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47 Resolution to Include Supplementary Reports 

1. Background 
1.1 Approval is sought to submit the following reports to the Council meeting on 11 February 2016: 

48. Appointment of New Electoral Officer for the Christchurch City Council  

49. Cranford Basin Optimisation 

50. Public Transport Governance 

51. Christchurch Central Recovery Plan South Frame - Poplar,  Ash and Mollett Streets   

1.2 The reason, in terms of section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act 1987, why the reports were not included on the main agenda is that they were not 
available at the time the agenda was prepared. 

1.3 It is appropriate that the Council receive the reports at the current meeting. 

2. Recommendation 
2.1 That the reports be received and considered at the Council meeting on 11 February 2016. 
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48. Appointment of New Electoral Officer for the Christchurch City 
Council  

Reference: 16/125912 

Contact: Mary Richardson maryrichardson@xtra.co.nz 9418656 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 
1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Council to appoint a new Electoral Officer for the 

Christchurch City Council 

Origin of Report 
1.2 This report is staff generated. 

2. Significance 
2.1 �d�Z�����������]�•�]�}�v���]�v���š�Z�]�•���Œ���‰�}�Œ�š���]�•���}�(���o�}�Á���•�]�P�v�]�(�]�����v�������]�v���Œ���o���š�]�}�v���š�}���š�Z�������Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����]�š�Ç�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•��

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations 
That the Council: 

1. pursuant to Section 12 (1) of the Local Electoral Act 2001, Robert Maxwell Goldsbury  is 
appointed as the Christchurch City Council's Electoral Officer, with effect from 20 February  
2016 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 The position of Electoral Officer is a statutory appointment and the Council must have an 

appointed Electoral Officer at all times.  

 

5. Context/Background 

Electoral Officer  
5.1 The current Electoral Officer's, Darryl Griffin, employment with the Council will end on 20th 

February 2016. Section 12 (1) of the Local Electoral Act 2001 requires every local authority to 
have, at all times, an electoral officer appointed to exercise the powers and carry out the duties 
conferred on the electoral officer by that Act. An electoral officer, unless he or she dies, resigns, 
is dismissed from office, or becomes incapable of acting, remains in office until his or her 
successor comes into office 

5.2 The Council policy is to appoint a senior staff member as Electoral Officer.  With the current 
Electoral Officer's departure it is necessary to appoint new Electoral Officer.  It is proposed that 
this appointment is effective from 20th February 2016.  

 Duties of Electoral Officer 
5.3 The general duties of an electoral officer apply to all elections and polls for which the electoral 

officer is responsible, and include:  

�x�� The compilation and certification of electoral rolls;  
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�x�� The publication of any public notice in relation to elections and polls;  

�x�� Receiving nominations, candidate profile statements and any deposit required to be 
paid;  

�x�� Issuing and receiving ordinary and specials votes and other official documents;  

�x�� The processing and counting of votes;  

�x�� The declaration of results;  

�x�� Receiving returns of electoral expenses;  

�x�� Investigation and reporting on offences.  

5.4 When appointing an electoral officer a local authority should consider people with appropriate 
attributes, characteristics and competencies. An electoral officer should be able to demonstrate, 
amongst other attributes: integrity, honesty, impartiality, ability to deal with difficult issues, 
ability to deal with public and the media, attention to detail, and common sense.  

5.5 It is considered that Robert Goldsbury, the Head of Legal Services, has the appropriate 
attributes, competencies and experience to be appointed.  

 
 

Attachments 
There are no attachments to this report. 
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 
Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Mary Richardson General Manager Customer & Community 

Approved By Mary Richardson General Manager Customer & Community 
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Report from Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee  �t 4 February 2016 
 

49 Cranford Basin Optimisation 
Reference: 16/122935 

Contact: Keith Davison Keith.davison@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 
  
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee recommend that the Council: 

a. Progress the preferred Cranford Basin Optimisation option (Option 1) to detailed design, 
consenting and construction, and 

b. Approve the application of LDRP funds to support property purchases within Cranford 
Basin. 

 
 

2. Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 Part A 

That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee recommend that the Council: 

a. Progress the preferred Cranford Basin Optimisation option (Option 1) to detailed design, 
consenting and construction, and 

b. Approve the application of LDRP funds to support property purchases within Cranford 
Basin. 

 
 
 

Attachments 
No. Report Title Page 

1 Cranford Basin Optimisation 8 
 

No. Title Page 

A   2% Annual Exceedance Probability Flood Difference Map with Stage 1 Works 23 
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Cranford Basin Optimisation 
Reference: 16/26448 

Contact: Keith Davison Keith.davison@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 
1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee to 

recommend to Council the preferred option to progress to detailed design, consenting and 
construction, including flow control gates, drain widening, embankments and control systems. 

Origin of Report 
1.2 This report is staff generated. 

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision(s) in this report is of low significance in relation to the Chris�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����]�š�Ç�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•��

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by the small scale of the investment, localised 
impacts and wider benefits to the community within the Dudley Creek Catchment.  There 
continues to be community interest in post-earthquake flooding issues, particularly 
related to the Flockton Street Area.  The Cranford Basin project is one of the projects 
being delivered on a fast-track programme within the LDRP.  As a result any community 
engagement will be undertaken in parallel with the detailed design tasks to speed project 
delivery. 

2.1.2 At this stage community consultation has been limited to engagement with the Shirley-
Papanui Community Board. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations 
That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee: 

1. Recommend to Council to: 

a. Progress the preferred Cranford Basin Optimisation option (Option 1) to detailed 
design, consenting and construction, and 

b. Approve the application of LDRP funds to support property purchases within Cranford 
Basin. 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Flood Protection and Control Works 

�x Level of Service: 14.1.5 Implement Land Drainage Recovery Programme works to 
reduce flooding  
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4.2 This project has been identified as high priority within the Land Drainage Recovery Programme 
(LDRP) and is on the fast-track programme.  There may be some potential to begin construction 
of components of the proposed works within the current financial year (2015/16). 

4.3 Cranford Basin is a strategic asset within the land drainage network.  Water stored within the 
basin originates from, and can drain to, both �W�»�Z���Œ���l���l���v�µ�] / Styx River and �Q�š���l���Œ�}���l�����À�}�v��
River catchments.  These catchments are managed by Council within bounds set by discharge 
consents and stormwater management plans.  Flood levels in the basin are managed through 
pump station and flood gates.  This report identifies opportunities to increase flood storage 
within the basin and improve operational flexibility and efficiency to reduce flooding in the 
adjoining suburbs. 

4.4 The standard LDRP options evaluation framework establishes options for repair, remediation 
and enhancement.  That framework does not apply to this project as there are a number of 
incremental physical works which cumulatively increase storage within Cranford Basin and 
improve drainage efficiency.  These works would benefit the communities within the Dudley 
Creek Catchment and to address, in part, earthquake related increases in flood risk and to 
improve levels of service in areas at risk prior to the earthquakes.  Investigations are currently 
underway to inform the proportion of the benefits that are directly related to earthquake 
impacts. 

4.5 The range of physical works identified in preferred order of implementation, are (Figure 1): 

4.5.1 Winters Road Drain flow control to optimise the Winters Road Flood Storage Area 

4.5.2 Optimisation of Ellington Drive Storage (works to be accomplished via operational 
response) 

4.5.3 Mairehau Drain flow control (directing flow towards PS202) 

4.5.4 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford East 

4.5.5 Upgrade of the Tay Street Drain (maximising flow to PS202) 

4.5.6 Installation of a comprehensive control system to manage the network 

4.6 Additional works have also been identified which could further increase storage and operational 
flexibility: 

4.6.1 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford West Basin 

4.6.2 Horners Drain flow control (directing flow towards the Styx River) 
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Figure 1 Physical Works  Identified  

4.7 The proposed option interacts and complements th�����^�š�Ç�Æ���Z�]�À���Œ���l���W�»�Z���Œ���l���l���v�µ�]���^�š�}�Œ�u�Á���š���Œ 
Management Plan ('Styx SMP') and Northern Arterial Extension proposed works.  Property 
purchase within Cranford Basin is currently underway to support the Styx SMP.  It is proposed to 
offset a proportion of the costs against the LDRP programme budget totalling $4 M in FY 15/16. 

