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AGENDA
CANTERBURY MAYORAL FORUM

Name: Canterbury Mayoral Forum

Date: Friday, 20 February 2026

Time: 8:30 am  to  2:00 pm (NZDT)

Location: Commodore Hotel, 449 Memorial Avenue, Burnside, Christchurch

Board Members: Nigel Bowen (Chair), Craig  Mackle, Craig Rowley, Dan Gordon, Dr Deon 
Swiggs, Liz McMillan, Lydia Gliddon, Marie Black, Melanie Tavendale

Attendees: Alex  Parmley, Angela Oosthuizen, Dr Stefanie  Rixecker, Hamish Dobbie, 
Hamish  Riach, Jeff Millward, Mary Richardson, Nigel Trainor, Steve  Gibling, 
Stuart  Duncan, Will  Doughty, Maree McNeilly, Amelia Wilkins, Ann 
Fitzgerald

Apologies: Scott Aronsen, Phil Mauger, Justin Tipa, Tania  Wati

Guests/Notes: Rit Fisher, Deputy Mayor Mackenzie District (for Mayor Scott Aronsen), Sir 
Brian Roche, Public Service Commissioner, Diane McDermott, Regional 
Public Service Commissioner (Item 3.1); Matthew Bacon, Amanda Thompson, 
Canterbury Planning Managers Group (Item 5.2); Jesse Burgess, Canterbury 
Regional Council (Items 5.4, 5.5, 5.6); Nick Leggett, Infrastructure New 
Zealand, Catherine Shipton, Simpson Grierson (Item 6.2)

1. Open Meeting

1.1 Welcome, karakia and apologies 8:30 am (5 min)
Nigel Bowen

1.2 Confirmation of agenda 8:35 am (5 min)
Nigel Bowen

1.3 Minutes from the previous meeting 8:40 am (5 min)
Nigel Bowen

Supporting Documents:  
1.3.a Minutes : Canterbury Mayoral Forum - 28 Nov 2025  

1.4 Action List 8:45 am (5 min)
Nigel Bowen

Supporting Documents:  
1.4.a Action List  
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2. For discussion and decision

2.1 Central Government reform of local government 8:50 am (40 min)
Nigel Bowen

Supporting Documents:  
2.1.a CMF Central Government reform of local government Feb 2026.docx  
2.1.b CMF Central Government reform of local government Attachment 1 Feb 2026.docx  
2.1.c CMF Central Government reform of local government Attachment 2 Feb 2026.pdf  
2.1.d CMF Central Government reform of local government Attachment 3 Feb 2026.pdf  
2.1.e CMF Central Government reform of local government Attachment 4 Feb 2026.docx  

3. For discussion

3.1 Sir Brian Roche (Public Service Commissioner) 9:30 am (30 min)
Nigel Bowen
Diane McDermott, Regional Public Service Commissioner

Supporting Documents:  
3.1.a CMF briefing note Sir Brian Roche Feb 2026.docx  

4. KAI - Morning tea

4.1 Kai - morning tea 10:00 am (20 min)

5. For discussion and decision

5.1 Mayoral Forum's Plan for Canterbury 2026-2028 10:20 am (20 min)
Nigel Bowen

Supporting Documents:  
5.1.a CMF Mayoral Forum's Plan for Canterbury Feb 2026.docx  

5.2 Regional Spatial Planning update 10:40 am (30 min)
Angela Oosthuizen
Matthew Bacon, Chair Canterbury Planning Managers Group
Amanda Thompson, Canterbury Planning Managers Group

Supporting Documents:  
5.2.a CMF Regional Spatial Planning update Feb 2026.docx  
5.2.b CMF Regional Spatial Planning update Attachment 1 Feb 2026.pptx  

5.3 Canterbury Water Management Strategy 11:10 am (5 min)
Dr Deon Swiggs
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Supporting Documents:  
5.3.a CMF Canterbury Water Management Strategy Feb 2026.docx  

5.4 Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan update 11:15 am (10 min)
Dan Gordon
Jesse Burgess, Chair Climate Change Working Group

Supporting Documents:  
5.4.a CMF Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan Feb 2026.docx  
5.4.b CMF Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan Attachment 1 Feb 2026.docx  
5.4.c CMF Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan Attachment 2 Feb 2026.pdf  
5.4.d CMF Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan Attachment 3 Feb 2026.docx  

5.5 Regional Energy Workstream update 11:25 am (5 min)
Hamish  Riach
Jesse Burgess, Chair Regional Energy Steering Group

Supporting Documents:  
5.5.a CMF Regional Energy Workstream update Feb 2026.docx  
5.5.b CMF Regional Energy Workstream update Attachment 1 Feb 2026.pdf  
5.5.c CMF Regional Energy Workstream update Attachment 2 Feb 2026.docx  

5.6 Canterbury Regional Deal proposal update 11:30 am (5 min)
Nigel Bowen
Jesse Burgess, Regional Deal working group

Supporting Documents:  
5.6.a CMF Canterbury Regional Deal proposal update Feb 2026.docx  
5.6.b CMF Canterbury Regional Deal proposal update Attachment 1 Feb 2026.docx  
5.6.c CMF Canterbury Regional Deal proposal update Attachment 2 Feb 2026.docx  

5.7 Chief Executives Forum report 11:35 am (5 min)
Hamish Dobbie

Supporting Documents:  
5.7.a CMF Chief Executives Forum report Feb 2026.docx  
5.7.b CMF Chief Executives Forum report Attachment 1 Feb 2026.pdf  

6. For information

6.1 Activities and Engagements
Supporting Documents:  
6.1.a CMF Activities and Engagements Feb 2026.docx  
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Supporting Documents:  
6.1.b CMF Activities and Engagements Attachment 1 Feb 2026.pdf  
6.1.c CMF Activities and Engagements Attachment 2 Feb 2026.pdf  
6.1.d CMF Activities and Engagements Attachment 3 Feb 2026.pdf  
6.1.e CMF Activities and Engagements Attachment 4 Feb 2026.pdf  
6.1.f CMF Activities and Engagements Attachment 7 Feb 2026.docx  

6.2 Connecting Canterbury White Paper 11:40 am (30 min)
Nigel Bowen
Nick Leggett, Infrastructure NZ

Supporting Documents:  
6.2.a CMF Connecting Canterbury White Paper Feb 2026.docx  
6.2.b CMF Connecting Canterbury White Paper Attachment 1 Feb 2026.pdf  

7. General business

7.1 General business 12:10 pm (10 min)

7.2 Meeting review 12:20 pm (5 min)

7.3 Closing karakia 12:25 pm (5 min)
Kia tau te rangimarie ki runga I nga iwi o te ao
Haumi e
Hui e
Taiki e
Let peace reign on all the people of the world
Fixed
Bound as one

8. Kai - lunch

8.1 Lunch 12:30 pm (30 min)

9. Road Safety Week Campaign

9.1 Road Safety Week Campaign filming 1:00 pm (60 min)

10. Close Meeting

10.1 Close the meeting
Next meeting: Canterbury Mayoral Forum - 29 May 2026, 8:30 am
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MINUTES (in Review)
CANTERBURY MAYORAL FORUM

Name: Canterbury Mayoral Forum

Date: Friday, 28 November 2025

Time: 8:30 am  to  1:10 pm (NZDT)

Location: Commodore Hotel, 449 Memorial Avenue, Burnside, Christchurch

Board Members: Nigel Bowen, Marie Black, Craig Rowley, Craig  Mackle, Dan Gordon, Phil 
Mauger, Lydia Gliddon, Dr Deon Swiggs, Melanie Tavendale, Liz McMillan, 
Scott Aronsen

Attendees: Hamish Dobbie, Hamish  Riach, Angela Oosthuizen, Mary Richardson, Nigel 
Trainor, Dr Stefanie  Rixecker, Stuart  Duncan, Will  Doughty, Maree McNeilly, 
Amelia Wilkins, Ann Fitzgerald, Sharon Mason

Apologies: Alex  Parmley, Jeff Millward

Guests/Notes: Simon Hart, Waimakariri District Council (for Jeff Millward), Jesse Burgess, 
Canterbury Regional Council (Items 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6); Paul Barker and 
Warren Ulusele, Department of Internal Affairs (Item 5.1)

1. Open Meeting

1.1 Welcome, karakia and apologies
Hamish Dobbie, as Chair of the Chief Executives Forum, welcomed participants to the meeting, 
particularly the new members around the table, noting that he will lead the first part of the meeting 
until the Chair of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum is elected.
The meeting was opened with a karakia.
Apologies from Chief Executives Alex Parmley and Jeff Millward were noted. Simon Hart, 
Waimakariri District was welcomed to cover for Jeff. 

1.2 Confirmation of agenda
The agenda was confirmed as presented with one item of general business – Simplifying Local 
Government A draft proposal.

1.3 Minutes from the previous meeting

Canterbury Mayoral Forum 22 Aug 2025, the minutes were confirmed as presented.

Decision

The minutes of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum meeting held on 22 August 2025 
were confirmed as presented. 
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Marie Black
Seconder: Nigel Bowen
Outcome: Approved

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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1.4 Action List
Due Date Action Title Owner(s)
30 Jun 2025 Action

Status: On Hold
Maree McNeilly

30 Jun 2025 Action
Status: On Hold

Nigel Bowen

2. For discussion and decision

2.1 Selection of chair and deputy chair
Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum:
1. agreed to use the first past-the-post voting procedure for the selection of 

the Chair and Deputy Chair of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum
2. agreed that, in the event of a tie between the highest polling candidates, 

a coin toss will determine the successful candidate.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Craig Rowley
Seconder: Melanie Tavendale
Outcome: Approved

Decision

That Nigel Bowen be appointed Chair of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum for the 
2025-2028 triennium.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dan Gordon
Seconder: Marie Black
Outcome: Approved

Decision

That Marie Black be appointed Deputy Chair of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum 
for the 2025-2028 triennium.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dan Gordon
Seconder: Phil Mauger
Outcome: Approved

Hamish Dobbie, Chair of the Chief Executive Forum, led the nomination process for the selection 
of the Chair of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum.
Following Mayor Nigel Bowen's appointment to Chair, he took over the meeting and led the 
process for the selection of the Deputy Chair. 

2.2 Introduction to the Canterbury Mayoral Forum
Hamish Dobbie, Chair of the Chief Executives Forum, introduced the paper providing a brief 
introduction to the Mayoral Forum, and noting the Forum is the key mechanism to implement the 
Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement.
 Discussion noted:

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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• the Forum has and can continue to operate as an effective and collective voice for the 
region. The success of regional advocacy against proposed changes to rural policing in 
Canterbury was noted as an example

• continuing the Forum’s regional advocacy role with central government is critical, 
particularly given the recently announced local government reform, anticipated rates 
capping, resource management reform, and the 2026 central government elections

• that members speak in their own right at the Mayoral Forum, as leaders for Canterbury
• the recent make-up of the Minister for the South Island’s regional groups that has 

Canterbury split between 3 groups is likely a reflection that the Minister wishes to engage 
with smaller groups at this point, rather than any signal of proposed local government 
boundary changes

• it is important that the Mayoral Forum continue to work together to identify and lobby for 
priorities across the region.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum:
1. noted the role and mandate of the Canterbury Mayoral Forum.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen
Seconder: Craig  Mackle
Outcome: Approved

2.3 Canterbury Local Authorities' Triennial Agreement
Hamish Dobbie, Chair of the Chief Executives Forum, introduced the draft Canterbury Local 
Authorities’ Triennial Agreement for 2025-2028, noting that this needs to be ratified by member 
councils before 1 March 2026.
The draft Agreement includes the Terms of Reference for the Mayoral Forum and mandates the 
Mayoral Forum as the primary mechanism for implementing the Agreement in Canterbury and 
mandates the Chief Executives and other regional forums and working groups.
It was noted that the only change from the 2022-2025 Agreement is a change to the terms of 
reference that following ratification, the Mayoral Forum will extend an invitation to the Chairs of the 
ten Waitaha Papatipu Rūnanga to meet at least annually with the Forum.
Discussion included:

• queries around whether a review of the five forums is needed in light of the reforms to local 
government. CEs acknowledged this was discussed at their meeting in November and it 
was considered that the balance was right, however noted that the settings may have 
changed as a result of the recent proposal from central government to simplify local 
government and the resource management legislation that is to be introduced

• noting that not only do the regional forums fulfill the Mayoral Forum’s work programme and 
priorities, they provide a mechanism for staff to connect on regionally significant matters. 
The incidental benefit is collegiality, networking, and a healthy debate of views

• the Chair indicated he is happy to attend individual council meetings to support discussions 
regarding the Triennial Agreement and Mayoral Forum. 

