with the criteria which is proposed? (please circle)
I f no, please outline what parts o f the criteria you think should change:

Yes

v− mg− c..0.A−1,•)c−−x−t−− 6−'=s H Es. 1−c, c_o..−−vra−<, L 1−14 e 0,1 M e s e −r−fLe&−s A
L o o k . e t . A TEM −1'4 .1−11 6 4 S 140 . 4 4− F.Si•−) A c−zme1/4 cao

E F 1N4C f t e−s e o S = =−1− r − r i f y − s −r−o c− 71+c− 0 e−rt

−7)4r T . e−*•( e 1 D , ,_D e−A t_ u.D.,−.71−1 −n+6− fl−

P . S. T V A − 1 reE

2. Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund for protected tree maintenance that
landowners can apply to?(please circle) Yes (No

3. Do you agree with the first served, first come methodology of assessing the applications?
(please circle) Yes
I f No, please provide a different methodology fo r consideration.

A ' T −−ro 1*−rto Pe.7)1.1−4
.

4. Council has previously supported protected tree maintenance to a value of $50,000 per year. Do
you support an annual fund of $50,000, or do you think it should be more or less?
(please tick the box next to your preference)

$50,000
0 More than $50,000

Less than $50,000
I f you consider i t should be more or less than $50,000, please indicate your preferred amount and state
your reason why.

$ k* A (_ ‘ . .0 e A i− re ("−(Le:

5. Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree? (please circle) Yes
I f no, please indicate your preference from the options below (please tick the box indicating your
preference)

E l Cover up to 50 per cent of total maintenance cost for each tree with no financial cap
Q " Cover total cost of protected tree maintenance.

6. Any other comments?
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Report to Strategic Planning & Policy Committee - 7 July 2020 
Tree Policy Review Feedback Report 

Page 13 of 13 
10420841  

Appendix 5 
 

Protected tree owner feedback summary and staff comment (Document number 10421314) 
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Protected Tree Owner Summary 

Consultation Process of the Protected Tree Fund 

The feedback process began 12 March 2020 following the March 2020 Strategic Planning and Policy 
Committee (SP&P) workshop. A letter was sent to protected tree owners inviting them to submit 
their feedback on specific questions relating to the protected tree fund and inviting them to a face to 
face meeting with staff and Cr Liz Stolwyk. 

The feedback window was due to conclude on 6 April 2020, but due to the impacts of COVID-19 was 
extended to close on 2 June 2020. The face to face sessions were held 26 May 2020 with five 
protected tree owners (7% of protected tree owners) who took the opportunity to share their 
thoughts in person. 

Twenty-one respondents (32%) returned feedback to Council; 

• Ten replied by returning the feedback either to Council offices, email or mail.  
• Eleven completed the feedback through the online portal provided. 

The following pages of this appendix provide an overview of the feedback received and the staff 
comment in relation to the key trends from the feedback. 

Graph 1 – Protected Tree Owner Feedback Analysis 

 

Staff summary 

Feedback indicated concern around the use of the word ‘contestable’. It is proposed to remove this 
from the title of the fund as it is anticipated there will be sufficient budget to cater for all 
appropriate protected tree maintenance.  

19%

10%

19%

14%

0%

14%

0%

0%

67%

71%

76%

81%

14%

5%

5%

5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Do you support the establishment of a contestable fund
for protected tree maintenance that landowners can

apply to?

Do you agree with the proposed criteria?

Do you agree with the $2,500 cap per tree

Do you agree with the first served, first come
methodology of assessing the application

Protected Tree Owner Feedback Analysis

Yes No Partially/Possibly No Comment
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Respondents disagreed with the ‘first come, first served’ method of assessing the fund. As the fund 
is proposed to be accessible all year round for appropriate tree maintenance or inspection, each 
application will be assessed as it is received. Having a bi-annual or quarterly intake of applications 
was considered to be too restrictive to protected tree owners who needed maintenance work 
completed, a higher burden on staff time and may be affected by contractor availability. A first come 
first served method of assessment is still the most practical way to receive and assess applications. 

Following feedback from the protected tree owners, staff will recommend removing the $2,500 cap 
per tree per year and restriction of 50% of costs. 