4.8 The following feasible options have been considered:  

�x Option 1 - Cranford Basin Optimisation (preferred option): consisting of works 
including items 4.4.1 to 4.4.6 estimated to cost $7 million (including land purchase 
costs) and could be commissioned within approximately two years 

�x Option 2 - Cranford Basin Additional works: consisting of Option 1 and items 4.6.1 
and 4.6.2 estimated to cost an additional $2.5 million (above option 1) excluding any 
additional land purchase costs 

�x Option 3 - Do nothing 

4.9 Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

4.9.1 The advantages of this option include: 

�x Increase in storage within Cranford Basin from 222,000 m3 to 332,000 m3 to allow 
increased inflows from the Tay Street Drain Pump Station (PS202) and other LDRP 
projects that benefit adjoining suburbs 

�x More effective use of strategic drainage and environmental assets through enhanced 
storage and improved control of inflows and outflows from the basin 

�x Works are consistent with the Styx SMP 

�x Potential for early implementation of some components of the works to provide 
early flood management benefits 

4.9.2 The disadvantages of this option include: 
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�x Increased flood frequency, depths and durations within the basin, although this will 
be limited to Council owned land (current or planned) 

�x Costs, particularly those associated with land purchases, noting that the land 
purchase costs will be borne by Council but from alternative budgets 

 

5. Context/Background 
5.1 Cranford Basin is a key feature in the stormwater network and connects the Avon and Styx River 

Catchments.  The basin and adjoining drainage infrastructure can direct flows either North or 
South.  Flows that enter the basin south of QEII Drive are primarily pumped out to Horseshoe 
lake via Pump Station 219 ('PS219') and the Lower Dudley Diversion.  The basin is divided into 
three different flood cells: Cranford North (North of QEII Drive), Cranford West (West of 
Cranford Street) and Cranford East (surrounded roughly by QEII drive, Winters Road, Philpots 
Road, Cranford Street and the Upper Dudley Diversion). 

5.2 The basin is connected to the wider network through a large number of open channels (Figure 
1), including: the Upper Dudley Diversion, the Lower Dudley Diversion (via PS 219), Tysons Drain, 
Bullers Drain, Horners Drain, Winters Road Drain, the Winters Road Flood Storage Area and 
Rossiters Drain.  The large number of connections creates a complex series of possible flow 
scenarios.  Some of the key locations in the surrounding stormwater network that could be 
influenced by modifications to the basin, include: Horseshoe Lake and PS205, PS202 (Tay Street 
Drain PS) and the downstream Dudley Long-Term Flood Remediation Project, Ellington Estates, 
Shirley Stream, the Paparoa Street pipeline, Papanui Main Drain, Kruses Drain, the Upper 
Dudley, the Flockton Street Area and the Styx River floodplain. 

5.3 Water levels in the Cranford East and West are primarily controlled by operation of PS219 and 
storage capacity within the Basin.  Water levels in Cranford North are controlled by water levels 
Horners Drain. 

5.4 The Basin and surrounding stormwater network has long been a focus of Council with significant 
drainage works implemented through the basin for the benefit of the Flockton Street area (i.e. 
the upper and lower Dudley Diversions).  More recently the basin has been a focus of the Styx 
SMP and the Northern Arterial Extension (NAE).  Significant works are proposed within the basin 
with these projects, however those works are focused on stormwater quality and offsetting 
impacts of future development (including the NAE footprint). 

5.5 Ongoing land purchases are underway to support the NAE and Styx SMP.  The current spend to 
date totals approximately $11.5 million with a forecast total of $15.6 million. 

5.6 An LDRP investigation was initiated given the importance of Cranford Basin within the 
stormwater network, the complexity of the operation of the basin (and associated impacts) and 
the large opportunity that it presents to reduce earthquake remediation conveyance upgrades 
elsewhere in the network.  The investigation assumes that the SMP and NAE works are 
implemented and that the proposed works would enhance the operation of the 'future' basin. 

5.7 The study had a different focus to typical LDRP investigations.  The study did not seek to answer 
the question 'what are the earthquake impacts within the catchment and what are the options 
to remediate the impact?'  Rather, it answered the question 'what options exist to maximise 
storage within Cranford East and West and to maximise the effectiveness of the land drainage 
network including the newly constructed PS202?'  A series of engineering interventions with 
cumulative storage were developed with the preferred options further during a concept design 
stage.  Other investigations within the LDRP will identify how best to utilise this storage and the 
benefits of doing so (e.g. establishing the number of floor levels at risk benefited by the option). 
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5.8 As this project is dependent on other LDRP projects to establish the overall 'benefit' assessment 
at the property level, it is not possible at this stage to definitively report on the number of floor 
levels or properties benefited by the proposals.  However, one benefit scenario has been 
considered to examine a potential extent of flood depth reduction within the catchment. 

5.9 Flood risk in the catchment in the adjoining catchments driven by rainfall within the catchment 
('pluvial' flooding).  The exact quantity of earthquake effect will be ascertained within the LDRP 
investigation into the Dudley Creek Tributaries.  In the interim some benefits have been 
approximated through increased operation of PS202 and other associated Flockton Catchment 
works (Attachment A) in an estimated 2% Annual Exceedance Probability Rainfall event (AEP).  
The current benefits achieved through the proposed works will vary depending on other 
proposed remediation works proposed within the adjoining catchments, however it can be seen 
from this map that the areas of increased flooding are restricted to the area within the Basin 
and the benefits are widespread. 

5.10 It is expected that the benefit from the proposed works will extend to a number of areas both 
directly and indirectly (via other LDRP projects).  These areas include the Flockton Street area, 
St. Albans Creek (by directing flows away from the Dudley Stream and generating spare capacity 
in the Dudley Creek Bypass), Shirley Stream, Upper and Lower Dudley Creek and the Ellington 
Road Estates area.   

5.11 There are dependencies between the various scheme components, for example, the 
implementation of the Mairehau Drain control gate will increase the need for storage within 
Cranford Basin.  The scope and scale of the later scheme components, particularly the 
embankment, will be influenced by the design of the earlier components.  Individual scheme 
components will not progress from detailed design into construction without benefits being 
clearly evidenced (e.g. flood risk reduction or operational certainty).  Correspondingly, there is a 
financial risk associated with the design costs. 

5.12 There are benefits from the proposed works to known flooding areas and it is likely that the 
works will be desired, independent of earthquake impacts. 

5.13 The absence of confirmed floor level numbers and locations has the greatest potential to 
influence the embankment works.  The embankments are of greater magnitude and impact and 
the design of them can be modified to account for other project's needs.  These works will 
require greater investigative and design effort and will require land access agreements and 
consultation with a number of parties.   

5.14 The programming for the works has uncertainties as it will be dependent on completion of the 
existing Styx SMP & NAE property purchases. 

5.15 The LDRP will utilise Cranford East land for flood storage should the proposed works progress.  
The depth and frequency of flooding will increase as a result of the LDRP proposed works.  
Correspondingly, LDRP will need to fund a proportion of the land purchase costs.  The proposed 
mechanism for splitting the costs is based upon expected storage volume. 
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6. Option 1 - Cranford Basin Optimisation (preferred) 

Option Description 
6.1 The preferred option includes the following (Figure 1, above): 

6.1.1 Winters Road Drain flow control to optimise the Winters Road Flood Storage Area 

6.1.2 Optimisation of Ellington Drive Storage (works to be accomplished via operational 
response) 

6.1.3 Mairehau Drain flow control (directing flow towards PS202) 

6.1.4 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford East 

6.1.5 Upgrade of the Tay Street Drain (maximising flow to PS202) 

6.1.6 Installation of a comprehensive control system to manage the network 

6.2 Winters Road Drain flow control to optimise the Winters Road Flood Storage Area: 

6.2.1 The existing structure and penstock controlling flows from Winters Road Drain to Bullers 
Drain is proposed to be removed and replaced by an actively controlled flow control gate. 
This gate will be coupled to a water level sensor in Bullers Drain and configured to 
maintain flows below a rate which would otherwise risk flooding downstream. The inflow 
and outflow weirs for the detention basin can be maintained as long as the new flow 
control gate can pass the required flow (when fully open) without upstream levels 
reaching the basin inflow weir level. There is an additional opportunity to control this gate 
based on levels elsewhere and PS202/PS219 pump status, conveyed via telemetry/SCADA.  

6.3 Optimisation of Ellington Drive Storage (works to be accomplished via operational response): 

6.3.1 Minor alterations and replacements of existing flap gates on existing drainage 
infrastructure to more effectively protect the adjacent roads and properties. 

6.4 Mairehau Drain flow control (directing flow towards PS202): 

6.4.1 The proposed flow control structure is an automated gate similar in nature and operation 
to that proposed above for Winters Road Drain (Section 6.2). 