Action

Chief Executives Forum to review Regional Forums structure and roles.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Hamish Dobbie

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum:
1. adopted the Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement 2025-

2028
2. agreed to arrange for the Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial 

Agreement to be ratified by member councils before 1 March 2026.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dan Gordon
Seconder: Craig  Mackle
Outcome: Approved

3. KAI - Morning tea & photos

3.1 Mayoral Forum and Chief Executives Forum photos

3.2 Kai - morning tea

4. For discussion and decision
4.1 Regional Strategy (Mayoral Forum's Plan for 

Canterbury)
Hamish Dobbie, Chief Executives Forum Chair, introduced this paper and the proposal for 
reviewing and updating the Regional Strategy (Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury).
Members discussed:

• the importance of having a regional strategy as a comprehensive tool for advocacy and 
what it should primarily focus on: the significant local government reforms, the Mayoral 
Forum’s priorities and associated workstreams and actions, or both

• the 2026 central government election and the need to agree the Mayoral Forum’s priorities 
to have meaningful engagement. It was acknowledged in in previous years the Mayoral 
Forum’s Plan for Canterbury has put us in a place of strength to confront other moving 
parts

• concerns around spending on external facilitators, noting expertise may exist in-house to 
support this discussion, however given the significance and sensitivity of the reforms, there 
was discussion on the value of an independent facilitator to help navigate difficult 
conversations

• options for an external facilitator were proffered, such as reaching out to Canterbury tertiary 
institutes.

It was confirmed that funding for the strategy has been allocated from the regional forums levy, 
and includes facilitated workshops, research, drafting, and presentation. No additional funding is 
being sought. 

• funding for the secretariat and support functions for the Mayoral Forum comes from the 
Canterbury Regional Council regional rate

• a question was asked about possible funding assistance from the Department of Internal 
Affairs, such as that with Local Water Done Well

• acknowledging that timing for workshopping reforms and developing a strategy is tight, and 
will be undertaken with an incomplete picture while the functions of regional councils are 
determined centrally

• the Canterbury Regional Council Chief Executive highlighted some of the functions and 
legislation that territorial authorities will need to consider, and that under the current 

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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proposal Mayors will need to simultaneously understand the impacts of the new resource 
management legislation, draft a regional spatial plan, understand any implications related 
to Ngāi Tahu, govern a regional council through a major change process, while acting as 
Mayor for their territorial authority, with a rates cap in place.

A suggestion that two workshops are held was generally supported – 23 January 2026 with a 
focus on local government reform for Canterbury, followed by 30 January 2026 to refresh the 
regional strategy 2026-2028.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. agreed to review and update the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 

2023-2025 for the 2025-2028 triennium
2. agreed to the proposed approach to review and update the Mayoral 

Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2023-2025 for the 2025-2028 triennium.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dr Deon Swiggs
Seconder: Marie Black
Outcome: Approved

Action

CMF workshops for Mayors and Chief Executives
• 23 January 2026 with a focus on local government reform for Canterbury
• 30 January 2026 workshop to refresh the regional strategy 2026-2028.

Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owners: Amelia Wilkins, Ann Fitzgerald, Maree McNeilly

4.2 Canterbury Water Management Strategy
Chair Swiggs introduced the paper, noting that with the significant local government legislative 
reform underway it is important that local leadership groups continue to progress.
Cameron Smith summarised progress to date, noting four establishment hui have been held, and 
plans for the remaining four to be convened in December 2025.
Discussion included:

• roles and functions of zone committees, local leadership groups and catchment groups, 
and the importance of delineating roles.

• Waimakariri District expressed concerns with the zone review changes and noted that the 
former Zone Committee worked well for Waimakariri, happy to keep engaging and to keep 
things moving

• Selwyn District - concern that the proposed leadership group will not be appropriate, 
consider basing membership around existing catchment groups

• Ashburton District boundary concerns, and the concept of sharing Rangitata - north bank 
with Ashburton, south bank with Timaru, and where there are issues affecting both, the two 
groups work together

• Christchurch City Council view that with the upcoming reforms the council has more 
pressing priorities. It was noted that Canterbury Regional Council has already rated for the 
water management strategy work

• Kaikōura have a second hui soon and should be operational early in the new year
• Canterbury Regional Council will support those who are ready to stand up the new 

structure, while working with others through remaining issues

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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• the matters discussed today will be taken into consideration at each of the local leadership 
hui, in particular boundary discussions

• with regard to the recent Canterbury Regional Council declaration of a “nitrate emergency”, 
it was noted that the regional council and private landowners have invested significant 
resources over decades into addressing this issue. The Regional Council is progressing a 
Drinking Water Action Plan, focused on improving drinking water supplies, including better 
understanding of the numbers of domestic self-suppliers in high-risk areas, better targeting 
of information and seeking a coordinated, multi-agency response to the issue. It was noted 
that it is critical to have good data to inform responses

• noting the package of Resource Management reform that is to be introduced into 
Parliament in early December 2025.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum:
1. noted the update for July to September 2025 on work underway to 

implement the Canterbury Water Management Strategy
2. noted that the establishment of local leadership groups is progressing 

with establishment hui held in four out of eight areas, including 
discussions on the refinement of catchment boundaries.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dr Deon Swiggs
Seconder: Scott Aronsen
Outcome: Approved

4.3 Canterbury Biodiversity Champions
The paper summarising the work undertaken by the Canterbury Biodiversity Champions during the 
2022-2025 term was received.
The group has elevated biodiversity as a regional priority and strengthened its visibility in long-
term and annual plans. The group has provided oversight and input into the revitalisation of the 
Waitaha Canterbury Biodiversity Strategy, amongst a range of other activities.
The Mayoral Forum confirmed the continuation of the Biodiversity Champions Group for the 2025-
2028 local government term.

Action

Secretariat to seek council nominations for Canterbury Biodiversity Champions.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Maree McNeilly

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. noted a Canterbury Biodiversity Champions group comprised of 

councillors from each of Waitaha Canterbury’s 11 councils has been in 
place since 2020 to strengthen governance-level engagement on 
biodiversity

2. noted the overview of work undertaken by the Canterbury Biodiversity 
Champions during the 2022-2025 local government term

3. agreed to reinstate the Canterbury Biodiversity Champions councillor 
group for the 2025-2028 local government term.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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Seconder: Liz McMillan
Outcome: Approved

4.4 Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan update
Mayor Gordon, Chair of the Canterbury Climate Champions Reference Group, introduced the 
paper, noting the success of this work, the collaboration between all councils and the successful 
launch attended by Minister Simon Watts. He acknowledged the work of the elected members of 
the Climate Champions Reference Group, and the staff led working group.
Mayor Gordon recommended to the Forum the continuation of the Climate Champions Reference 
Group and that he would be prepared to continue to chair this group. Mayor Gordon then 
introduced Jesse Burgess, Chair of the Climate Change Working Group, to speak to the detail in 
the paper.
Jesse advised of the two Transition to Low Emissions stakeholder workshops held in Timaru and 
Rangiora recently. With 60 attendees between the two, action leads are analysing the commentary 
which has provided great insight in considering the next steps. 
Further discussion included:

• three years funding for the CCPP has been committed through councils’ 2024-2034 Long-
Term Plans

• a question was raised on the noted spend on consultants in the report – the Climate 
Change Working Group is a small group of council staff working across an array of 
complex issues. Consultants are engaged when there is particular expertise required

• an explanation of the risk visualisation tool, which is designed to strengthen Canterbury’s 
understanding of climate-related hazards and risks to support evidence-based decision 
making and improve regional resilience. The intent is to ensure councils have reliable, up-
to-date information to identify who and what is at risk, enabling targeted adaptation 
planning and efficient resource allocation

• the climate actions committed to in this Plan, particularly key actions 1-4, are complex and 
large in scale. Year 1 was used to establish working groups and set up for Year 2, where 
the work really began. From Year 3 we will start to see progress on the actions

• the link between the Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan, regional energy strategy 
workstream, and the planning work for a regional deal proposal was discussed. These 
workstreams are directly related to each other; as just one example, the work to bring the 
energy sector and local government together to form a regional energy strategy directly 
complements the work in the CCPP to transition to a low-emissions region. The five pillars 
included in the preparation of a regional deal proposal ties this together alongside housing 
and transport. The interdependencies across these workstreams mean progress in one 
area accelerates outcomes in others, and also highlights the need for innovative, 
collaborative, and coordinated solutions

• noting that central government has recently released the National Adaptation Framework, 
which will be factored into future work.

Action

Secretariat to seek council nominations for Canterbury Climate Champions 
Reference Group.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Maree McNeilly

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. received the quarterly Canterbury Climate Change Partnership Plan 

implementation progress report

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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2. approved the continuation of the Canterbury Climate Champions 
Reference Group for the 2025-2028 triennium and its terms of reference

3. approved the continuation of the Canterbury Climate Champions 
Reference Group:  

1. selected Mayor Dan Gordon as the Mayoral Forum member as 
chair of the Canterbury Climate Champions Reference Group

2. will advise the Regional Forums Secretariat of the nominated 
councillor for the Canterbury Climate Champions Reference 
Group from each council, as soon as practicable

4. noted that analysis of the National Adaptation Framework will be 
undertaken and advice provided, as appropriate, to the Canterbury 
Policy Forum in December 2025 

5. noted the presentation on the Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan at 
the recent Adaptation Futures 2025 conference.

 
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Marie Black
Seconder: Dr Deon Swiggs
Outcome: Approved

4.5 Canterbury Regional Deal development approach
Hamish Riach introduced the paper, noting that this work is building on the work undertaken in the 
previous triennium with Business Canterbury and development of the World-Stage ready 
document. Hamish introduced Jesse Burgess, Regional Deal working group member to speak to 
the detail in the paper.
Jesse summarised the work undertaken to date and the publication of World-Stage Ready Key 
Pillars for Canterbury’s regional deal proposal. The next step is to develop the scope of works to 
outline the development of a full regional deal proposal. Canterbury Regional Council has agreed 
to hold the pen on developing the scope, working with the Regional Deal Governance and Working 
groups. 
While in-kind resources are available to develop the scoping document, additional funding will be 
required for the expertise to develop the full regional deal proposal from 2026-2027.
Members noted that while they are supportive of the work, most are currently undertaking line-by-
line budget reviews. Any additional budget allocation will need to be confirmed by each council 
individually.
The proposal aims to identify the region’s high-level priorities for discussion with central 
government and other interested parties and is linked to the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 
discussions.
Existing budget and in-kind resource have been utilised to date and will continue to be used to 
form the scope of work for the next stage, pending future decisions on additional funding for the 
development of a full regional deal for Canterbury.  Further detail will be included in the scoping 
document to come, including the relevant expertise that will be required.
There was acknowledgment that a conversation on budget needs to be had now, in order to be 
included in council planning processes.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. approved the continued development of a regional deal proposal 
2. approved the proposed process to develop a regional deal proposal
3. noted the proposed budget for development of the regional deal 

proposal, subject to individual council decisions

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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4. nominated Mayors Black, Bowen, Gliddon, Gordon, McMillan, Chair 
Swiggs for the Canterbury Regional Deal governance group, supported 
by Chief Executive Hamish Riach.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Dan Gordon
Seconder: Maree McNeilly
Outcome: Approved

4.6 Canterbury Regional Energy workstream
Hamish Riach introduced this paper and invited Jesse Burgess, Chair Regional Energy Steering 
Group to speak to the details. 
Jesse highlighted the Energy Inventory that was completed last triennium and the continued work 
to progress Phase 2 – strategic framework, followed by the strategic road map or action plan. 
Jesse spoke of the significant engagement this work has had from across the energy sector, 
industry, local and central government and other subject matter experts. As the work has been 
progressing stakeholders have expressed strong support for proceeding to Stage 2 focused on 
developing a roadmap or action plan.
In response to members’ questions, clarification included:

• acknowledging the current gap in energy planning and strategy both regionally and 
nationally, the link with spatial planning, and the importance of understanding the full range 
of energy requirements – both supply and demand – for Canterbury

• identification of future energy scenarios that can best support economic growth in the 
region

• the significant energy sector support for the work, demonstrated in breadth of attendance in 
workshops and a commitment of in-kind support to continue the work

• conversations that have been held with electricity distribution businesses
• discussions with Papatipu Rūnanga.