There has been overall resistance to the change in service from protected tree owners. Although this 
is a requirement by Council to remove potential liability and access issues and bring Waipa District 
Council in line with other councils and best practice, the resistance to the proposed change in 
service has been a common trend through all the questions. 
Graph 2 – Do you support an annual fund of $50,000 – should it be more or less? 

 
Staff summary 

There is strong support to increase the annual available budget. Council has spent an average of 
$51,678 on protected tree maintenance and inspections over the last three years (excluding the 
current financial year). There are now 20 less protected trees to maintain, so it effectively provides 
further budget for the remaining protected trees and $50,000 per annum is expected be sufficient to 
appropriately maintain the remaining protected trees. 
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Do you support an annual fund of $50,000 – should 
it be more or less?
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Open ended responses and staff comment 

Graph 3 – Do you agree with the criteria proposed?

 

 

Table 1 – Do you agree with the criteria proposed? 
Summarised comment 1.1 Council have maintained protected trees in the past and this 

shouldn't change now 
Staff response Waipa District Council need to change the process of maintaining 

trees on private land to align themselves with other Council’s and 
best practice to address issues relating to liability and/or  access to 
private land. Protected tree maintenance on private land is not 
consistent with other local authorities.  

Summarised comment 1.2 Having tree owners maintain protected tree makes the property 
harder to sell 

Staff response Protected tree maintenance has always been the responsibility of 
the tree owner. The proposed fund aims to alleviate some of the 
costs associated with the maintenance of protected trees. 

Summarised comment 1.3 Protected tree owners have not be well informed / conduct a 
workshop to develop a proposed solution with tree owners 

Staff response Consultation on the Tree Policy started in line with the District Plan 
Change 2 process where there were public meetings and letter 
correspondence (beginning 4 August 2017). 
 

46%

18%

14%

7%

7%
7%

Open ended responses - Do you agree with the criteria proposed

Summarised comment 1.1 - Council have maintained protected trees in the past and this shouldn't change now

Summarised comment 1.2 - Having tree owners maintain protected tree makes the property harder to sell /
remove tree protection

Summarised comment 1.3 - Protected tree owners have not been well informed / conduct a workshopto develop a
proposed solution with tree owners

Summarised comment 1.4 - Confusion or dissatisfaction over first-come, first-served based concept

Summarised comment 1.5 - Council should cover all costs / capping the fund amount at $2,500 will be insufficient

No comment
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Since the 3 December 2020 SP & P meeting, there has been four 
letters to protected tree owners alongside face to face meetings 
with five protected tree owners who responded to Council’s 
invitation in the first letter. Dates of letters sent; 

• 12 March 2020 – outlining the proposed protected tree fund, 
seeking feedback on the fund, an invitation to meet with 
staff and Cr Liz Stolwyk and providing any reports relating to 
their protected tree(s) 

• 20 March 2020 – reminder the of the opportunity to provide 
feedback on the proposed protected tree fund 

• 13 May 2020 – advising the time extension to 2 June 2020 
due to the impacts of COVID-19 

• 22 June 2020 – providing an update on the tree policy, 
inviting protected tree owners to verbally provide their 
feedback to SP & P committee and providing a clarification 
to an error in an earlier letter. 

 
Based on a common trend of the feedback, staff have provided 
protected tree owners an opportunity to verbally present their 
feedback at the 7 July 2020 SP&P meeting. 

Summarised comment 1.4 Confusion or dissatisfaction over first-come, first-served based 
concept 

Staff response Each year the Council has budgets to fit within. This is the fairest way 
to assess protected tree maintenance applications. In the unlikely 
event the budget is expended prior to July, the applications which 
missed out will be prioritised for the following financial year. 

Summarised comment 1.5 Council should cover all costs / capping the fund amount at $2,500 
will be insufficient 

Staff response Following feedback from the protected tree owners, staff will 
recommend removing the $2,500 cap per tree per year and 
restriction of 50% of costs 
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Graph 4 – Do you agree with the contestable fund and the methodology of assessing applications? 

 

 

Table 2 – Do you agree with the contestable fund and methodology  of application? 
Summarised comments 
2.1 

Funds should be allocated based on needs basis, not first come first 
served  / being contestable is unfair 

Staff response Each year the Council has budgets to fit within. This is the fairest way 
to assess protected tree maintenance applications. In the unlikely 
event the budget is expended prior to July, the applications which 
missed out will be prioritised for the following financial year. 