6.5 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford East: 

6.5.1 Bunds around the perimeter of Cranford Basin would be an effective way of increasing 
storage capacity and ensuring protection for adjacent properties and the transport 
network.  The flows from the Diversion channel can be detained in the bunded area by 
modifying the operation of the two larger pumps at PS219.  As part of the wider active 
control system, the operation of PS219 can be based on monitored levels and flows 
conveyed via telemetry/SCADA, to maximise detention in Cranford Basin.  The crest level 
of the bund would be to a level of approximately 14.9 m CDD, being 400 mm above the 
predicted 2% annual exceedance probability rainfall event.  The bund would be 
approximately 1.7km in length with a typical height of approximately 0.5 m but up to 
approximately 1 m in localised areas. 

6.6 Upgrade of the Tay Street Drain (maximising flow to PS202) 

6.6.1 The existing Tay Street box drain is in poor condition.  A range of local options exist to 
achieve the desired increase in flows to the newly constructed PS202.  These include; 
widening and replacing the existing drain, bunding on private property or a piped bypass.  
Further work is required to evaluate these options and selected a preferred option.  This 
will require engagement with the local community.  For the purposes of this report the 
cost for widening the existing drain has been included. 

6.7 Installation of a comprehensive control system to manage the network: 
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6.7.1 The measures proposed above maximise the capacity of the system with a limited degree 
of decision making and in-event control required. Alongside implementation of these, 
there is the potential for the system to be optimised through rule-based control driven by 
feedback from a flow/level monitoring network, whilst retaining the important facility for 
manual overrides.  

6.7.2 A SCADA system is proposed which is connected to the various pump stations, flow 
control structures and level sensors.  This SCADA system would allow the network of 
pump stations and flow control structures to function as an integrated system. Access to 
the SCADA controls from a computer (or mobile phone) via the Council network would 
allow for manual operation of drainage assets based on field conditions.  In the event of a 
SCADA system failure, each active asset would default to standalone operation rules 
based on water levels at the asset. As a worst case scenario assets could be manually 
operated by personnel physically located on site. 

Significance 
6.8 The level of significance of this option is low and is consistent with section 2 of this report.  

Engagement requirements will vary with the individual scheme components.  The operational 
components are not expected to require engagement with the community.  Construction of new 
or alteration of existing gate structures are expected to require limited engagement with the 
immediate neighbours (inform).  The remaining scheme components may require consultation 
with affected parties, depending on consenting requirements. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 
6.9 ���Œ���v�(�}�Œ���������•�]�v���]�•���}�(���•�]�P�v�]�(�]�����v�������š�}���D���}�Œ�]�����•���š�Z���Œ�������Œ�����v���š�µ�Œ���o���•�‰�Œ�]�v�P�•���]�v���š�Z�������Œ���������v�����]�•�������‰�}�]�v�š���}�(��

mixing of waters between the Styx and Avon Catchments.  The Styx SMP closely considered the 
views and p�Œ���(���Œ���v�����•���}�(���D���}�Œ�]�����v�����š�Z���]�Œ�����µ�o�š�µ�Œ�������v�����š�Œ�����]�š�]�}�v�•�X�����d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v�����}���•���v�}�š���]�v�À�}�o�À��������
significant variation from proposals within the Styx SMP.   

6.10 �d�Z�����>���Z�W���]�•�����v�P���P�������Á�]�š�Z���‰���‰���š�]�‰�µ���Œ�»�v���v�P�� on all projects within the programme and 
preliminary discussions were held with Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited (MKT) on 20 November 
2015.  The effect of the works proposed in the concept design may require further engagement. 

Community Views and Preferences 
6.11 The Mayoral Flood Taskforce noted residents' concerns over the health, social and financial 

effects of increased depth and frequency of flooding.  

6.12 Although community views and preferences have not been specifically canvassed for this option, 
it is understood that the community has a strong preference for works to mitigate post-
earthquake flooding in this area. 

6.13 A joint seminar between the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee and the 
Shirley-Papanui Community Board was held on 26 January 2016 to better understand 
community views and preferences in this area. The Community Board expressed general support 
for the proposal, in particular Option 1, and noted the following: 

6.13.1 The scheme was supported as it increases operational resilience 

6.13.2 Ongoing maintenance budgets will need to be increased to allow for the new 
infrastructure 

6.13.3 Water quality enhancements should be considered, if possible, in conjunction with the 
works and any water quality enhancement already achieved by the scheme should be 
highlighted 

6.13.4 Identification of any secondary benefits on/to the wastewater network should be noted 
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6.13.5 Alternative funding sources should also be investigated, such as, central government (as 
the scheme address earthquake effects) and the smart cities project (as this project has a 
data collection and transfer component) 

6.14 In response: 

6.14.1 Maintenance Costs: The acquisition and development of stormwater facilities within the 
Cranford Basin will necessitate an increased maintenance expenditure. These costs will be 
managed within the Land Drainage LTP processes as part of annual planning. 

6.14.2 Water Quality Improvements: Water quality objectives within the Styx SMP will be 
delivered, in part, through the proposed water quality treatment facilities within Cranford 
Basin.  The proposal described in this report will extend the benefits achieved through the 
Styx SMP as it will direct more stormwater to the basin and the ponded stormwater will 
be detained for longer (to maximise discharges from other catchments).  This lengthened 
duration of storage will provide some water quality benefits through sedimentation of 
suspended solids.  The total suspended solid load in the final discharge is likely to be 
reduced.  The scale of this potential benefit has not been quantified. 

6.14.3 Wastewater Benefits:  Storage of flood water in Cranford will reduce flooding in the 
adjoining urban suburbs.  This is likely to result in less stormwater inflows and infiltration 
into the sewer network, reduce operational costs for the sanitary sewer network during 
flood events and may also reduce the frequency and volume of sewage that could 
overflow into the Avon River and its tributaries.  This may aid council in its efforts to 
comply with its statutory obligations to reduce sewer overflow in accordance with the 
waste water network discharge consent conditions. 

6.14.4 Alternative Funding Sources: Alternative funding sources will continue to be explored 
through the detailed design stage.  There may be some opportunity to secure funding 
through the cost share agreement or from other projects or programmes. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 
6.15 �d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v���]�•�����}�v�•�]�•�š���v�š���Á�]�š�Z�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•���W�o���v�•�����v�����W�}�o�]���]���•�X 

Financial Implications 
6.16 Cost of Implementation - The estimated total cost of the proposed works is $7 million +/- 30% to 

increase the available storage in the basin by 50%.  The $7 million +/- 30% includes $4 million in 
land purchase costs and $3 million in construction, consenting and management costs.  These 
costs include a construction cost contingency of 30%.  Neither the NAE or Styx SMP work are 
expected to have an adverse impacts on the costs of the scheme.  

6.17 Given the value of the proposed physical works it is likely the award of the construction 
contracts can be authorised using existing delegated authorities. 

6.18 The land purchase cost attribution is significant for the LDRP but overall, the Council has already 
committed to these costs and these costs will be accrued to other programmes if the LDRP does 
not choose to progress to construction. 

6.19 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - There will be ongoing maintenance costs associated with the 
proposed infrastructure, however, many of the proposed works are modifications / 
replacements of existing infrastructure.  The gate structures may need to be replaced after 25 
years with ongoing annual maintenance required for the other civil, mechanical, electrical and 
structural elements. 

6.20 Funding source - The LDRP has $42.5 million assigned in the LTP for use in the 2015/16 financial 
year and a total of approximately $150 million in the three year plan.  Allocation of the property 
purchases costs will occur in the 2015/16 financial year.  Potentially some of the construction 
may be delivered this financial year, however, most of the costs will fall in the subsequent years.  
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6.21 HIGG approval will be required to support cost share funding if the works can be attributed to 
earthquake effects associated with other investigations. 

Legal Implications 
6.22 A detailed consenting analysis will be undertaken during the next design stage but initial 

investigations have identified that the proposed works may be consistent with conditions of 
specific and/or global consents already held by Council.  As the designs progress there may be a 
need to apply for new consents particularly if contaminated land is discovered.  Land use and 
earthworks consents are likely to be required for some components of the proposed works. 

6.23 Land purchases are currently underway within Cranford Basin and are supported by a 
designation.  It is intended that any increase in flood levels would be confined to land owned (or 
planned to be purchased) by Council or NZTA.  Construction of the proposed works may be 
complete prior to completion of the land purchases.  It may be required that operation of the 
proposed works be delayed until completion of the land purchases in order to limit, where 
practicable, increases in flood level to Council or NZTA owned land. 

6.24 Construction of the proposed embankments within Cranford Basin may require engagement 
with affected parties.  

6.25 Council may need to utilise powers under the Christchurch District Drainage Act 1951, or other 
legislation, to implement the scheme, particularly with the Tay Street Drain widening works. 