There is current in-kind resource and funding available to progress this work for this financial year. 
Work post 1 July 2026 will be dependent on budget decisions.
The energy work will contribute to spatial plan discussions and is one of the key pillars of the 
regional deal work.
The steering group is in discussion with the energy sector in respect of any potential financial 
contribution to the workstream and exploring opportunities to collaborate with universities and 
other research institutions.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. agreed to continue to endorse the development of a regional approach 

to energy for the Canterbury region
2. noted the funding of up to $150,000 for FY 2026/27 to progress the 

regional energy workstream, including preparation of a regional energy 
strategy and action plan/roadmap, subject to individual council 
decisions. 

Mayor Mauger requested his vote against the resolutions be recorded.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen
Seconder: Dr Deon Swiggs
Outcome: Approved

Minutes from the pr... 1.3 a
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4.7 Regional Forums budget
Hamish Dobbie presented the proposed regional forums budget to support the regional forum work 
programme through to June 2027.
In addition to the regular regional forums budget, the proposed budget includes funding for 
development of a Canterbury Regional Deal proposal and the next phases of the energy 
workstream.  
It was noted that funding for the Canterbury Climate Change Partnership Plan is levied separately 
and has already been included in councils’ 2024-2034 Long-Term plans.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. noted the proposed budget through to June 2027 to support the regional 

forums work programme, subject to individual council processes. 
2. requested that Chief Executives 

1. include the additional funding requests for development of a 
Canterbury Regional Deal proposal and Regional Energy 
Workstream in council draft annual plans for consideration – 
noting that Mayor Mauger did not support the regional energy 
workstream

2.  review the Mayoral Forum’s current priorities in light of the 
recent reform announcements for discussion in the new year.  

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen
Seconder: Dan Gordon
Outcome: Approved

4.8 Chief Executives Forum report
Hamish Dobbie presented the report noting that in addition to the update on the recent CE Forum 
meeting and the strategic workplan 2023-2025, there are two additional items that need approval:

• CMF Gift Policy – which includes minor change from earlier versions with the exclusion of 
the purchase of alcohol, noting that members can still gift alcohol, but it will not be 
reimbursed from the regional forums budget

• CMF guidelines for preparing regional submissions – which includes one minor change 
from the 2020 approved version to note that submissions to select committees may be 
proactively released on the Mayoral Forum website, prior to select committee publication. 

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. received the quarterly report from the Chief Executives Forum
2. approved the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s gift policy
3. approved the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s guidelines for preparing 

regional submissions
4. noted updates on work under way or completed on the key actions in the 

Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2023-2025.
Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Craig Rowley
Seconder: Liz McMillan
Outcome: Approved
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5. For discussion

5.1 DIA Local Government update
CMF media release
Prior to discussion on item 5.1, a draft media release was circulated to members for their review 
and comment, which covered the appointment of the Chair and Deputy Chair, commented on the 
Mayoral Forum’s upcoming work programme, and acknowledging receipt of “Simplifying Local 
Government – a draft proposal”.
Item 5.1 discussion
Paul Barker, Warren Ulusele, and Marlon Bridge, Department on Internal Affairs joined the 
meeting to discuss the local government update from Department of Internal Affairs and the 25 
November central government proposal to reorganize local government “Simplifying Local 
Government – a draft proposal”
A range of questions and concerns around the draft proposal were raised and covered a variety of 
topics and themes: funding, engagement, planning, functions, escalation points, timelines. These 
have been summarised below.

• why didn’t central government engage with local government prior to the announcement, 
noting councils were advised after media were briefed? Will DIA meet directly with 
Canterbury Regional Council to discuss the proposed changes? 

o It is usual practice to provide embargoed copies to media
o DIA will meet directly with Canterbury Regional Council

• how is this work to be funded? 
o funding will be from existing regional council budgets, not central government

• further queries around funding this in the context of rates capping, and existing annual and 
long-term plans. How should councils be setting 2026-2027 Annual Plans / 2027-2037 
Long-term plans? What is the Long-Term Plan process expected to look like? At what point 
will we see economic/financial impacts, for what, and for whom? 

o the government is expecting this to be managed within this policy framework and 
alongside other reforms

• what engagement is occurring with iwi? 
o consultation with Iwi will be managed through Ministry for the Environment. Iwi have 

already received correspondence regarding this
• request that timelines for changes avoid a crossover with local government elections
• there is a rapid review of regional council roles and functions running concurrently, so the 

outcome will not be known until after submissions close, likely to be released around March 
2026. Comments were expressed around the challenge of considering form ahead of 
function

• has there been consideration of including some central government functions in the rapid 
review that may be more effectively delivered at a more local level?

• has there been consideration of the secretariat or policy services that may be required for a 
Combined Territories Board (CTB) 

o  there is flexibility here; it could sit separately, or it could come from the existing 
regional council resources

• noting the 1989 local government review started in 1985. This short timeframe means 
councils are not able to consult with communities

• does this proposal have cross-party agreement? 
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o the proposal has come through the Coalition, considering efficiencies and cost 
savings

• where does Civil Defence and Emergency Management sit, recognising the Emergency 
Management Bill is also in play

• there have been many reforms in recent years at significant cost to local government
• how will CTBs make decisions, if CTBs are unable to reach agreement what will happen? 

o there will be escalation points, the details of these are still to be worked through. 
Local Government Commission will have a role in this space

• is there a pre-determined end goal? Unitary councils? Amalgamation?  
o it could be shared services/functions, there is no pre-prepared solutions, but there 

will be parameters to work within
• where is the work to support the proposed economics / efficiencies to be gained?
• has consideration been given to the cost and complexities of other recent changes and 

amalgamations – for example Local Water Done Well, DHBs, Polytechnics
Members discussed having a second workshop on 23 January 2026, in addition to the scheduled 
30 January “Plan for Canterbury” workshop, to discuss the “Simplifying Local Government” 
proposal.
Canterbury Mayoral Forum media release
Following this discussion, feedback was provided on the draft media release. Subject to the 
proposed changes being made, was approved for release. The media release is available on the 
Mayoral Forum’s website media release

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 
1. received the local government update from the Department of Internal 

Affairs Partnership Directors on the range of central government 
activities, as they affect local government.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen
Seconder: Marie Black
Outcome: Approved

6. For information

6.1 Mayoral Forum Activities and Engagements
This paper providing a summary of activities, engagements, and correspondence since the last 
Canterbury Mayoral Forum meeting on 22 August 2025 was taken as read.
It was noted that a response has been received from Hon Louise Upston on the Forum’s letter 
regarding the Tourism Growth Roadmap. This will be circulated to members.

Decision

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum:
1. received the update on Canterbury Mayoral Forum activities, 

engagements and correspondence since the Forum’s last meeting on 22 
August 2025.

Decision Date: 28 Nov 2025
Mover: Nigel Bowen
Seconder: Dr Deon Swiggs
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Outcome: Approved

7. General business

7.1 General business
The local government reorganisation proposal was discussed at item 5.1.

7.2 Meeting review

7.3 Closing karakia
The Chair led members in the closing karakia.

8. Kai - lunch

8.1 Lunch

9. Close Meeting

9.1 Close the meeting
Next meeting: Canterbury Mayoral Forum - 20 Feb 2026, 8:30 am

Signature:____________________ Date:_________________________
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Action List
Canterbury Mayoral Forum

As of: 13 Feb 2026

Action On Hold
The Chief Executive sub-group to report back to the Chief Executive Forum in July 2025 and the 
August 2025 Mayoral Forum meeting on options with regard to a regional building consent 
authority.
 
Due Date: 30 Jun 2025
Owner: Maree McNeilly
Meeting: 30 May 2025 Canterbury Mayoral Forum, 4.6 Future regional and local government 

for Canterbury

Latest Update:
At the 22 August 2025 meeting it was agreed that with the recent Ministerial announcement of 
significant changes to the building consent system, this work will be paused until details of the 
proposed legislative changes are known.
Ann Fitzgerald | 27 Aug 2025

Action On Hold
Genetic Engineering national conversation
Chair to circulate summary information from William Rolleston to CMF members.
Due Date: 30 Jun 2025
Owner: Nigel Bowen
Meeting: 30 May 2025 Canterbury Mayoral Forum, 6.1 General business

Latest Update:
28 Nov Nigel Bowen to request an update from William Rolleston to be circulated to members
Ann Fitzgerald | 3 Dec 2025

Action Not Started
Chief Executives Forum to review Regional Forums structure and roles.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Hamish Dobbie
Meeting: 28 Nov 2025 Canterbury Mayoral Forum, 2.3 Canterbury Local Authorities' Triennial 

Agreement

Action In Progress
Secretariat to seek council nominations for Canterbury Biodiversity Champions.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Maree McNeilly
Meeting: 28 Nov 2025 Canterbury Mayoral Forum, 4.3 Canterbury Biodiversity Champions
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Latest Update:
Emails sent to CEs seeking council nominations Dec 2025
Maree McNeilly | 18 Dec 2025

Action In Progress
Secretariat to seek council nominations for Canterbury Climate Champions Reference Group.
Due Date: 30 Jan 2026
Owner: Maree McNeilly
Meeting: 28 Nov 2025 Canterbury Mayoral Forum, 4.4 Canterbury Climate Partnership Plan 

update

Latest Update:
email sent to CEs seeking council nominations Dec 2025
Maree McNeilly | 18 Dec 2025
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Canterbury Mayoral Forum
Date: 20 February 2026

Presented by: Nigel Bowen, Chair

Central Government reform of local government

Purpose

1. The purpose of this paper is to seek approval of the final draft Mayoral Forum 
submission on the simplifying local government proposal, receive the summary from the 
Mayoral Forum’s January 2026 workshops, note the submissions on the rates target 
proposal, and resource management and emergency management bills and identify 
options for future funding required to address the simplifying local government proposal.

Recommendations

That the Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 

1. approves the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s submission to the Simplifying 
Local Government Proposal

2. receives the summary from the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s January 2026 
workshops

3. notes the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s submissions on the Rates Target 
Model proposal, Natural Environment and Planning Bills, and Emergency 
Management Bill

4. notes that funding (quantity, scope and source) to address the simplifying 
local government proposal still needs to be identified and confirmed.

Background

2. On 25 November 2025, Central Government released its proposal for simplifying local 
government. The proposal includes two steps:

• the establishment of a Combined Territories Board (CTB), made up of the region’s 
territorial authority Mayors, to govern the regional council and take over the current 
regional council’s role and obligations

• the CTB to develop a regional reorganisation plan (RRP) for how councils in the 
region can work together more effectively and efficiently to be approved by the 
Minister of Local Government.
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3. Representatives from the Department of Internal Affairs (DIA) attended the November 
2025 Mayoral Forum meeting to provide an update on the proposal and answer 
members’ questions.

4. The Mayoral Forum agreed to hold two facilitated workshops in January 2026, the first to 
discuss the Mayoral Forum’s approach to responding to the Simplifying Local 
Government proposal, alongside the other government reforms and bills (Rates Target 
Model proposal, Emergency Management Bill, Natural Environment Bill, and the 
Planning Bill) and the second to consider the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2026-
2028.