Summarised comment 2.2 Waipa District Council should continue to maintain the trees / keep 
the status quo 

Staff response Waipa District Council need to change the process of maintaining 
trees on private land to align themselves with other Council’s and 
best practice to address issues relating to liability and/or  access to 
private land. Protected tree maintenance on private land is not 
consistent with other local authorities. 

Summarised comment 2.3 If the contestable fund was adopted, it should be done on a two 
yearly rotation for all protected trees. 

Staff response All protected trees require differing levels of maintenance ranging 
from annual inspection or maintenance through to once every five 
years. Providing protected tree owners flexibility of timing their 
applications will allow them to manage their tree appropriately. 

Summarised comment 2.4 Protected tree owners are un-informed / need to have further 
consultation with tree owners 

38%

24%

5%

5%

29%

Open ended responses - Do you agree with the contestable 
fund and the methodology of assessing applications

Summarised comment 2.1 - Funds should be allocated based on a needs basis, not first come first served  /
concern over fund parity

Summarised comment 2.2 - Waipa District Council should continue to maintain the trees / keep the status
quo

Summarised comment 2.3 - If the contestable fund was adopted, it should be done on a two yearly
rotation for all protected trees

Summarised comment 2.4 - Protected tree owners are un-informed / need to have further consultation
with tree owners

No comment
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Staff response Consultation on the Tree Policy started in line with the District Plan 
Change 2 process where there were public meetings and letter 
correspondence (beginning 4 August 2017). 
 
Since the 3 December 2019 SP & P meeting, there has been four 
letters to protected tree owners alongside face to face meetings 
with five protected tree owners who responded to Council’s 
invitation in the first letter. Dates of letters sent; 

• 12 March 2020 – outlining the proposed protected tree fund, 
seeking feedback on the fund, an invitation to meet with 
staff and Cr Liz Stolwyk and providing any reports relating to 
their protected tree(s) 

• 20 March 2020 – reminder the of the opportunity to provide 
feedback on the proposed protected tree fund 

• 13 May 2020 – advising the time extension to 2 June 2020 
due to the impacts of COVID-19 

• 22 June 2020 – providing an update on the tree policy, 
inviting protected tree owners to verbally provide their 
feedback to SP & P committee and providing a clarification 
to an error in an earlier letter. 

 
Based on a common trend of the feedback, staff have provided 
protected tree owners an opportunity to verbally present their 
feedback at the 7 July 2020 SP&P meeting. 
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Graph 5 – Do you support an annual fund of $50K or do you think it should be more or less? 

 

 

Table 3 – Do you support an annual fund of $50K or do you think it should be more or less? 
Summarised comment 3.1 The funding model is wrong / $50K is not enough   
Staff response Waipa District Council have spent an average of $51,678 on 

protected tree maintenance and inspections over the last three 
years (excluding the current financial year). There are now 20 less 
protected trees to maintain, so it effectively provides further budget 
for the remaining protected trees and $50,000 per annum is 
expected be sufficient to appropriately maintain the remaining 
protected trees 

Summarised comment 3.2 Council has the best idea of what tree maintenance costs and the 
fund should reflect this / should be no cap, but spend what is needed 
/ remain with the current system 

Staff response Feedback noted and considered. Staff propose to recommend 
removing the $2,500 cap per tree per year. 

Summarised comment 3.3 Funding limit/cap confusion 
Staff response Feedback noted and considered. 
Summarised comment 3.4 There is no need for an annual fund to be established  
Staff response Feedback noted and considered. 

 

  

38%

19%

19%

5%

19%

Open ended responses - Do you support an annual fund of 
$50K or do you think it should be more or less

Summarised comment 3.1 - The funding model is wrong / $50K is not enough

Summarised comment 3.2 - Council has the best idea of what tree maintenance costs and the fund should
reflect this / should be no cap, but spend what is needed / remain with the current system

Summarised comment 3.3 - Funding limit/cap confusion

Summarised comment 3.4 - There is no need for an annual fund to be established

No comment
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Graph 6 – Any other comments

 

 

Table 4 – Any other comments 
Summarised comment 4.1 Council should continue to pay for the tree maintenance / trees 

benefit the whole community / Council's District Plan rules protecting 
the trees / the cost should be incorporated into rates 

Staff response Waipa District Council need to change the process of maintaining 
trees on private land to align themselves with other Council’s and 
best practice to address issues relating to liability and/or  access to 
private land. Protected tree maintenance on private land is not 
consistent with other local authorities. 