Risks and Mitigations 
6.26 Progressing the preferred option to detailed design does present some risks as the benefits of 

the proposed works cannot be fully expressed at this stage.  The understanding of the benefits 
and earthquake remediation requirement in the wider catchment is still in development as part 
of other LDRP investigations.  Essentially, works in Cranford Basin create a significant 
opportunity for other LDRP projects to utilise.  The costs associated with progressing to detailed 
design are considered sufficiently low to progress with the associated risks. 

6.27 There is a low risk that Mairehau Drain, upstream of Westminster Street will require upgrading.  
Given the constrained nature of the drain the works could be costly.  Estimates to replace the 
drain range up to $1.7 million. 

6.28 There are a number of listed land use register sites within the area of the proposed works.  
Further investigation may discover contaminated land which could influence consenting 
requirements and construction costs. 

6.29 Further hydraulic modelling as part of the LDRP may produce differing flood level predictions.  
This could manifest as over design of physical works or reductions in available storage. 

6.30 Costs will be re-estimated during the detailed design stage.  The detailed design cost estimates 
may vary from the current cost estimates. 

6.31 Ongoing liaison with NZTA will be required to facilitate implementation of various projects 
within the area and to mitigate the risk of conflicting project requirements. 

6.32 There is a low risk associated with impounding water above an urban area and failure of the 
embankment during a flood event.  These risks will be managed through careful design of the 
embankment and construction of overflow weirs aligned with existing overland flow paths. 

6.33 Access to private land will be required to implement any of the Tay Street Drain options.  
Engagement with affected landowners will need to inform the design of the widening works.  
Meeting the needs of the affected landowners may affect costs and decreases programme 
certainty.  Tree removals are likely, particularly if the drain widening option is progressed.  The 
programme risks would be minimised with the application of existing Council powers under the 
Christchurch District Drainage Act 1951, or other legislation. 
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Implementation 
6.34 Implementation dependencies - Implementation of the embankment and freely operating the 

entire system is dependent on land purchases of Cranford Basin anticipated to be completed 
before October 2016.  Further design and option assessment work is required for the Tay Street 
Drain upgrades. 

6.35 Implementation timeframe and approach �t A traditional design contract followed by a 
construction contract is recommended.  It is expected that construction will start in the third 
quarter of 2016/17 financial year but is dependent on land purchasing, the resource consent 
processes and other project risks.  However there is the possibility to advance some 
components of the scheme prior to the completion of land acquisition in the first quarter of 
2016/17 financial year.  Construction contracts will be staged and procured accordingly.  It is 
currently estimated that the works could be commissioned within approximately two years. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 
6.36 The advantages of this option include: 

�x Increases in storage within Cranford Basin of approximately 50% which can be used for the 
benefit of flood prone properties. 

�x Potential for staged implementation to allow for early benefits in some areas while 
permitting property purchase negotiations and designs of other components to progress on a 
regular programme. 

�x More effective use of strategic drainage and environmental assets 

�x Works are consistent with the Styx SMP 

�x Does not preclude Option 2 from being implemented at a later date 

6.37 The disadvantages of this option include: 

�x Increased flood frequency, depths and durations within the basin, although this will mostly 
be limited to Council owned land (current or planned) 

�x Costs, particularly those associated with land purchases, noting that the land purchase costs 
will be borne by Council but from alternative budgets 

�x Risks associated with the limited definition of scheme benefits 

�x Disruption and landscape impacts associated with works on private property, particularly, for 
the Tay Street Drain upgrade 

7. Option 2 - Cranford Basin Additional works 

Option Description 
7.1 The proposed works identified in Option 1 plus: 

7.1.1 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford West Basin 

7.1.2 Horners Drain flow control (directing flow towards the Styx River) 

7.2 Construction of embankments surrounding the lower sides of Cranford West Basin: 

7.2.1 This would be very similar to the Option 1 Cranford East embankment.  The crest 
elevation of the embankment would be 15.4 m CDD to allow ponding to a level of 14.8 m 
CDD in at 2% exceedance probability rainfall event and 15.0 m in a 0.5% exceedance 
probability rainfall event.  Approximately 14,000m of bunding is required, as well as 
raising of the left hand bank of Tysons Drain to the same crest height in the vicinity 
(approximately 350m) of the bunds. 
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7.2.2 Flows in West Cranford Basin can be detained to a higher ponded level than the East 
Cranford Basin by installing actively controlled gates on the Upper Dudley Diversion at the 
upstream end of the twin box culverts under Cranford Street. The gates would be 
electronically/mechanically actuated and coupled to upstream and downstream water 
level sensors and also with allowance for the gate configuration to be adjusted remotely, 
or automated using predetermined rules based on level sensing information. 

7.3 Horners Drain flow control (directing flow towards the Styx River) 

7.3.1 The proposed flow control structure is an actuated penstock at the southern end of 
Horners Drain, near QEII Drive and the Winters Road Basin. The gates can be fully open 
(raised) so there is free flow in either direction or altered to control discharge or water 
levels in the drain.  Levels would be set to allow flow in either direction based on level 
readings from north and south of the gate or from other level or depth gauging as 
required. 

7.4 This option extends the works, impacts and benefits of Option 1.  Implementation of these 
works would not be precluded by the construction of Option 1.  Option 2 could be constructed 
at a later date. 

Significance 
7.5 ���Œ���v�(�}�Œ���������•�]�v���]�•���}�(���•�]�P�v�]�(�]�����v�������š�}���D���}�Œ�]�����•���š�Z���Œ�������Œ�����v���š�µ�Œ���o���•�‰�Œ�]�v�P�•���]�v���š�Z�������Œ���������v�����]�•�������‰�}�]�v�š���}�(��

mixing of waters between the Styx and Avon Catchments.  The Styx SMP closely considered the 
views ���v�����‰�Œ���(���Œ���v�����•���}�(���D���}�Œ�]�����v�����š�Z���]�Œ�����µ�o�š�µ�Œ�������v�����š�Œ�����]�š�]�}�v�•�X�����d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v�����}���•���v�}�š���]�v�À�}�o�À��������
significant variation from proposals within the Styx SMP.   

7.6 The Horners Drain control gate could be operated to more actively manage the mixing of waters 
and with more waters flowing towards the Styx River.  A similar outcome was originally 
proposed within the Styx SMP and delivered through the Highfield development. 

7.7 �d�Z�����>���Z�W���]�•�����v�P���P�������Á�]�š�Z���‰���‰���š�]�‰�µ���Œ�»�v���v�P�����}�v�����o�o���‰�Œ�}�i�����š�•���Á�]�š�Z�]�v���š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�u���X�����d�Z�������(�(�����š���}�(��
the works proposed in the concept design may require further engagement. 

Community Views and Preferences 
7.8 The Mayoral Flood Taskforce noted residents' concerns over the health, social and financial 

effects of increased depth and frequency of flooding.  

7.9 Although community views and preferences have not been specifically canvassed for this option, 
it is understood that the community has a strong preference for works to mitigate post-
earthquake flooding in this area. 

7.10 A joint seminar between the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee and the 
Shirley-Papanui Community Board was held on 26 January 2016 to better understand 
community views and preferences in this area. The Community Board expressed general support 
for the proposal, but favoured Option 1 as Option 2: 

7.10.1 Came at a higher cost 

7.10.2 Could be delivered at a later date, if required. 

7.11 The general comments and responses made regarding Option 1 also apply to this option. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 
7.12 �d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v���]�•�����}�v�•�]�•�š���v�š���Á�]�š�Z�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•���W�o���v�•�����v�� Policies. 

Financial Implications 
7.13 Cost of Implementation - The proposed works would cost approximately $2.5 million +/- 30% 

more than Option 1. These costs include a construction cost contingency of 30%.  There may be 
additional land purchase costs associated with this option. 
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7.14 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - there will be ongoing maintenance costs associated with the 
proposed infrastructure.  The gate structures may need to be replaced after 25 years with 
ongoing annual maintenance required for the other civil, mechanical, electrical and structural 
elements. 

7.15 Funding source - The LDRP has $42.5 million assigned in the LTP for use in the 2015/16 financial 
year and a total of approximately $150 million in the three year plan.  Allocation of the property 
purchases costs will occur in the 2015/16 financial year.  Potentially some of the construction 
may be delivered this financial year, however, most of the costs will fall in the subsequent years.  

7.16 HIGG approval will be required to support cost share funding if the works can be attributed to 
earthquake effects associated with other investigations. 

Legal Implications 
7.17 A detailed consenting analysis will be undertaken during the next design stage but initial 

investigations have identified that the proposed works may be consistent with conditions of 
specific and/or global consents already held by Council.  As the designs progress there may be a 
need to apply for new consents particularly if contaminated land is discovered.  Land use and 
earthworks consents are likely to be required for some components of the proposed works. 