Mayoral Forum Workshops

5. The Mayoral Forum held their facilitated workshops to discuss the Government’s reform 
proposals, bills and Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2026-2028 on 23 and 30 
January 2026. 

6. The first workshop primarily focussed on the Simplifying Local Government proposal and 
identifying areas of agreement for a collective Canterbury response, along with a 
decision that the Mayoral Forum would support a combined submission on the Rates 
Target Model Proposal and the resource management reform bills.

7. It was also agreed that the reform programme will be a key area of focus for the Mayoral 
Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2026-2028.

8. The second workshop recapped and refined the thinking for the Mayoral Forum’s 
submission on the Simplifying Local Government proposal, discussed the requirements 
for regional spatial planning (as set out in the resource management reform bills) and 
confirmed the draft vison, priorities and actions for the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for 
Canterbury 2026-2028.

Simplifying Local Government proposal – draft submission

9. The Mayoral Forum agreed to prepare a regional submission on the Simplifying Local 
Government proposal (Attachment 1).

10. Key points from the submission are:

• recognition of and support for the Government’s objectives to improve system 
performance

• agreement that there is a case for change, but it needs a strong evidence-led 
approach

• noting a number of challenges of the current system of local government

• the need for central and local government to work collaboratively for the 
communities that we serve
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• support for the Combined Territories Board developing regional reorganisation 
plan(s)

• support for Mana Whenua partnership being embedded at the outset

• a desire to work together, with Mana Whenua and Central Government, to get the 
best outcomes for Canterbury

• support for the proposed functional review to provide a strong foundation for reform

• some concern with the timing of the proposal and the development of the re-
organisation plans, particularly in relation to the 2028 local government elections

• concern about the lack of analysis and information on how the proposal will be 
resourced and funded, noting the scale and uncertainty of costs associated with 
the proposal

• noting transactional funding and cumulative costs of the suite of local government 
reforms need to be considered

• need for strong alignment between the range of reforms currently facing local 
government, e.g. resource management reform, emergency management, rates 
target model, noting that funding all of these changes conflicts with, and distracts 
from, the intent of the Local Government (System Improvements) Bill to focus on 
core services

• noting the need for councils to continue with their business as usual, including 
2026-2027 Annual Plans and preparation for the 2027-2037 Long-Term Plans.

11. There is a difference of opinion on whether the CTB should undertake the roles of the 
regional councillors. Alternative wording, from that originally circulated, has been 
suggested at paragraphs 24 and 26 in the attached draft submission. Agreement to 
include this, or alternative, wording, will need to be determined at this meeting.

12. Subject to approval from the Mayoral Forum, the submission will be lodged with the 
Department of Internal Affairs on 20 February 2026.

Resource Management Reform

13. At the January workshops the Mayoral Forum agreed to make submissions on the 
Natural Environment and Planning Bills.

14. The draft submission, based on input from all Canterbury councils’ submissions was 
circulated to the Mayoral and Chief Executives Forums on Thursday 5 February for 
feedback, then finalised and lodged with the Environment Select Committee on 13 
February 2026.

15. The final submission is provided at Attachment 2.
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Emergency Management Bill

16. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum and Joint Civil Defence Emergency Management 
Committee made a joint submission on the Emergency Management Bill.

17. The draft Emergency Management Bill submission was discussed with members on 
Friday 30 January, feedback included, finalised and lodged with the Governance and 
Administration Committee to meet the 15 February 2026 closing date.

18. The final submission is provided at Attachment 3.

Funding reform bills and proposals

19. Current advice from the Department of Internal Affairs is that the funding for Simplifying 
Local Government proposal is to come from Regional Council budgets.

20. While not yet determined, it is expected that the cost of reform will be significant. In the 
Mayoral Forum submissions on the proposal, it is noted that transitional costs will need 
to be identified early, quantified realistically and supported by clear funding mechanisms. 

21. At the same time as considering the Simplifying Local Government proposal, the 
changes proposed in the resource management reforms, and emergency management, 
represent a significant undertaking for the sector, and to support successful 
implementation adequate resourcing will be required.

22. Central Government is also proposing rates capping for local councils.

23. Council funding is identified through current Annual Plan and Long-Term Plan 
processes. 

24. Draft 2026-2027 Annual Plans are currently being discussed around council tables in 
preparation for engagement with communities, and finalisation by 30 June 2026.

25. Some councils will be making reference to the array of reforms currently in front of local 
government in their draft Annual Plans, some reforms with more definite requirements 
such as resource management and emergency management, others less defined at this 
stage, such as the Rates Target Model and Simplifying Local Government proposals.

26. Council staff are commencing their processes for the preparation of their respective 
2027-2037 Long-Term Plans.

27. It is expected that as work on the Long-Term Plan processes continues, costs and 
resources required for the proposed reforms will become clearer and be considered in 
these Plans.

28. These Plans are the opportunity for councils to consult with their communities on how 
they propose to respond/incorporate all the proposed reforms and proposals from 
Central Government into their work programmes and the impact on standard of services.
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Communication

29. A Mayoral Forum press release on the Rates Target Model proposal was provided to 
media on Monday 9 February (Attachment 4). The press release noted that the Mayoral 
Forum will also be making submissions on the resource management bills, emergency 
management bill and Simplifying Local Government proposal and that we will continue to 
proactively release the submissions on each of the reforms and proposals as they are 
completed.

30. A press release on the Natural Environment and Planning Bills and Emergency 
Management Bill was provided to media on Monday 16th February. This will be available 
on the Mayoral Forum website.

Next steps

31. Lodge the Canterbury Mayoral Forum’s submission on the Simplifying Local Government 
proposal.

32. Following introduction of the Simplifying Local Government proposal legislation into the 
House, revisit the funding requirements and consider a proposal for proceeding with the 
reform.

Attachments 
• Attachment 1: Canterbury Mayoral Forum draft submission Simplifying Local 

Government proposal

• Attachment 2: Canterbury Mayoral Forum submission Natural Environments and 
Planning Bills

• Attachment 3: Joint Civil Defence Emergency Management Committee and 
Canterbury Mayoral Forum submission Emergency Management Bill

• Attachment 4: Canterbury Mayoral Forum press release – Canterbury Mayoral 
Forum concerned about rates cap proposal
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20 February 2026

Department of Internal Affairs

Via online platform: https://consultations.digital.govt.nz/simplifying-local-government/proposal

Tēnā koutou

Canterbury Mayoral Forum Submission on Simplifying Local 
Government

1. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum (Mayoral Forum) welcomes the opportunity to provide this 
submission on the Simplifying Local Government proposal.

2. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum comprises the mayors of the ten territorial authorities in 
Canterbury and the Chair of the Canterbury Regional Council, supported by our Chief 
Executives. The purpose of the Forum is to promote collaboration across the region and 
increase the effectiveness of local government in meeting the needs of Canterbury’s 
communities.

3. All Canterbury councils actively participate in the Forum: the Kaikōura, Hurunui, Waimakariri, 
Selwyn, Ashburton, Timaru, Mackenzie, Waimate, and Waitaki District Councils, the 
Christchurch City Council, and the Canterbury Regional Council. 

4. This submission has been developed with input from all our members and focuses on matters 
of general agreement in the proposal. Our council members are also making individual council 
submissions on these matters, and we ask that the Department carefully consider each of 
these.
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Introduction

5. The Mayoral Forum recognises and is supportive of the Government’s objectives to improve 
system performance, strengthen accountability, lift economic productivity, and deliver better 
long-term outcomes for communities. The Mayoral Forum acknowledges that aspects of the 
current system are under pressure and that change is required to address long-standing 
economic, environmental, and funding challenges. 

6. The scale and pace of change across the reform programme will require careful management, 
and significant investment from communities and councils to transition to new statutory 
responsibilities. This submission should also be read alongside the Mayoral Forum’s 
submissions on the broad suite of reforms currently under consultation; including the Planning 
Bill, Natural Environment Bill, Rates Target Model proposal and the Emergency Management 
Bill.

Canterbury context

7. Canterbury is the largest region in New Zealand with a land area of 44.500 sq. km extending 
north of Kaikōura to the Waitaki River in the south, and from Te Pātaka-o-Rākaihautu Banks 
Peninsula to Aoraki Mount Cook. Within the region are diverse and iconic landscapes and 
ecosystems, including alpine and high-country tussock habitats, major lakes, and globally 
significant braided river systems. 

8. Canterbury is the second largest region in terms of population, and in the year ended June 
2025, Canterbury was the fastest growing region. The population of the Canterbury region is 
close to 700,000, and includes Christchurch, the second largest urban area in New Zealand. 
The population is unevenly distributed across Canterbury and the ten territorial authorities, 
with most of the population (77%) in the greater Christchurch urban area. 

9. Five of ten fastest growing districts in New Zealand were in Canterbury, and our region has 
forecast population to increase to about 900,000 by 2048. 

10. Waitaha Canterbury lies wholly within the Takiwā of Ngāi Tahu whānui, with 10 of the 18 
Papatipu Rūnanga holding interests within our regional boundaries. 

11. Canterbury boasts one of New Zealand’s most diverse and connected business communities in the 
country. With a global city at our doorstep, an international airport, two deep-water ports, and two 
leading universities driving research and innovation, we are connected and aligned in a way that few 
regions can match.

12. Manufacturing and agriculture are the ‘twin engines’ of Canterbury’s economy, but there is 
diversity between the industry compositions of Canterbury’s sub-regions. For example, 
primary industries accounted for the smallest proportion in the whole Canterbury region 
compared with 25.3% in the region excluding the Greater Christchurch area. In some districts, 
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tourism is a significant component of the economy – tourism is 42.5% of Mackenzie’s total 
employment. Emerging innovative economies include aerospace. 

13. It is within this broad context that this submission has been developed.

Case for change

14. The Mayoral Forum agrees that an evidence-led approach to determining how functions are 
delivered across Canterbury is timely and has the potential to deliver benefits for communities 
and ratepayers. However, the proposal put forward by Government is not wholly supported by 
the Mayoral Forum in its current form.

15. The Mayoral Forum recognises the critical role that local government has in supporting and 
building strong, healthy, and prosperous communities. We strongly support the concept of 
localism and subsidiarity in that the function of governance and decision making should be 
devolved to the level of government closest to affected communities. 

16. The current system has a number of challenges, not least of all:

i. highly prescriptive legislative framework for local government, with increasing 
responsibilities, unfunded mandates and complex changes that happen quickly

ii. current structure and funding system constrains local government’s ability to govern, 
deliver and fund services to their communities in an environment of limited revenue and 
increasing costs

iii. the demand on infrastructure that comes with growth, the challenge adapting to climate 
change and responding to the increasing frequency and intensity of weather events.

17. The Mayoral Forum supports simplification where it genuinely improves clarity of roles, 
accountability, and delivery outcomes. 

18. The changes presented in this proposal must be robust and well thought through in their 
implementation to ensure local governance and government systems are fit for purpose for 
the next 30-40 years. 

Central and local government relationship

19. A genuine central and local government partnership, founded on mutual respect and trust is 
critical to how local government, central government and communities are effectively 
integrated to deliver genuine wellbeing outcomes.

20. The Mayoral Forum believes that local and central government need to work collaboratively 
for the communities we serve, noting the critical part each plays in providing safe, healthy, and 
productive environments. 
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21. Whether our funding comes from taxes or rates, we are supporting the same people and the 
same communities.

22. We welcome a more deliberate conversation about how we could work collectively to design a 
fit for purpose and contemporary public sector for our communities and how the various 
layers of local and central government, the roles we play and functions we respectively deliver 
play out for our communities.

23. The challenges associated with funding pressures and the central and local government 
relationship should be addressed as a priority, working together to establish co-investment 
opportunities and sustainable local government financing and funding mechanisms. Local 
government financial viability is being challenged, and our ability to invest in ‘core services’ 
reduced through the unfunded or underfunded mandates from central government. 