Summarised comment 4.2 Council consultation regarding the Tree Policy has been inadequate / 
a meeting or workshop is required 

Staff response Consultation on the Tree Policy started in line with the District Plan 
Change 2 process where there were public meetings and letter 
correspondence (beginning 4 August 2017). 
 
Since the 3 December 2020 SP & P meeting, there has been four 
letters to protected tree owners alongside face to face meetings 
with five protected tree owners who responded to Council’s 
invitation in the first letter. Dates of letters sent; 

• 12 March 2020 – outlining the proposed protected tree fund, 
seeking feedback on the fund, an invitation to meet with 
staff and Cr Liz Stolwyk and providing any reports relating to 
their protected tree(s) 

46%

21%

21%

4%
4% 4%

Open ended responses - Any other comments

Summarised comment 4.1 - Council should continue to pay for the tree maintenance / trees benefit the
whole community / Council's District Plan rules protecting the trees / the cost should be incorporated into
rates
Summarised comment 4.2 - Council consultation regarding the Tree Policy has been inadequate / a meeting
or workshop is required

Summarised comment 4.3 - Confusion over what maintenance costs WDC would pay for and ultimate
liability / older large protected trees in residential areas should be removed / owners should be given the
opportunity to apply to have them removed
Summarised comment 4.4 - Should be a case by case evaluation / trees need to be looked at by someone
who knows about them

Summarised comment 4.5 - Concern that trees could be removed from the protected list
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• 20 March 2020 – reminder the of the opportunity to provide 
feedback on the proposed protected tree fund 

• 13 May 2020 – advising the time extension to 2 June 2020 
due to the impacts of COVID-19 

• 22 June 2020 – providing an update on the tree policy, 
inviting protected tree owners to verbally provide their 
feedback to SP & P committee and providing a clarification 
to an error in an earlier letter. 

 
Based on a common trend of the feedback, staff have provided 
protected tree owners an opportunity to verbally present their 
feedback at the 7 July 2020 SP&P meeting. 

Summarised comment 4.3 Confusion over what maintenance costs WDC would pay for / older 
large protected trees in residential areas should be removed / owners 
should be given the opportunity to apply to have them removed 

Staff response Tree protection is covered under the Waipa District Plan and 
consultation in regard to tree protection was part of the PC2 
process. 
 
The proposed protected tree fund is only for inspection and 
maintenance costs. In the proposed fund, tree removal, resource 
consent or legal costs for tree removal or maintenance would not be 
eligible for funding. The Council advocates for the appropriate 
retention of protected trees and maintenance within the parameters 
of the District Plan.  

Summarised comment 4.4 Should be a case by case evaluation / trees need to be looked at by 
someone who knows about them 

Staff response Feedback is noted and considered.  
Protected tree owners will be able to engage a suitably qualified 
arborist to provide independent expert advice on their tree(s). 

Summarised comment 4.5 Concern that trees could be removed from the protected list 
Staff response Tree protection is covered under the Waipa District Plan. The new 

Tree Policy will not change the protection of those trees which 
remained protected following the PC2 becoming operative 14 
October 2019. 
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To: The Chairperson and Members of the Strategic Planning and Policy 
Committee 

From: Governance 

Subject: RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE THE PUBLIC 

Meeting Date: 7 July 2020 

 

 

1 RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this 
meeting. 
 
The general subject of the matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the 
reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds 
under section 48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 
1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows: 
 

General subject 
of each matter to 
be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) for 
the passing of this resolution 

1.Confirmation of 
Public Excluded 
Minutes 
2. District Plan 
work 
programme 

Good reason to withhold 
exists under section 7 
Local Government 
Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987 

Section 48(1)(a) 

 
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, which would be prejudiced by the holding of the 
whole or relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public, are as follows: 
 

Item No. Section Interest 

1,2 
  
                   
 

Section 7(2)j) 
 
 
 

To prevent the disclosure or use of official 
information for improper gain or advantage. 
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