7.18 Additional flooding of Cranford North will extend beyond Council owned land.  There are legal 
and consenting issues that would need to be addressed with this option.  Council has not 
progressed land purchases in this area as it was originally envisaged that the issue would be 
addressed as part of the Highfield development with vesting of land to Council.  The timing of 
completion of this development is highly uncertain. 

7.19 Construction of the proposed embankments may require engagement with affected parties. 

Risks and Mitigations 
7.20 Progressing the preferred option to detailed design does present some risks as the benefits of 

the proposed works cannot be fully expressed at this stage.  The understanding of the benefits 
and earthquake remediation requirement in the wider catchment is still in development as part 
of other LDRP investigations.  Essentially, works in Cranford Basin create a significant 
opportunity for other LDRP projects to utilise.  The costs associated with progressing to detailed 
design are considered sufficiently low to progress with the associated risks. 

7.21 There are a number of listed land use register sites within the area of the proposed works.  
Further investigation may discover contaminated land which could influence consenting 
requirements and construction costs. 

7.22 Further hydraulic modelling as part of the LDRP may produce differing flood level predictions.  
This could manifest as over design of physical works or reductions in available storage. 

7.23 Costs will be re-estimated during the detailed design stage.  The detailed design cost estimates 
may vary from the current cost estimates. 

7.24 There is a low risk associated with impounding water above an urban area and failure of the 
embankment during a flood event.  These risks will be managed through careful design of the 
embankment and construction of overflow weirs aligned with existing overland flow paths. 

7.25 Council could consider purchase of additional properties to facilitate additional flooding of 
Cranford North. 

Implementation 
7.26 Implementation dependencies - Implementation of the embankment and freely operating the 

entire system is dependent on land purchases of Cranford Basin anticipated to be completed 
before October 2016.   
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7.27 Implementation timeframe and approach �t The Option 2 works could be constructed following 
completion of the Option 1 works.  Construction contracts will be staged and/or procured 
accordingly. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 
7.28 The advantages of this option include: 

�x Increasing storage within the Cranford West Basin by a further 15,000 m3 in the 2% annual 
exceedance probability rainfall event 

�x Greater control over flows between the Avon River and Styx River 

�x Increased storage activated in Cranford North 

7.29 The disadvantages of this option include: 

�x Flooding of property not currently owned by Council north of QEII Drive 

�x Additional costs beyond Option 1 with uncertain benefits which may not be required at this 
stage 

8. Option 3 -  Do nothing 

Option Description 
8.1 A 'do nothing' option which sees no physical works or land purchase costs attributed to the 

LDRP. 

Significance 
8.2 The level of significance of this option is low consistent with section 2 of this report. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 
8.3 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to land or a body of water or other 

���o���u���v�š�•���}�(���]�v�š�Œ�]�v�•�]�����À���o�µ���U���š�Z���Œ���(�}�Œ�����š�Z�]�•���������]�•�]�}�v�����}���•���v�}�š���•�‰�����]�(�]�����o�o�Ç���]�u�‰�����š���D���}�Œ�]�U���š�Z���]�Œ��
culture and traditions. �,�}�Á���À���Œ�U���š�Z�����>���Z�W���]�•�����v�P���P�������Á�]�š�Z���‰���‰���š�]�‰�µ���Œ�»�v���v�P�����}�v�����ol projects 
within the programme. 

Community Views and Preferences 
8.4 The Mayoral Flood Taskforce noted residents' concerns over the health, social and financial 

effects of increased depth and frequency of flooding. 

8.5 Although community views and preferences have not been specifically canvassed for this option, 
it is understood that the community has a strong preference for works to mitigate post-
earthquake flooding in this area.  

8.6 A joint seminar between the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee and the 
Shirley-Papanui Community Board was held on 26 January 2016 to better understand 
community views and preferences in this area.  A do nothing option was not discussed in detail 
with the Community Board, however, they had already expressed support for Option 1. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 
8.7 �d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v���]�•�����}�v�•�]�•�š���v�š���Á�]�š�Z�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•���W�o���v�•�����v�����W�}�o�]���]���•�X 

Financial Implications 
8.8 Cost of Implementation - there are no costs associated with this option but noting that the land 

purchase costs will have to be borne by Council to support other projects. 

8.9 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - These costs are covered by existing budgets and would not be 
impacted by this option. 
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Legal Implications 
8.10 No direct legal implications are identified for this option. 

Risks and Mitigations 
8.11 Higher risk of floor level flooding to a greater number of properties.  

8.12 High risk of adverse community reaction if no action is taken to mitigate flood risk. 

8.13 Loss in opportunity to optimise an existing asset and reduce the scale of physical works in other 
areas. 

Implementation 
8.14 Implementation dependencies - None. 

8.15 Implementation timeframe - not applicable. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 
8.16 The advantages of this option include: 

�x No additional cost to Council 

8.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

�x Objectives of the LDRP not met 

�x Less benefit on downstream properties 

�x Storage is limited to the natural contours and existing flood levels 

�x Less resilience 

�x Other projects to mitigate earthquake effects on flood risk may increase in scale or extent 

�x Land purchase costs met by Council regardless 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   2% Annual Exceedance Probability Flood Difference Map with Stage 1 Works  
  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 
Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing in 
mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined in 
accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Report from Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee  �t 4 February 2016 
 

50 Public Transport Governance 
Reference: 16/123075 

Contact: Rae-Anne Kurucz Rae-Anne.Kurucz@ccc.govt.nz 941 5084 
  
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive the McGredy Winder report titled, 'Review of governance and delivery arrangements 
for public transport in Greater Christchurch' 

2. Agree in principle to form a Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport in 
general accordance with Option 5 (b) outlined in this report. 

3. Request that the Chief Executive Officer develop an agreement with Environment 
Canterbury, Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri District Council as required under Clause 
30A Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

4. Note that a further Council resolution will be required to approve the agreement and 
establish the Joint Committee.    

 

2. Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 Part A 

That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive the McGredy Winder report titled, 'Review of governance and delivery arrangements 
for public transport in Greater Christchurch' 

2. Agree in principle to form a Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport in 
general accordance with Option 5 (b) (which does not delegate the Councils public transport 
powers to this committee) outlined in this report, with the exception of membership. Council's 
preference is for the Joint Committee being made up of an independent chair, three 
representatives from CCC and one representative from ECan, Selwyn and Waimakariri District 
Council's, with NZTA and CDHB representatives in non-voting observer roles. 

3. Request that the Chief Executive Officer develop an agreement with Environment 
Canterbury, Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri District Council as required under 
Clause 30A Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

4. Note that a further Council resolution will be required to approve the agreement and 
establish the Joint Committee.   
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No. Title Page 

A   Review of governance and delivery  
arrangements for public transport in  
greater Christchurch  
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Public Transport Governance 
Reference: 15/1505268 

Contact: Rae-Anne Kurucz Rae-Anne.Kurucz@ccc.govt.nz 5084 
  

 

Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 
8.18 To receive the report on the review of Public Transport Governance and Delivery in Greater 

Christchurch that has been undertaken by McGredy Winder and which forms attachment 1.   

8.19 Consider entering into an agreement with the Canterbury Regional Council, and the Selwyn and 
Waimakariri District Council's to establish a Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public 
Transport.   

8.20 Consider, agreeing in principle, the framework for a Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for 
Public Transport as per Option 5 (b).  

Origin of Report 
8.21 In August 2015, the Mayoral Forum agreed that detailed planning on Option 5 (establish a Joint 

Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport) and Option 2 (enhancing the status quo), 
should be progressed.    

8.22 In November 2015 the Chief Executive's Advisory Group reconfirmed its support for Option 5 
(formation of the Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport) and further agreed 
to the framework that has been developed for Option 5 (b).  

8.23 In November 2015 the Chief Executive's Advisory Group resolved that the establishment of a Joint 
Committee lies with the four respective Councils, and that any actions to establish the Joint 
Committee should be in place by April/May 2016.  

9. Significance 
9.1 The recommendations in this report have been assessed against the ���Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����]�š�Ç�����}�µ�v���]�o�[�•��

Significance and Engagement Policy as low. 

9.1.1 The recommendations are to agree "in principle" only.  A further process will be undertaken 
for a final decision and the significance level will be reassessed then.  

9.1.2 Option 5(b) is considered an enhancement of the existing Public Transport Working Group 
and currently the level of interest in the effective governance of public transport is seen as 
something important to the Council and the community boards.  