Combined Territories Board

24. The majority of the Mayoral Forum does not support the Combined Territories Board (CTB) 
simultaneously undertaking the roles of the regional councillors. Beyond the issue of 
democratic mandate, members feel there is insufficient capacity for the CTB to assume 
regional councillor responsibilities while also developing the regional reorganisation plan (RRP) 
and implementing the new resource management regime, while continuing to lead their 
territorial authorities.

24.25. The Mayoral Forum supports the establishment of the combined territories board (CTB) to 
develop the regional re-organisation plan(s) (RRP).

25.26. The Mayoral Forum also notes that given the changes imposed by the resource 
management reforms, it is critical that the CTB fully understands regional council functions 
which could be achieved by having regional council representation.

26.27. The Mayoral Forum wants to work together, with mana whenua and Central Government, 
to get the best outcomes for Canterbury.

Combined Territories Board – voting

27.28. Determining the process for voting on the CTB is complex and challenging. Proportional 
voting is not seen as resolving underlying representation or legitimacy concerns, neither was a 
single vote system. Clarity of purpose for the CTB is seen as more important than setting voting 
mechanism too early in the process.

28.29. The Local Government Commission should play a key role in determining final voting 
structures, and we agree that different matters may have different voting systems.
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Mana Whenua, Treaty Settings, and Māori outcomes

29.30. The Mayoral Forum is of the view that partnership with mana whenua needs to be 
embedded from the outset. Treaty partnership should shape how functions are assessed, how 
outcomes are defined and how decision-making settings are designed.

30.31. Any arrangements, whether transitional or in the new system, should not weaken existing 
Canterbury settings, including current Ngāi Tahu representation arrangements and established 
partnership mechanisms. 

31.32. The RRP must demonstrate how Treaty settlement commitments administered by councils 
will be upheld, and how Māori outcomes and kaitiakitanga are supported across 
environmental, infrastructure and planning functions.

Functional review

32.33. The Mayoral Forum supports the proposed functional review, starting with an assessment 
of what functions are required, how they are currently delivered, how well they are 
performing and at what scale they are best placed. This approach provides a stronger 
foundation for reform and is consistent with the Mayoral Forum’s view that form should follow 
function.

33.34. The functional review should identify where delivery is fragmented, where capability is 
duplicated, where outcomes are inconsistent and where coordination failures produce 
unnecessary cost or risk.

34.35. Different functions may be best delivered at different scales, including metropolitan, sub-
regional, regional, local, shared service, or national, and the process should be explicitly 
designed to identify the right scale for each, rather than defaulting to region-wide solutions.

35.36. Care needs to be taken that the review is comprehensive enough to support the 
development of the re-organisation plans for enduring outcomes for our communities.

Timing of re-organisation

36.37. The Mayoral Forum has concerns with the timing of the proposal and the development of 
the re-organisation plans, particularly in relation to the 2028 local government elections.

37.38. There is a view that the development and finalisation of any RRP should not straddle a local 
election cycle, for two main reasons. First, momentum will be key to delivering these reforms 
in an orderly way. Local elections will necessitate a ‘distraction’ from developing the RRP for a 
period and – depending on the results – could result in a change of direction for its content 
(including needing work to be re-completed).

38.39. Second, there is a risk that a local election straddling the development of the RRP could 
undermine electoral integrity and public participation, especially if it will be implemented 
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partway during the following triennium. In the 2028 elections – if a partially completed, yet to 
be finalised RRP, looms to take effect during the following triennium – there is likely to be 
voter confusion on what they are voting for, and what candidates can expect to represent 
and/or confidently campaign on.

Financial cost associated with reorganisation

39.40. The Mayoral Forum is concerned about the lack of analysis and information on how the 
Simplifying Local Government proposal will be resourced and funded, particularly given the 
scale and uncertainty of costs to transition and implement other cost of the reforms in this 
proposal. 

40.41. Transitional costs must be identified early, quantified realistically, and supported by clear 
funding mechanisms. These costs should not be underestimated or left to ratepayers without 
transparent support settings, including how costs will be shared, who will fund what and how 
central government requirements will be funded.

41.42. At a time when councils are exercising financial discipline in response to community signals and 
rate-capping proposals, whilst also facing climbing costs for infrastructure and service delivery, it is 
expected that central Government would in part fund set up costs to alleviate a cost burden on local 
government. 

42.43. The Mayoral Forum would not favour any outcomes where reform results in unfunded 
mandates, hidden cost transfers, or opaque cross-subsidisation that is not justified by 
demonstrable regional benefit. Transitional funding and cumulative costs of the suite of local 
government reforms need to be considered. Funding these changes conflicts with, and distracts from, 
the intent of the Local Government (System Improvements) Bill to focus on core services.

Link with other government reforms

43.44. There are several government reforms currently underway, and the Mayoral Forum would 
like to see stronger alignment between the multiple changes that are either in process or being 
mooted. The two Resource Management bills, the Emergency Management bill, the Rates 
Target Model and Simplifying Local Government proposals, and implementing local water 
done well, will all change how things operate at a local government level.

44.45. Poor alignment of the major reforms leaves our communities vulnerable. Quick change with limited 
consideration quickly becomes redundant, uncertainty of outcomes or direction leaves ratepayers and 
voters confused and frustrated, and the associated costs will continue to rise. These costs are 
inevitable, despite a rates cap, and in some way will be borne by the ratepayer, likely through increased 
user charges and/or reduced services.

Business As Usual

45.46. The proposal raises significant questions and uncertainty about councils’ business as usual 
over the next several years.
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46.47. Councils have begun planning their next Long-Term Plan (LTP) 2027-2037. This is a significant 
undertaking involving considerable cost and resource for all our councils and built on a number of 
assumptions.

47.48. Some of our Canterbury councils are legislatively required to complete a Representation Review in 
2027 for the 2028 elections. How could this be credibly undertaken in light the of the development of 
the RRP?

48.49. Councils are also delivering on their current LTPs and Annual Plans that have been through 
extensive public consultation with their communities. Re-organisation has not featured in these to 
date.

49.50. The Mayoral Forum is concerned about how Audit NZ’s processes will take the reform proposals 
and legislation changes into consideration. We will be required to meet the audit requirements of the 
legislation that is in force at the time, but the new legislation may change the focus of our Plans.

Conclusion

50.51. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum thanks you for the opportunity to make this submission on the 
Simplifying Local Government Proposal. 

51.52. The Mayoral Forum would be very happy to expand on any points covered in this submission. 
Please contact our secretariat, Maree McNeilly at secretariat@canterburymayors.org.nz or on 027 381 
8924.

Nāku iti noa,nā

Nigel Bowen
Chair Canterbury Mayoral Forum
Mayor Timaru District Council
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13 February 2026 

Committee Secretariat 
Environment Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
WELLINGTON 
 
en@parliament.govt.nz 

Tēnā koutou 

Canterbury Mayoral Forum Submission on Natural Environment Bill and 
Planning Bill 

Introduction 

1. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum welcomes the opportunity to provide this submission on the Natural 
Environment and Planning Bills.  

2. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum comprises the mayors of the ten territorial authorities in Canterbury 
and the Chair of the Canterbury Regional Council, supported by our Chief Executives. The purpose of 
the Forum is to promote collaboration across the region and increase the effectiveness of local 
government in meeting the needs of Canterbury’s communities.  

3. All Canterbury councils actively participate in the Forum: the Kaikōura, Hurunui, Waimakariri, Selwyn, 
Ashburton, Timaru, Mackenzie, Waimate, and Waitaki District Councils, the Christchurch City Council, 
and the Canterbury Regional Council. 

4. The following submission on the Natural Environment and Planning Bills has been developed with input 
from across Canterbury councils and focusses on matters of general agreement, noting that Canterbury 
councils are each making individual submissions on the Bills. 

5. The Mayoral Forum does wish to appear before the Committee in support of this submission.
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General comments 

6. The Mayoral Forum recognises and is supportive of the Government’s objectives to improve system 
performance, strengthen accountability, lift economic productivity, and deliver better long-term 
outcomes for communities. The Mayoral Forum acknowledges that aspects of the current systems are 
under pressure and that change is required to address long-standing economic, environmental, and 
funding challenges. 

7. The scale and pace of change across the reform programme will require careful management, and 
significant investment from communities and councils to transition to new statutory responsibilities. 
While this submission is focussed on the Planning and Natural Environment Bills it should be read 
alongside the Mayoral Forum’s submissions on the Simplifying Local Government proposal, Rates 
Target Model and combined Mayoral Forum and Civil Defence Joint Committee submission on the 
Emergency Management Bill. 

8. For reform to be successful, it must work for the communities it serves by establishing an enduring 
framework that meets the needs of current and future generations. 

Case for change 

9. The Mayoral Forum agrees reform of the resource management system is necessary and over-due, and 
that the Resource Management Act (RMA) is no longer fit for today’s challenges. 

10. The current resource management system has not adequately protected the natural environment nor 
provided the necessary outcomes for the built environment.  

11. Reforming the resource management system represents a once-in-a-generation opportunity, and with 
the Simplifying Local Government proposal, the changes that are being proposed at this time need to 
be robust and well thought through in their implementation to ensure local governance and 
government systems are fit for purpose for the long term. 

12. The importance of securing a stable and enduring resource management system for the future cannot 
be overstated. The resource management system has been subject to significant amendments and 
reforms as priorities change, each of which come at significant cost to taxpayers, ratepayers, 
communities and resource uses. The Government’s s own economic analysis1 showing implementation 
costs for the RMA have reached $10 billion, with ~$9 billion borne by ratepayers.  

Central and local government relationship 

13. The Mayoral Forum supports a strong partnership between central and local government and 
appreciates opportunities to work proactively and collaboratively for the benefit of our communities 
and New Zealand. A more deliberate partnership can support greater understanding of the impacts on 

 
1 Castalia Report – Economic impact analysis of proposed resource management reform, page 20, para 2.1 
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/26.2-Final-Report-economic-impact-analysis-of-proposed-Resource-
Management-Act-reforms-1.pdf 
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funding and delivery of services and reduce the challenges that come with the u-turning of each new 
government, and the subsequent funding and resourcing requirements of implementing new policy. 

14. The Mayoral Forum, however, is concerned that a shift towards centralised decision-making will lead to 
a loss of voice for communities, environmental frameworks that don’t provide for the outcomes sought 
by our communities, and loss of partnership at place. This shift is evident in most central government 
reforms currently being considered (e.g. simplifying local government, emergency management 
legislation and rate-capping and the resource management bills). 

15. The Mayoral Forum believes that local and central government need to work collaboratively in 
partnership for the communities we serve, noting the critical part each plays in providing safe, healthy, 
and productive environments.  

16. Whether our funding comes from taxes or rates, we are supporting the same people and the same 
communities. 

Mana Whenua and Treaty Settings  

17. The Mayoral Forum is concerned about the Bills’ exclusion of consideration for the principles of the Te 
Tiriti o Waitangi, broader cultural landscapes, ancestral relationships, kaitiakitanga, tikanga principles, 
and customary rights. We are not supportive of the change from a general Te Tiriti Principles provision 
to a descriptive provision. 

18. Both Bills should uphold Te Tiriti o Waitangi to enable meaningful iwi and hapu participation through 
the resource management system. Transitional arrangements should not inadvertently weaken existing 
Canterbury settings including current Ngāi Tahu representation arrangements and established 
partnership mechanisms.  

19. Failure to honour Te Tiriti could lead to litigation and undermine trust and compliance. Furthermore, 
the term Māori ‘interests’ is ambiguous and lacks clarity, leaving it open to varied interpretation 
depending on context, which again could undermine certainty and result in litigation.  

20. The proposed provisions shift the nature of our relationship with mana whenua and risks limiting the 
voice of local mana whenua and represent a significant weakening of the protections, rights and 
interests afforded to iwi and hapū.  

21. The Mayoral Forum recognises and supports the Government’s desire for cost-effective and efficient 
system. Partnering with Iwi offers substantial benefits that extend across cultural, social, 
environmental, economic, and legal spheres and the experience of our Canterbury councils of working 
with Ngāi Tahu is that outcomes are delivered faster, and at lower cost, with reduced risks of litigation 
when partnership approaches are implemented.  

22. These partnerships, founded on the principles of Te Tiriti, foster better outcomes for all parties and the 
wider community. This includes access to unique knowledge and perspectives, stronger community 
support and social licence, enhanced outcomes, environmental stewardship, cultural respect and 
preservation, and economic opportunity and growth. 

23. This is unique to New Zealand and goes to the heart of our national identity. 
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Link with other government reforms 

24. The Mayoral Forum would like to see stronger alignment between the multiple changes that are either 
in process or being mooted. The significance of the resource management system reform cannot be 
understated, nor easily separated from the wider local government reform agenda of central 
Government. 

25. The two Resource Management bills, the Emergency Management bill, the Rates Target Model and 
Simplifying Local Government proposals will all change how things operate at a local government level. 
These reforms are also happening at the same time as mergers of Government ministries, and the 
implementation of Local Water Well Done.  

26. The result of all the reforms is a complex set of parallel and interconnected system changes, with risks 
for financial sustainability and the continuity of services.  

27. Without appropriate alignment there are a number of high risks for our communities, such as changes 
that quickly become redundant, uncertainty of outcomes, and the associated costs to our communities 
that will inevitably continue to rise.  

28. The implementation of a new resource management system relies on a well-resourced and stable local 
government. Reform of local government including rates capping and simplifying local government has 
the potential to impact on this implementation.  

Implementation and Transition 

29. The timeline for transitioning to the new resource management system is extremely ambitious and 
poses a significant risk to the quality of decision-making and plan development. A critical measure of 
success will be how well the legislation supports a smooth transition to the new system. 

30. The RMA has suffered from poor and inconsistent implementation. Most notably, the lack of or 
slowness of national direction being created and implemented has led to lengthy and costly planning 
processes that have had to relitigate issues from region to region and district to district. Limited system 
oversight and guidance on the application of national direction, has seen inconsistent implementation 
of the RMA through planning processes nationally. 

31. To support transition into the new system, we consider it will be important for national direction to be 
stable, and responsive to different regional and urban contexts. Understanding how the various parts 
of the new system interact will help avoid confusion and ensure consistent implementation across the 
region, as well as the wider country. 

32. Managing transition risk must be a core focus of the Government’s implementation strategy, with 
decisions on timeframes for implementation that take into account cost, capability and capacity.   

33. The truncated process places considerable pressure on councils to deliver system-wide change within 
an extremely short period, increasing the risk of unintended consequences and poorly integrated 
outcomes. The timeframes also create substantial resourcing and capacity challenges for councils. 
These pressures are compounded by other major reforms occurring simultaneously, as previously 
noted, which also demand significant staff attention.  

Central Government... 2.1 c

38



 

Page 5 of 9 

34. We only get once chance for a successful transition.  

Transition Costs 

35. The proposed changes represent a significant undertaking for the local government sector. To support 
successful implementation adequate resourcing will be essential.  

36. The reforms will require significant investment in people, capability, and time.  

37. It is important that central government recognises these demands and share the costs with those 
charged with implementing the new requirements introduced through the legislation. 

38. At a time when councils are exercising financial discipline in response to community signals and rate-
capping proposals, while also facing climbing costs for infrastructure and service delivery, it is expected 
that central Government would in part fund set-up costs to alleviate a cost burden on local 
government.   

National Policy Direction 

39. It is positive to see the system that is the mandatory development of concise and consistent national 
policy direction and extensive use of mandatory planning standards ahead of planning processes being 
undertaken by Councils. This overarching direction of the reform is supported by the Mayoral Forum. 

40. We consider that these aspects of the system are as equally important to successful implementation as 
the bills themselves. 

41. We would encourage meaningful consultaƟon and analysis alongside local government as these 
responses are being prepared, and that the Minister specifically considers the costs of implemenƟng 
future regulaƟons before decisions are made. 

42. There are potential conflicts that the national direction will need to reconcile. The same tensions that 
exist in the RMA framework exist in the goals in the Bills. Clear national direction on how these tensions 
are to be reconciled will be important to avoid ambiguity and uncertainty in implementation. 

43. Climate change is an existential issue facing the country and the world. The absence of explicit goals 
related to its effects and mitigation of it is a significant gap in the Bills. We seek changes to the goals to 
reflect the importance of climate change issues.  

Spatial planning 

44. The Mayoral Forum supports the requirement for the proposed spatial planning framework. Regional 
spatial planning (RSP) will be critical in navigating the trade-offs required between enabling 
development and protecting environmental values. 

45. We do have some concerns with respect to requiring the spatial planning processes to commence 
before national direction has been finalised. This will likely increase uncertainty for resource users, 
businesses and communities, with the risk that spatial plans may need to be reworked if the content of 
national instruments changes through the policy development process.   
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46. The Mayoral Forum supports planning processes being sequenced, commenced and completed in a 
logical order, with decisions on higher order instruments (e.g. national direction) completed first, 
before the development of spatial plans commences. 

47. In principle, the Mayoral Forum generally agrees with the proposed governance arrangements set out 
in the Bill for regional spatial plan-making. While Spatial Planning Committees are formed to prepare 
and deliver the plans, local authorities retain decision-making on these plans. In a more centralised 
system, we see it as important that local authorities remain the final decision-makers to ensure 
accountability and responsiveness to local needs and requirements. 

48. We do note that the discretion afforded to councils within a region to determine how they will 
participate in the Spatial Planning Committee, and ultimately jointly approve the plan, means that 
achieving consensus may require considerable effort and collaboration.  

49. The Mayoral Forum recommends establishing decision-making principles in the legislation to guide the 
agreements between councils on decision making rules for the Spatial Plans. This approach could 
streamline decision-making and ensure that localised issues are addressed efficiently – while still 
ensuring collaboration on region wide matters. 

50. If councils in a region are unable to reach consensus and no decision is achievable, the Mayoral Forum 
does not support the proposal in the Planning Bill that the Minister be the decision maker on that 
regional policy dispute. The Mayoral Forum recommends that it is more appropriate that the dispute 
be adjudicated and decided by planning and legal professionals through a quasi-judicial process such as 
arbitration or the Planning Tribunal.  

51. The proposed timeline (RSPs by September 2027, decisions by March 2028, plans by December 2028) 
presents significant challenges without adequate funding support. Realistically, timeframes need to be 
doubled if local authorities are to have any chance of a successful transition to the new system, whilst 
meeting existing commitments, and navigating other change proposals. 

52. We strongly support a co-ordinated approach to infrastructure funding and investment by Central 
Government, local government and other infrastructure providers. A coordinated approach is required 
to achieve the goals of the Bills, which needs to be supported by companion legislation enabling growth 
to be funded by growth. 

53. Spatial planning is inherently strategic, place-based, and sensitive to scale. In Canterbury, many of the 
most complex and consequential planning challenges, including housing supply, infrastructure 
coordination, transport integration, climate adaptation, and economic development, operate at 
metropolitan scale and cut across existing administrative boundaries. These challenges will all need to 
be carefully considered with a region-wide decision-making model as proposed. 

54. If resource management reform proceeds ahead of local government reform, there must be flexibility 
to amend regional spatial plans to reflect any new governance or boundary arrangements.  

55. We note that with a regional spatial plan needing to be notified by September 2027 that local 
authorities would have needed to allocate funding within annual plans that have already been 
prepared for consultation or are in effect (noting that this is also prior to the enactment of the bills). 
While this is now unavoidable, we consider it would be appropriate for consideration to be given to the 
timing of long-term plan updates across the 2027 – 2037 Long Term Plan period. 
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Regulatory Relief 

56. The Mayoral Forum has serious concerns about the proposed mandatory regulatory relief framework 
and considers that, as drafted, it will have a number of adverse impacts for both councils, our 
ratepayers and community.  

57. With the possibility of a rates cap being introduced, there is potential that mandatory relief will deter 
Councils from protecting important areas because they are not in a position to provide suitable relief. 
Without seeing the national instruments and understanding the standardised zoning, it is difficult to 
fully quantify what this means in a Canterbury context, however, we see that there is potential that this 
could lead to worse outcomes for the region.  

58. It is of concern that the test for when a regulatory relief framework is required is not defined in the Bill. 
It is not clear what a “significant” impact on the “reasonable use” of the land is. We request that this be 
clarified in the legislation, together with more direction about how councils decide which relief 
mechanisms to use and what adequate relief constitutes.  

59. The Mayoral Forum has concerns around the eligibility criteria. If the Government intends on 
progressing with the regulatory relief framework, the eligibility criteria must be clear and unambiguous.  

60. Along with clear eligibility criteria, a framework for how compensation for such protections is to be 
worked out should be included in the prescribed provisions. This would provide certainty to councils 
and public as to how this is to be done. 

61. The absence of a prescribed framework for calculating compensation for protection means the 
potential cost implications are unclear and could lead to councils simply not including protections in 
land use plans, resulting in significant special environments not being protected for present and future 
generations. 

62. Long-established RMA case law recognises that landowners do not possess an absolute right to develop 
their land in any particular way. Planning controls serve the public interest and sound resource 
management principles rather than guaranteeing specific development outcomes for private property. 
The regulatory relief provisions risk undermining this fundamental planning framework. 

63. The Mayoral Forum is also concerned about the double standard that is evident in the Bills where local 
authorities are subject to ‘regulatory relief’ provisions, but the Crown is not. Where national standards 
impose controls on land use that significantly impact on a landowner’s reasonable use of land, the 
Crown is not required to provide regulatory relief. This creates a double standard, with local authorities 
subject to higher financial risk and cost, despite having less capacity to pay. 

64. If significant fiscal compensation becomes associated with regulatory protection methods, councils may 
rationally retreat from these methods, resulting in diminished protection of environmental and 
heritage values. This outcome would undermine the Bill's stated objectives. 

65. Under the Bill, spatial plan committees not local authorities, are responsible for preparing, consulting 
and notifying the draft spatial plan. Mandatory matters to be provided for through spatial plans include 
“constraints on the use and development of land ... including significant natural areas”. Councils will be 
statutorily required to implement the direction set by the spatial plan. In some instances, this will 
require controls to be placed on land use, with the compensatory costs of these decisions falling to 
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ratepayers.  If councils and ratepayers are required to fund the costs of a decision, they should have a 
role in decision-making.  

66. Many councils may be unlikely to include protections for significant special environments due to 
potential cost implications of regulatory relief, especially if in a rate capped environment and instead 
encourage voluntary protections.   

Community 

67. The shift towards greater centralised decision-making is one of particular concern to the Mayoral 
Forum. This is reflected in the design of the proposed planning system, with more decisions made by 
Government Ministers, and fewer decisions made locally by communities or elected members. As a 
result, the system dilutes the role of elected members as advocates and decision-makers for their 
communities and results in a loss of community voice. 

68. The proposed system is intended to be more directive – driven from the top down. While this aims to 
provide greater certainty and consistency through nationally set goals and direction, which can be 
beneficial, it inevitably reduces opportunities for local decision-making and public participation at each 
level of the new system.  

69. Public participation is highly valuable to understand and to take into account local context, the 
appropriate management of adverse effects, and maximise opportunities to achieve well-functioning 
urban and rural environments.  

70. We acknowledge the Government’s objective to provide for a more enabling system, premised on the 
enjoyment of private property rights. While we recognise the benefits that can be gained, particularly 
with unlocking housing and business development and facilitating infrastructure delivery, these must 
not come at the expense of achieving well-functioning environments, delivering good environmental 
outcomes alongside development, and ensuring appropriate public involvement and local voice in the 
planning process.  

71. However, under the proposed ‘funnel approach’, with key decisions being made earlier in the process, 
there are fewer opportunities for the public to revisit them at a local level. In our experience, people 
are far more likely to engage in the planning process when a proposed activity is tangible and directly 
affects them, such as a development on a neighbouring site. 