9.1.3 While there is considerable community interest in the effectiveness of the public transport 
system, the governance is considered to have limited public interest. Public consultation on 
the decision to be made within this report is not required and consultation on the 
establishment of a Joint Committee is not recommended.  
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10. Staff Recommendations 
That the Infrastructure, Transport and Environment Committee recommend to Council: 

2. To receive the McGredy Winder report titled, 'Review of governance and delivery arrangements 
for public transport in Greater Christchurch' 

3. To agree in principle to form a Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport in 
general accordance with Option 5 (b) outlined in this report. 

4. To request that the Chief Executive Officer develop an agreement with Environment 
Canterbury, Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri District Council as required under Clause 
30A Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

5. To note that a further Council resolution will be required to approve the agreement and 
establish the Joint Committee.    

 

11. Key Points 
11.1 The recommendation in this report does not have a direct effect on the Council's Long Term Plan 

(2015 - 2025).  However, if the recommendations are accepted and there is a need for a more 
formal decision to be made, another assessment of the impact on the levels of service will need 
to be undertaken. There will be a cost associated with establishing and managing a joint 
committee and having an Independent Chair, however, putting aside the issue of an Independent 
Chair, these are unlikely to be much more than the costs associated with the Public Transport 
Working Group.  Also, the details of where these costs fall between the organisations is yet to be 
agreed.   

11.2 Review of governance and delivery arrangements for Public Transport  

The purpose of the McGredy Winder report is to seek options to address the issues that partners 
have identified in respect of public transport decision making and delivery and recommend 
options for better governance.  The key issues the report identified are: 

�x The provision of an effective public transport network is an essential component to the long 
- term recovery of greater Christchurch. 

�x Public Transport services and facilities are provided by multiple parties across greater 
Christchurch and to work effectively requires a high degree of strategic alignment and 
commitment, along with the coordination of funding priorities across different agencies.  In 
practice, this requires a degree of alignment that is not always achieved.  

�x The problems and challenges faced can be reduced to the lack of integration between the 
multiple agencies.  

�x There is a high level, in principle agreement on public transport strategy, but the 
implementation is not fully integrated and that is where tensions arise.   

11.3 Options to address the issues  

In addition to the status quo, the report identified nine other options to improve the governance 
and delivery of public transport.  The options that can improve partnership and collaboration and 
can be implemented reasonably quickly were pursued further.  Other options, such as the 
establishment of a Council Controlled Organisation, were not pursued further as they are a major 
undertaking, would require legislative change and would likely take a few years to implement.  
Pursuing them did not deliver the immediate benefits that this review is seeking. 
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On 3 November 2015, the Hon. Paula Bennett announced her intention to introduce legislation in 
early 2016 that would give councils greater flexibility to change their structure and coordinate 
infrastructure across a region. While this legislation is expected to improve the ability to transfer 
functions and responsibilities between regional council and territorial authorities, the scope and 
timeframe for passing the proposed legislation is unknown. Pursuing this was also seen not to 
deliver immediate benefits. 

As a result, the Chief Executives Advisory Group, through a staff working group (which included 
representatives from all parties), progressed Options 2 and 5 as identified in the McGredy Winder 
report.  Option 5 was further developed by the staff working group and there are now options 
5(a) and 5(b).  

4.3.1 Option 2 - Enhanced status Quo.   

�d�Z���Œ���� �]�•�� ���� ���µ�Œ�Œ���v�š�o�Ç�� ���� �W�µ���o�]���� �d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�� �t�}�Œ�l�]�v�P�� �'�Œ�}�µ�‰�X�� �� �/�š�•�� �u���u�����Œ�•�Z�]�‰�� ���}�v�•�]�•�š�•�� �}�(�� �š�Z�Œ������
���Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�� ���]�š�Ç�� ���}�µ�v���]�o�����}�µ�v���]�o�o�}�Œ�•�U�� �}�v���� �������v�� ���}�u�u�]�•�•�]�}�v���Œ�U�� �}�v���� �Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�À���� �������Z�� �(�Œ�}�u��
�^���o�Á�Ç�v�����v�����t���]�u���l���Œ�]�Œ�]�����]�•�š�Œ�]���š�����}�µ�v���]�o�•�U�������E�•�d�����Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�À�������v���������������h���Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�À���X�����/�š���]�•��
�•�µ�‰�‰�}�Œ�š���������Ç���•�š���(�(���(�Œ�}�u���š�Z�����Œ���•�‰�����š�]�À�������P���v���]���•�X 

�d�Z�����‰�µ�Œ�‰�}�•�����}�(���š�Z�����W�µ���o�]�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���t�}�Œ�l�]�v�P���'�Œ�}�µ�‰���]�•���Á�]�������Œ���v�P�]�v�P�����v�������Œ�]�v�P�•���š�}�P���š�Z���Œ�������o�}�š���}�(��
�š�Z�����]�•�•�µ���•���]�����v�š�]�(�]�������Á�]�š�Z�]�v���š�Z�����(�]�v���o���D���'�Œ�����Ç���t�]�v�����Œ���Œ���‰�}�Œ�š�X���/�š�����]�u�•���š�}�����Œ�]�v�P���š�}�P���š�Z���Œ���š�Z�����‰���Œ�š�]���•��
�š�}�� �����š�š���Œ�� �µ�v�����Œ�•�š���v���� �]�•�•�µ���•�� ���v���� ���}�v�•�š�Œ���]�v�š�•�U�� ���}�o�o�����}�Œ���š�]�À���o�Ç�� �������Œ���•�•�� �����Œ�Œ�]���Œ�•�U�� ���P�Œ������ ���� ���}�u�u�}�v��
�À�]�•�]�}�v�����v�����‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���•�•���š�Z�����Œ�����}�À���Œ�Ç���}�(���š�Z�������]�š�Ç�[�•���‰�µ���o�]�����š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���v���š�Á�}�Œ�l�X�� 

���•�� �‰���Œ�š�� �}�(�� �K�‰�š�]�}�v�� �î�U�� �š�Z���� �D���'�Œ�����Ç�� �t�]�v�����Œ�� �Œ���‰�}�Œ�š�� �Œ�����}�u�u���v���•�� �����À���o�}�‰�]�v�P�� ���� �(�}�Œ�u���o�� �‰���Œ�š�v���Œ�]�v�P��
�‰�Œ�}�š�}���}�o�U���]�v���o�µ���]�v�P�����v�����P�Œ�������� �u�����]�µ�u���š���Œ�u�����v���� ���v�v�µ���o���Á�}�Œ�l�� �‰�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�u���� �š�Z���š���]�u�‰�o���u���v�š�•���š�Z����
�•�š�Œ���š���P�]���•�X�����,�}�Á���À���Œ�U���]�š���]�•�����}�v�•�]�����Œ�������š�Z���š�����v�Ç�����Z���v�P���•���š�Z���š�����}�µ�o�����������u���������š�}�����v�Z���v�������]�š�•�����µ�Œ�Œ���v�š��
�}�‰���Œ���š�]�}�v�����Œ���� �o�]�u�]�š�����U�����v���� ���}�� �v�}�š�����}�À���Œ���š�Z���� �Œ���v�P���� �}�(�� �(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�•�������]�v�P���‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•������ ���Ç���K�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�X���/�v��
�������]�š�]�}�v�U���š�Z�����u���u�����Œ�•�Z�]�‰���}�(���š�Z�����Á�}�Œ�l�]�v�P���P�Œ�}�µ�‰���Á�}�µ�o�����v���������š�}���������Œ���À�]���Á�������Á�]�š�Z�����v�����v�š�]���]�‰���š������
�Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�}�v���o�����Z���v�P�����(�Œ�}�u���š�Z�������µ�Œ�Œ���v�š���•�š�Œ�µ���š�µ�Œ���X���� 