72. National instruments will likely be disconnected from local context making it challenging for the public 
to engage and fully comprehend the impacts on them. We question whether this proposed approach 
enables public participation at an appropriate level, specifically where the notification threshold for 
affected parties is changing to more than minor and the scope of effects that can be considered is 
limited.  

73. A community’s sense of place and identity, for urban and rural, is fundamental to its ongoing success, 
delivering multiple benefits – economic, social and environmental. Successful planning for communities 
requires holistic understanding of local context, which may not be best served through standardisation. 
It should be within the remit of the system to identify where and when this is the case, and the Bills 
must provide appropriate scope for bespoke provisions which are not significantly or unduly restricted. 
Regulation, when thresholds are set appropriately (and tested through robust evidence), promotes 
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growth, enabling and shaping great cities, townships and neighbourhoods – all set within an 
environment which complements and enhances their identity. 

Conclusion 

74. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum thanks you for the opportunity to submit on the Natural Environment 
and Planning Bills. 

75. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum does want to be heard in support of this submission. 

76. If you have any questions please contact our secretariat, Maree McNeilly at 
secretariat@canterburymayors.org.nz or on 027 381 8924. 

 
 
Nāku iti noa, nā 
 
 

 
 
 
Nigel Bowen 
Chair Canterbury Mayoral Forum 
Mayor Timaru District Council 
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13 February 2026 
 
Committee Secretariat 
Governance and Administration Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 6021 
 
By email:  ga@parliament.govt.nz 
 
 
Tena koutou 
 

Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint 
Committee and Canterbury Mayoral Forum combined 
submission – Emergency Management Bill (No 2) 2025  
 

1. The Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint Committee (CDEM Group) 
and Canterbury Mayoral Forum (Mayoral Forum) thank the Governance and Administration 
Committee for this opportunity to make a joint submission on the proposed Emergency 
Management Bill (No 2) 2025 (the Bill).  

2. Given the common membership and shared interests of both the CDEM Group and Mayoral 
Forum we make this joint submission taking a regional strategic perspective to the Bill, in the 
interests of a shared voice for Canterbury and efficiency of the submissions process.  

3. We note that individual councils within the region will be submitting on the Bill reflecting more 
specific viewpoints on its provisions from a constituent local authority perspective and we ask 
that the Committee carefully considers these.  

4. This letter and the attached comments on the Bill make up our joint submission.  

5. We wish to be heard in support of this submission. 
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Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Joint Committee 

6. The Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint Committee comprises 
elected representatives of local authorities within the region and was formed under the Local 
Government Act 2002 (LGA) pursuant to S.12 of the CDEM Act 2002 (the Act).  

7. Members of the CDEM Group Joint Committee are the mayor or chairperson (or delegated 
councillor) from Kaikōura, Hurunui, Waimakariri, Selwyn, Ashburton, Timaru, Mackenzie, 
Waimate District Councils, Christchurch City Council and Canterbury Regional Council 
(Environment Canterbury). In February 2019, it was agreed that Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 
would be invited to a guardianship role – Kai Mataara – and is treated as a full voting member 
during meetings.  

8. The CDEM Group exercises governance, sets regional funding, and determines CDEM policy 
for member authorities in relation to risk analysis, reduction, readiness, response, and recovery 
from emergencies. The Canterbury CDEM Group operates a devolved model where, apart from 
the Group Office, all Emergency Management staff are employed by their respective Local 
Territorial Authorities. 

9. The CDEM Group is supported by the Canterbury CDEM Coordinating Executive Group (CEG) 
established and maintained under s.20 of the Act. Apart from statutory appointments of CEs 
from councils and representatives from emergency and health services, a range of 
representatives from partner agencies and sub-groups with roles and responsibilities in 
emergency management also sit on CEG. Several operational subcommittees operate below 
CEG.  

Canterbury Mayoral Forum 

10. The Canterbury Mayoral Forum (Mayoral Forum) comprises the mayors of the ten territorial 
authorities in Canterbury and the Chair of the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment 
Canterbury), supported by our chief executives. The purpose of the Forum is to promote 
collaboration across the region and increase the effectiveness of local government in meeting 
the needs of Canterbury’s communities.  

11. The eleven local authorities are: Kaikōura, Hurunui, Waimakariri, Selwyn, Ashburton, Timaru, 
Mackenzie, Waimate and Waitaki District Councils, the Christchurch City Council and 
Environment Canterbury.  

12. All Canterbury councils actively participate in the Forum to promote collaboration across the 
region and increase the effectiveness of local government in meeting the needs of Canterbury’s 
communities.  

Context  

13. Canterbury is the largest region in New Zealand by land area, extending from north of the 
Clarence River to south of the Waitaki, and from the main divide of the Southern Alps to the 

Central Government... 2.1 d

45



 

 
Page 3 of 22 

South Pacific Ocean. We comprise some of the largest and fastest-growing urban areas in New 
Zealand. Greater Christchurch is New Zealand’s second most populous urban area.  

14. The low-lying Canterbury Plains and the Southern Alps are iconic natural features but are also 
significant factors in the wide range of natural hazards and risks the region faces, including fire, 
flood, wind, earthquakes, and tsunami. As a region we have significant experience in recorded 
history of all of these hazards resulting in natural disaster events and giving rise to 
preparedness for and activation of emergency response and recovery activities.  

15. Additionally, as widely reported, we face the prospect of a 75 percent probability of a vast 
Alpine Fault earthquake within the next 50 years with an 82 percent probability it will be above 
8.0 in magnitude.  

16. The devastating Canterbury earthquake sequence of 2010-2012, the Hurunui/Kaikōura 
earthquakes of 2016, the Port Hills fires of 2017, the mosque attacks of 2019 and the 
Canterbury floods of 2021 are but several recent examples. Through the CDEM Group, regional 
capability, and capacity to regionally coordinate larger events and support local Councils in 
delivery of emergency management response is well established, as are emergency 
management resources at local levels. 

17. Like other CDEM Groups with regional and territorial councils, CDEM Group resourcing for 
emergency management relies on the funding that constituent local authorities agree to 
contribute through a targeted rate by the regional council as administering authority. This also 
funds the CDEM Group office that includes a range of professional emergency management 
staff and delivers a programme of work to an agreed budget. Local council rates fund local 
councils’ emergency management activities, including employing their own professional 
Emergency Management staff, among many other activities.  

Our Overview of the Bill  

18. We support the intent of the Bill to strengthen and modernise New Zealand’s emergency 
management system. In particular, we support the strengthening of regional (and local) 
emergency management, stronger national leadership and direction, and the intent to formalise 
and support the role of iwi Māori in emergency management. We also endorse the move 
towards greater consistency, coordination and accountability. In these respects, the Bill 
addresses some long standing weaknesses in the current system.   

19. However, the Bill does not deliver the level of transformational reform that is required. Instead, it 
largely retains the existing framework, providing only modest and incremental enhancements 
that do not address the underlying deficiencies of the current emergency management system. 
It does not fully address critical challenges such as building long-term disaster resilience, or 
establishing a comprehensive and intentionally structured recovery framework. As a result, 
although the Bill will improve system performance, further legislative and policy development 
will be required to deliver a fit-for-purpose emergency management system capable of meeting 
the significant and increasingly complex demands anticipated over the next 25 years to 2050. 

20. We also see the legislative context of the Bill, and its relationship to other proposals for local 
government reforms, as key issues. There is a lack of cohesion and clarity in the 
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interrelationship of this Bill with other current legislative changes. Further, the local government 
structures that are required to deliver emergency management are themselves subject to 
significant uncertainty.   

21. Perhaps most vitally, the Bill imposes heightened expectations on local government in relation 
to preparedness, response and recovery at the same time as other reforms – particularly the 
introduction of rates caps – will significantly and materially reduce the financial capacity of 
Councils to deliver these. There is a clear misalignment between the policy objectives of the Bill 
and the imposition of rates caps, which will actively limit Councils’ ability to fund the 
requirements set out in the Bill. Without mechanisms to address the investment required by 
local and central government, we will struggle to deliver desired and equitable outcomes to New 
Zealand communities. 

22. Thank you for your consideration of our joint Group and Forum regional submission.  

23. Key contacts in relation to this submission are: James Thompson, Regional Manager/ Group 
Controller Canterbury CDEM Group, James.Thompson@cdemcanterbury.govt.nz (phone 027 
277 1505), or Maree McNeilly, Canterbury Mayoral Forum Secretariat 
secretariat@canterburymayors.org.nz  (Phone 027 381 8924). 

 
 
 
Nāku, iti noa, nā 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Marie Black 
Chair Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency 
Management Group Joint Committee  
Mayor, Hurunui District Council  

Nigel Bowen 
Chair Canterbury Mayoral Forum  
Mayor, Timaru District Council  
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Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Joint 
Committee and Canterbury Mayoral Forum:  

Combined Submission on the Emergency Management Bill 
2023  

General Comments 

1. The Bill is supported as a positive step forward in a number of areas. In particular we support 
the intention to: 

 Strengthen the regional and local emergency management framework 

 Formalise and support the role of iwi Māori in emergency management 
 Provide clearer direction for both response and recovery 
 Introduce processes for stronger national direction and guidance 
 Provide for community representation 
 Formalise the role of lead agencies 
 Enable a higher minimum standard of emergency management 
 Recognise and provide for essential infrastructure and essential services 
 Introduce stronger compliance measures. 

2. However there remain a number of important aspects that must be addressed, if the purpose of 
the legislation is to be achieved.   

Role of iwi Māori  

3. Te Rūnanga O Ngāi Tahu, Papatipu Rūnanga and hapū have made, and continue to make, a 
significant contribution in readiness and activation in emergency management in Waitaha 
Canterbury. While the Bill does provide for some recognition of the importance of iwi Māori in 
the emergency management framework, there are other opportunities to strengthen and 
support the role of iwi Māori that should be included in the Bill. These are further addressed in 
the sections below. 

Local Government Reform proposals 

Simplifying Local Government 

4. The current proposals for local government reform create uncertainty and the potential for 
significant impacts on how the functions in the Bill will be carried out, including on the ability to 
mount responses and coordinate recovery, and on the capacity to meet additional standards. If 
local government reform results in staff losses this will directly impact on the ability to staff 
emergency operations during a response. It may also impact on the retention of technical staff 
such as hazards and river management staff, who perform essential roles supporting 
emergency management from within Councils.  
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Rates caps and costs – inconsistent drivers 

5. Given that emergency management is dependent on rates, it is clear that the introduction of 
rates caps will have the potential to significantly impact emergency management functions 
(noting that the proposed exclusions relate only to natural disaster in extreme circumstances 
and not to BAU). The Bill provides for the development of rules which may include prescribed 
standards, training requirements, qualifications, and additional reporting, all of which will require 
additional rates resourcing. The timing of the proposal to implement rates caps is clearly at 
odds with Councils’ need to comply with such rules. 

6. The Regulatory Impact Statement (RIS) for the Bill identifies initial costs of $82.8m to local 
authority members of CDEM groups over the first 4-year period, with potentially ‘medium’ level 
costs on an ongoing basis thereafter. In this regard, we are not aware of any government 
proposals to review funding sources or address the rising costs identified. Indeed, there is likely 
to be downward pressure on rates funding, which will impact the implementation of the Bill.   

Inconsistency with the Government’s Roadmap for Strengthening Emergency 
Management  

7. In June 2025 the Government released ‘Strengthening Emergency Management: A Roadmap 
for Investment and Implementation’, which identifies the initiatives and investments that Cabinet 
has agreed are needed to change the emergency management system. The Bill provides a 
platform for some of these changes, but it is not clear why some have been omitted from the 
Bill. The Roadmap clearly links the delivery of actions for supporting local government to a 
stated acknowledgement that local government needs more investment to deliver emergency 
management to desired standards1. The RIS for the Bill acknowledges the risk that lack of 
resources, capacity and capability to implement all requirements fully or in a timely manner will 
‘delay realisation of expected benefits of improved system [sic]2’. However, it proposes no 
mitigation, simply stating that costs will fall on local government.   