11.3.2 Option 5 - Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport 

�d�Z���� �D���'�Œ�����Ç�� �t�]�v�����Œ�� �Z���‰�}�Œ�š�� �Œ�����}�u�u���v�������� �‰�µ�Œ�•�µ�]�v�P�� �K�‰�š�]�}�v�� �ñ�U�� ���� �:�}�]�v�š�� �'�Œ�����š���Œ�� ���Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z��
���}�u�u�]�š�š������ �(�}�Œ�� �W�µ���o�]���� �d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�X�� �� ���•�� �v�}�š�����������}�À�����š�Z�]�•�� �}�‰�š�]�}�v�� �Z���•�� �������v�� �(�µ�Œ�š�Z���Œ�� �����À���o�}�‰������ �]�v�š�}��
�K�‰�š�]�}�v�•���ñ�������v�����ñ�~���•�X�����d�Z�������]�(�(���Œ���v�����������š�Á�����v���š�Z���•�����}�‰�š�]�}�v�•���]�•���š�Z���š���K�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�����Á�}�µ�o�����Œ���•�µ�o�š���]�v���š�Z����
���•�š�����o�]�•�Z�u���v�š���}�(�������:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š�������Á�]�š�Z�������o���P���š���������µ�š�Z�}�Œ�]�š�Ç���š�}���u���l�����������]�•�]�}�v�•���}�v�������Œ�š���]�v���u���š�š���Œ�•��
�(�}�Œ���‰�µ���o�]�����š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�U���Á�Z���Œ�����•���K�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�~���•�����}���•���v�}�š���Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ�������Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����]�š�Ç�����}�µ�v���]�o���š�}�������o���P���š����
���µ�š�Z�}�Œ�]�š�Ç�� �(�}�Œ�� �‰�µ���o�]���� �š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�� �u���š�š���Œ�•�X�� ���E�}�š���W�����}�µ�v���]�o�–�•�� ���µ�Œ�Œ���v�š�� �•�µ�]�š���� �}�(�� ���}�u�u�]�š�š�����•�� ���}�� �v�}�š��
�P���v���Œ���o�o�Ç���Z���À���� �������]�•�]�}�v���u���l�]�v�P�����µ�š�Z�}�Œ�]�š�Ç�����v���� �u���l���� �Œ�����}�u�u���v�����š�]�}�v�•���š�}�����}�µ�v���]�o���(�}�Œ���������]�•�]�}�v�•�X����
�d�Z���Œ���(�}�Œ�����}�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�~���•���Á�}�µ�o�����}�‰���Œ���š�����]�v�������•�]�u�]�o���Œ���u���v�v���Œ���š�}�����Æ�]�•�š�]�v�P�����}�u�u�]�š�š�����•�X���������� 

�K�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�~���•���r�������:�}�]�v�š���'�Œ�����š���Œ�����Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����}�u�u�]�š�š�������(�}�Œ���W�µ���o�]�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���~���o�o���‰���Œ�š�]���•�������o���P���š�]�v�P�• 

�d�Z�����(�Œ���u���Á�}�Œ�l���(�}�Œ���K�‰�š�]�}�v���ñ�~���•���]�•���}�µ�š�o�]�v�����������o�}�Á�W 

�x �������v�������o���P���š���•�����o�o���}�(���]�š�•�����Æ�]�•�š�]�v�P���(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�•���š�}���š�Z�����:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š�����U���~���Æ���o�µ���]�v�P���š�Z�}�•�����]�š�������v�v�}�š��
���µ�����š�}���o���P�]�•�o���š�]�À�����Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ���u���v�š�•���‰�o�����������µ�‰�}�v�������Z���P�]�}�v���o�����}�µ�v���]�o�W���š�Z���������}�‰�š�]�}�v���}�(���š�Z�����Z���P�]�}�v���o��
�W�µ���o�]�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���W�o���v�V�����v�����š�Z���������}�‰�š�]�}�v���}�(���š�Z�����Z���P�]�}�v���o���>���v�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���W�o���v�X�• 

�x �t�Z�]�o�����������v���Œ���š���]�v�•�������o���P���š�������������]�•�]�}�v���u���l�]�v�P���}�v���š�Z�����Z���P�]�}�v���o���W�µ���o�]�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���‰�o���v���~�Z�W�d�W�•�U��
���•���‰���Œ���š�Z�����o���P�]�•�o���š�]�À�����Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ���u���v�š�•�U���š�Z�����:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š�������Á�]�o�o���š���l�����š�Z�����o���������]�v���š�Z���������À���o�}�‰�u���v�š��
�}�(�� �š�Z���� �Z�W�d�W�U�� �]�v���o�µ���]�v�P�� �•�µ���u�]�•�•�]�}�v�� ���v���� �Z�����Œ�]�v�P�•�� ���v���� �Œ�����}�u�u���v���� �š�Z���� �‰�o���v�� �(�}�Œ�� ���‰�‰�Œ�}�À���o�� ���Ç��
�������v�X�����/�š���Á�]�o�o�����o�•�}���}�À���Œ�•�������š�Z���������À���o�}�‰�u���v�š���}�(���š�Z�����‰�µ���o�]�����š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�����}�u�‰�}�v���v�š���}�(���š�Z�������Œ���(�š��
�Z���P�]�}�v���o���>���v�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���W�o���v���~�Z�>�d�W�•�X 
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�x �d���Œ�Œ�]�š�}�Œ�]���o�����µ�š�Z�}�Œ�]�š�]���•���Á�]�o�o�������o���P���š�����š�}���š�Z�����:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š�������������]�•�]�}�v���u���l�]�v�P���}�v���š�Z�����o�}�����š�]�}�v��
�}�(�����µ�•���•�Z���o�š���Œ�•�X���d�Z���Ç���Á�]�o�o���}�š�Z���Œ�Á�]�•�����Œ���š���]�v�����o�o���}�(���š�Z���]�Œ���Œ�}������ ���}�v�š�Œ�}�o�o�]�v�P���(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�•���µ�v�����Œ���š�Z����
�>�}�����o�� �'�}�À���Œ�v�u���v�š�� �����š�� �í�õ�ó�ð�� ���v���� �>���v���� �d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�� �D���v���P���u���v�š�� �����š�� �î�ì�ì�ï���~�(�}�Œ�� ���Æ���u�‰�o����
�������]�•�]�}�v�•���}�v���š�Z�����o�}�����š�]�}�v���}�(�����µ�•���•�š�}�‰�•�•�X���� 

�x ���� �v���Á�� �:�}�]�v�š�� �t�}�Œ�l�� �W�Œ�}�P�Œ���u�u���� ���v���� ���� �v���Á�� �u�}�v�]�š�}�Œ�]�v�P�� ���v���� �Œ���‰�}�Œ�š�]�v�P�� �(�Œ���u���Á�}�Œ�l�� �(�}�Œ�� �‰�µ���o�]����
�š�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š���Á�]�o�o�������������À���o�}�‰���������Ç���š�Z�����:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š���������v�����š�Z�����u���v���P���u���v�š�����v�����•�µ�‰�‰�}�Œ�š���}�(���š�Z����
�W�µ���o�]�����d�Œ���v�•�‰�}�Œ�š�������À�]�•�}�Œ�Ç���'�Œ�}�µ�‰���Á�]�o�o���������]�u�‰�Œ�}�À�����X�� 

�x �D���u�����Œ�•�Z�]�‰�� �}�(�� �š�Z���� �:�}�]�v�š�� ���}�u�u�]�š�š������ �Á�}�µ�o���� ������ �u�������� �µ�‰�� �}�(�� ���v�� �/�v�����‰���v�����v�š�� ���Z���]�Œ�U�� �š�Z�Œ������
�Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�À���•���������Z���(�Œ�}�u�����Z�Œ�]�•�š���Z�µ�Œ���Z�����]�š�Ç�����}�µ�v���]�o�����v�����������v�U���}�v�����Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š���š�]�À�����������Z���(�Œ�}�u��
�^���o�Á�Ç�v�� ���v���� �t���]�u���l���Œ�]�Œ�]�� ���]�•�š�Œ�]���š�� ���}�µ�v���]�o�•�U�� ���v���� �Á�]�š�Z�� �E�•�d���� �Œ���‰�Œ���•���v�š������ �]�v�� ���� �v�}�v�r�À�}�š�]�v�P��
�}���•���Œ�À���Œ���Œ�}�o���X���K�š�Z���Œ���(�����š�µ�Œ���•���}�(���š�Z�����‰�Œ�}�‰�}�•�������u���u�����Œ�•�Z�]�‰���•�š�Œ�µ���š�µ�Œ�����]�v���o�µ�����W 

�x quorum made up of the majority of the members, and at least one representative from 
Christchurch City Council and ECan  

�x no casting vote right should exist for the chair  

�x no alternates 

�x other than as noted above, the standing orders of the Council who ends up providing 
the administration should apply. 

11.3.3 Option 5(b) Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport (optional 
delegations) 

�x �d�Z�]�•���}�‰�š�]�}�v���]�•�����o�u�}�•�š���]�����v�š�]�����o���š�}���š�Z�����(�]�Œ�•�š�U���Á�]�š�Z���š�Z�������Æ�����‰�š�]�}�v���š�Z���š���d���Œ�Œ�]�š�}�Œ�]���o�����µ�š�Z�}�Œ�]�š�]���•�������v��
�������}�u�����(�µ�o�o���u���u�����Œ�•���}�(���š�Z�����:�}�]�v�š�����}�u�u�]�š�š���������µ�š�����Z�}�}�•�����v�}�š���š�}�������o���P���š�����š�Z���]�Œ���(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�•�����•��
�o�]�•�š������ �����}�À���U���Á�]�š�Z�}�µ�š�����v�Ç���]�u�‰�����š���µ�‰�}�v���š�Z���]�Œ���u���u�����Œ�•�Z�]�‰���•�š���š�µ�•�X�����������v���Á�]�o�o���•�š�]�o�o���š�Œ���v�•�(���Œ���]�š�•��
�(�µ�v���š�]�}�v�•�X�� 

�x It is possible for the Joint Committee to still deliver more integrated decision making even if 
one or more of the territorial authorities decide to establish more limited delegations than 
those outlined above. Where functions are not delegated it is expected that the Joint 
Committee will instead provide recommendations to the relevant Council for consideration. 

5 Preferred Option 5(b) - Advantages and Disadvantages  
Option 5(b) has been recommended by CEAG as the preferred option and the one that all councils 
are being asked to consider.  The advantages and disadvantages of Option 5(b) for the Christchurch 
City Council are outlined below. 
 

5.1 Advantages 
�x Provides a greater opportunity for improving collaboration, while not reallocating roles and 

responsibilities. 

�x Allows the Councils to continue to look further into longer term options for public transport 
governance.  

�x It can be easily implemented and is reasonably low cost to administer. 

�x It provides a way of addressing the key problems with the status quo, by establishing a 
mechanism to identify and resolve different priorities and decision making timelines 
between organisations.   

�x Council retains control of all decision making on its network and can decide if it wants to 
transfer the bus shelter hearing process.    
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5.2 Disadvantages 
�x There will be costs to resourcing a new committee, as well as additional demands on senior 

staff and Councillors to support the committee and its work programme.  However, these 
are unlikely to be significantly greater than the Public Transport Working Group.  There will 
also be costs associated with an Independent Chair. 

�x There may be limits to changes that can occur regarding services, routes and fares as the 
Regional Public Transport Plan was only adopted in 2014.  It is a 10 year Plan that is 
reviewed every three years, and it is likely that the Joint Committee would not have input 
into it until 2017.  However, even then, some of the service contracts are not up for review 
until 2020 and beyond.  

�x Neither option 5(a) or 5(b) address the challenges that exist with the often lengthy process 
for bus stop installation.  Bus stops are effectively parking restrictions.  Council staff develop 
options for their location and then undertake consultation with affected parties.  Council 
staff then report the preferred option to the relevant community board for sign off.  This is 
a time consuming and resource hungry process.       

 

6. Context/Background 
6.1 In October 2014, the Mayoral Forum requested the Minister of Transport to initiate a review of 

governance and delivery arrangements for public transport, with a focus on greater Christchurch. 

6.2 A working group comprising chief executives from ECan, the Christchurch City Council, the 
Waimakariri District Council, the Selwyn District Council and Jim Harland from the New Zealand 
Transport Agency, facilitated by Mike James from the Ministry of Transport, formed to progress the 
review. 

6.3 The working group developed a Request for Proposal to undertake the review and McGredy Winder 
was selected. Peter Winder presented his draft report at the 28 August 2015 meeting, of the Mayoral 
Forum, who agreed in principle that: 

�x The Chief Executives working group would progress details on Options 2 and Option 5. 

�x A separate report would be commissioned on implications for governance and delivery of public 
transport in the rest of the region, including Timaru Metro, Total Mobility and Community 
Vehicle Trusts. 

�x Feedback from the separate individual Council and Mayoral Forum briefings in August 2015 has 
informed the work of the Chief Executives working group and the subsequent final report from 
Peter Winder (refer attachment 1).  

7. Option 5 (b) - Joint Greater Christchurch Committee for Public Transport 
7.1 Option 5 is the preferred option from the Mayoral forum and this option has been progressed and 

put forward to all Councils.  

7.2 Improving the governance and delivery of public transport within greater Christchurch the four 
councils need to: 

�x find ways to improve partnership and collaboration through shared decision making; or 
�x reallocate roles and responsibilities to achieve more integrated decision making.  

 
7.3 All the options that involve completely reallocating roles and responsibilities would require 

legislation changes, and take around two years to implement. 

7.4 On 3 November 2015 the Chief Executives Advisory Group reconfirmed its position to progress 
Option 5(b) after reviewing all the options, including the proposed legislation announcements.   
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7.5 As part of this discussion the timeframes to progress Option 5(b) were discussed with regard to the 
elections next year. The key point being that any changes, to be effective, must be made and 
implemented by April/May next year to enable practice to bed in with the Councils (governance 
and staff) prior to the election.   

Significance 

7.6 The level of significance of this option is low as consistent with section 2 of this report.  If this issue 
is progressed, engagement requirements for community boards will be high as they will need to be 
consulted on the changes, and low for the public as they will only need to be informed about the 
establishment of the new committee.  

�/�u�‰�����š���}�v���D���}�Œ�] 

7.7 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to land or a body of water or other 
���o���u���v�š�•���}�(���]�v�š�Œ�]�v�•�]�����À���o�µ���U���š�Z���Œ���(�}�Œ�����š�Z�]�•���������]�•�]�}�v�����}���•���v�}�š���•�‰�����]�(�]�����o�o�Ç���]�u�‰�����š���D���}�Œ�]�U���š�Z���]�Œ�����µ�o�š�µ�Œ����
and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.8 In light of the low significance of this issue, detailed consideration of community views is not 
needed. Community views on the governance of public transport are likely to be indifferent. Those 
affected by the decision are the other Councils.  The delivery of an effective public transport system 
is of greater interest.  Views may come forward if a joint committee is agreed. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.9 This option aligns with C�}�µ�v���]�o�[�•���W�o���v�•�����v�����W�}�o�]��ies if Council representation on the Joint Committee 
ensures decisions are in line with them.  

Financial Implications 

7.10 The administration and support for a joint committee will need to be resolved as part of the 
establishment process.  The costs for the running of a committee meeting have been broadly 
estimated at approximately $800 per meeting by Customer & Community.   This does not include 
other staff time.  If a decision is made on the need for an independent chair, this will involve further 
costs. 

7.11 Secretarial and support services will need to be established as part of the Clause 30A arrangement 
between the participating council and may result in some labour costs to the agreed administering 
authority.  

Legal Implications 

7.12 Councils can appoint a Joint Committee under clause 30 (1) (b) of Schedule 7 of the LGA 02.  Before 
establishing a Joint Committee agreement must be reached with all Councils under clause 30A 
Schedule 7 of the LGA. The agreement must specify: 
�x the numbers of members to be appointed to the committee by each local authority 
�x how the chairperson and deputy chairs of the committee are to be appointed 
�x the terms of reference for the committee 
�x what responsibilities are to be delegated by each council to the committee 
�x how the agreement may be varied.  

7.13 All Councils will need to delegate responsibility to develop / negotiate a Clause 30A agreement. 
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7.14 Matters dealt with in the Local Government Act, the LTMA (2003) Part 5 places limits on what the 
regional council may delegate in relation to public transport - a regional council cannot delegate 
the adoption of the regional public transport plan (s119 (4). However, section 120 (5) of the LTMA 
provides that the RPTP can set out the framework of delegations that applies to the implementation 
of the plan.  This means that once the RPTP is adopted all actions relating to the administration and 
implementation of the plan can be delegated to the Joint Committee or relevant officers.  

Risks and Mitigations 

7.15 The success of the proposed Joint Committee depends primarily on the willingness of ECan and the 
other TLA's to agree in principle to the proposed Joint Committee.  On 17 December 2015, ECan 
approved in principle Option 5(b) and agreed to progress negotiations for a Clause 30A agreement 
with the three other councils.  This decision is seen to provide the framework for the other Councils 
to consider whether or not they wish to participate.  However, a risk remains that Selwyn and 
Waimakairiri District Council may not agree to the establishment of a Joint Committee.   

Implementation 

7.16 A report on this matter has been through the governance of ECan and they have agreed: 

�x in principle to form a Joint Committee to delivery on Option 5(b). 

�x to request the Chief Officer of ECan to develop an agreement with Christchurch City Council, 
Selwyn District Council, and Waimakariri District Council to establish the Joint Committee, as 
required under Clause 30A of Schedule 7 of the LGA 2002. 
 

7.17 Council would need to agree to work with ECan to develop a Clause 30A agreement. 

7.18 Changes needed to set up the Committee would need to be completed by April / May 2016, to 
enable the Committee establishment to be embedded prior to the elections. 

7.19 Resourcing to support the committee would need to be agreed and the work programmes that 
result from this committee are currently not included in any of the Council's Activity Management 
Plans. 
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Review of governance and delivery  
arrangements for public transport in  
greater Christchurch  

 

  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 
Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(iii) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(iv) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing in 
mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined in 
accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Rae-Anne Kurucz Team Leader Transport 

Approved By Richard Osborne 
Brendan Anstiss 

Head of Planning & Strategic Transport 
General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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