8. It is clear that while the lack of support and investment in local government to deliver 
emergency management remains unaddressed, the outcomes set out in the Roadmap will not 
be achieved.   

Relationship with other legislative reforms 

9. Given the number of overlapping areas of reform affecting local government, across both form 
and functions, there is a risk of misalignment and a lack of coherence across regimes. With the 
number of Bills currently before the House that are focused on risk, hazards, reduction and 
resilience we believe that an integrated approach across these Bills would provide a more 
coherent and systematic framework to address these issues, which ultimately will provide better 
outcomes for our communities. 

10. For example, there are inconsistencies in the wording of definitions and in planning 
requirements relating to natural hazard management across a number of pieces of legislation. 

 
1 New Zealand Government, June 2025 Strengthening Emergency Management: A Roadmap for Investment and Implementation 
2 National Emergency Management Agency, July 2025 Regulatory Impact Statement: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency 
management legislation 
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The purpose, functions and definitions across this Bill, the Planning Bill and other applicable 
local government legislation should be aligned, with a view to avoiding duplication, overlap, and 
gaps. 

Structure of the Bill 

11. We support the Bill’s objective of providing greater clarity around response and recovery 
arrangements and processes. However, as currently drafted, the Bill contains inconsistencies 
and areas of ambiguity that could create confusion and increase operational risk. For example, 
at separate sections of the Bill, provisions relating to the powers of controllers during 
emergencies variously include some controllers while excluding others. The introduction of new 
terms for different types of controllers further adds to this complexity, making it difficult to 
interpret and apply the legislation consistently. At times, local and regional roles appear to be 
seen as interchangeable, which they are not.  It is essential that the powers, responsibilities, 
and interrelationships of each specified role are clearly set out in the Bill. 

Oversight 

12. The Bill should include provision for independent, system-wide assurance or oversight by an 
independent party outside NEMA, such as an Inspector-General. This would support 
improvement across the sector, and strengthen accountability and public confidence in the 
emergency management system. 

Undeclared Emergencies 

13. At present there is a significant operational gap between routine business-as-usual activities 
and formally declared emergencies. A statutory framework for undeclared emergencies would 
enable earlier more proportionate intervention and reduce reliance on informal or improvised 
arrangements. There is an opportunity in the Bill to include formal processes that provide 
appropriate mandates and protections for those working in undeclared emergency situations, 
such as pre-declaration situations, where immediate action may be necessary to protect life 
safety.   

Recovery responsibilities 

14. The responsibilities for coordination of resources and implementation of recovery activities after 
a state of emergency or transition period are unclear. This lack of clarity has affected numerous 
recoveries in the past, including the Canterbury Earthquakes and the North Island Severe 
Weather Events (NISWE). The confusion has resulted in unnecessary delays in establishing 
recovery activities, to the detriment of the affected communities. Clearly defining these post-
transition roles and responsibilities is essential for efficient and effective delivery of recovery 
activities. Included in our submission below are proposals and provisions to address this within 
the scope of this Bill, noting our overall view below that a wider inquiry is necessary. We would 
be pleased to provide any further information or clarification the Committee may require.   
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Recovery framework  

15. While outside the scope of this Bill, it is recommended that the Government consider a wider 
inquiry into the recovery from natural disasters and the adequacy of existing arrangements and 
responsibilities. The genesis of this Bill was the response and subsequent inquiries in relation to 
NISWE. There have been similar inquiries into responses to other events. To our knowledge, 
there has never been an independent inquiry regarding recovery from natural hazards. It is 
therefore not surprising that the shortcomings of recovery have been neglected in the 
emergency management framework. 

16. Such an inquiry could also consider arrangements for risk reduction or resilience. Like the 
longer-term recovery process, building resilience is a far longer, more costly, and vastly 
different process than emergency management response. The inquiry could look at this as an 
end-to-end process, across all 4Rs including the aspects of long-term risk reduction and 
recovery. While risk reduction and recovery are part of the theory of emergency management, 
in practice they are given little consideration and are rarely prioritised in the New Zealand 
emergency management system.    

By provisions 

Clause 2 Commencement 

17. We seek that the commencement dates associated with the following two provisions are 
amended so that they do not come into effect until after national guidance on each is released: 

 Clause 2(3)(a) referring to clause 44, which relates to the obligation on Chief Executives 
regarding the use and provision of resources 

 Clause 2(3)(e) regarding the inclusion of arrangements for disproportionately affected 
communities in Regional Emergency Management Plans (clause 91(k)).  

18. We provide further information on the reasons for this below, in our submission on clauses 44 
and 91. 

Clause 3: Purpose 

19. The purpose of the Bill is supported, subject to the changes set out in paragraphs 19-22 below. 

20. Clause 3(b) should include a reference to the protection of life as well as property. This aligns 
with national response priorities.   

21. Clause 3(f) should include reference to regional emergency management planning, as follows: 

(f) providing for the integration of national, regional and local emergency management planning 
and activity through the alignment of regional and local planning with a national emergency 
management strategy and national emergency management plan. 

22. As evidenced here, throughout the Bill there is inconsistency in the use of terminology in a 
number of clauses, which results in a lack of clarity as to the meaning and application of 
provisions. Another example is in Part 3 of the Bill, where subpart 4 is headed ‘Local and Sector 
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Planning’ but there is no further reference in that subpart to local plans, nor any provisions for 
them. There is also no definition included in the Bill for local plans.   

23. The Bill should be amended to ensure there is a single set of definitions located in the 
Interpretation section, with those terms then being used consistently in headings and clauses 
throughout the Bill. 

Clause 5: Interpretation 

24. For the sake of clarity, all interpretive provisions should be located in one place. There are a 
number of interpretation provisions currently located in several other parts of the Bill, such as in 
Parts 4 and 5. These should be relocated to this section, with reference included as to where 
and how they apply. 

25. The definition of risk in the Bill is outdated, and should be expanded to include components of 
hazard, exposure, vulnerability and capacity. This would align it with the Sendai Framework for 
Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-20303,  the current National Disaster Resilience Strategy4, and 
the focus areas in the Government’s Response to the Inquiry into the Response to the North 
Island Severe Weather Events5.   

Clause 7: Meanings of essential infrastructure and essential infrastructure provider 

26. The move to a principles-based approach to the definition of essential service in the Bill is a 
significant step forward and is supported. However, the benefits of this approach are not 
adequately realised in the current Bill. The Discussion Document described a number of 
additional services that could be considered “essential”, being certain digital services, 
distribution of groceries to retailers, cash and payments services, solid waste management 
services, and hazard warning systems6. However, the Bill in its current form makes no provision 
for these essential services. 

27. Clause 7 should be amended to include an additional reference to ‘essential service provider’ 
as follows (or similar):   
‘Essential service provider’ means an entity or a member of a class of entities that— 
(a)  provides, or is responsible for providing, essential services; and 
(b) is named or described in Schedule 3. 

28. Schedule 3 of the Bill should then provide a list of these essential service providers, for 
example solid waste services, fast moving consumer goods, finance/banking and cloud 
computer services.  

29. We are also very clear that flood protection infrastructure and telemetry systems must be 
included as essential infrastructure in the Bill. This is addressed in our submission on Schedule 
3. 

 
3 United Nations Office for Disaster Risk Reduction (UNISDR), 2015 Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 
4 New Zealand Government, April 2019 Rautaki ā-Motu Manawaroa Aituā | National Disaster Resilience Strategy 
5 New Zealand Government, October 2024 Strengthening disaster resilience and emergency management - Government response to the 
Report of the Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events 
6 National Emergency Management Agency, 2025, Discussion document - Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management 
legislation, NZ Government 
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Clause 14: Functions of Director-General of Emergency Management  

30. The Bill includes requirements for Emergency Management Committees7 and local authorities8 
to promote, monitor and report on compliance with not only the Act but also other legislation 
relevant to the purpose of the Act, as listed in Schedule 2. At present the scope and standard of 
this monitoring and reporting that will be required of Emergency Management Committees and 
local authorities is not clear. Clause 14 should be amended to include the development of 
guidelines by the Director General on this requirement, to ensure committees and local 
authorities are supported to deliver what is sought. 

31. We consider that the same requirement for monitoring and reporting on compliance with related 
legislation should also apply to the Director-General. This is important in order to demonstrate 
the linkages across related legislation, at national level. Clauses requiring this should be 
inserted in this section.   

32. This section should also be amended to introduce a mandatory role for the Director General to 
support and assist in coordination of resources made available by government agencies. In 
local and regional scale events, the current Act and the Bill state that Regional Recovery 
Managers “must direct and coordinate” during a transition period. This includes resources made 
available by government departments and Councils for the purposes of recovery. It is implied in 
the Bill that territorial authority Chief Executives will be responsible for this function following a 
transition period (clause 44). However, both in transition and after transition, it is unclear how 
this coordination is achieved in any practical sense across government agencies. If this 
responsibility is given to Recovery Managers and Council Chief Executives, it must come with 
the resources and support to ensure it can be implemented. 

33. This would be achieved by adding this to the functions of the Director General in clause 14. 
This would explicitly recognise the role of NEMA, through the Director General, in supporting 
the coordination of resources and recovery activities across all government agencies. We 
suggest the addition of two new clauses following 14 (h), as follows (or similar):  

(x) during a local state of emergency or a local transition period, assist Regional 
Controllers and Regional Recovery Managers in directing and coordinating 
resources made available by government agencies:  
(y) following the end of a national or local transition period, assist council Chief 

Executives or others to whom responsibility for recovery coordination and 
implementation is transferred, in coordinating resources made available by 
government agencies: …  

34. Inclusion in this section is needed to anchor this as a core responsibility of the Director General. 
It could be supplemented, but should not be substituted, by a further clarification in the National 
Plan or other mechanisms as to how this function will be achieved.  

Clause 15: Powers of Director-General 

35. We believe it would be a valuable addition to the current framework if the Director General was 
to be given explicit authority to authorise any suitably qualified and experienced Controller to 
operate in any district or region in New Zealand. The reason for this is that any Controller 

 
7 Clauses 27(1)(g) and (h) and 28(2)(h) and (i) 
8 Clause 42(2)(h) and (i) 
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deployed ‘out of region’ needs to be delegated the authority to act by the Joint Committee of 
that region. This may be administratively challenging and may not always be operationally 
possible in a timely manner.  We seek that a new subclause is added to this section, 15(2)(c), 
which provides that the Director General may authorise any suitably qualified and experienced 
Controller to operate in any specified district or region, for any specified period. 

36. We acknowledge the introduction of new mechanisms in the Bill for increased accountability, 
including the ability for the Director General to issue compliance orders under clause 174 of the 
Bill. We consider this new statutory tool available to the Director General should be 
accompanied by guidance on thresholds for compliance orders and in what circumstances they 
will be used. Clause 15(4) should be amended to add this as a matter on which guidance will be 
issued.   

37. The word ‘strategic’ in clause 15(4)(c) should be deleted, so that guidelines for recovery 
planning are not limited to strategic matters only. Such guidelines might usefully include 
operational matters. This should not be precluded. 

Clause 24: Members of Emergency Management Committees 

38. In general the intent to enhance iwi Māori participation in the Bill is supported, although we note 
the Bill does not propose to include iwi representation on Emergency Management 
Committees. This is in our view a significant omission and does not adequately recognise the 
nature of partnership, nor does it acknowledge the critical knowledge, capability, and networks 
that iwi bring that strengthen emergency management outcomes. Full participation in decision-
making processes that affect iwi should be enabled in the Bill. The clause should be amended 
to provide for mana whenua representation on Emergency Management Committees, as 
members with full voting rights. It should also provide for and enable iwi to appoint their 
representative. 

39. Consequential amendments would also be required to clauses 25 and 26, to provide for this.   

Clauses 27 & 28: Functions of multi-member Emergency Management Committees 
and  Functions of unitary authority Emergency Management Committees 

40. Under both clauses 27(1)(a)(iii) and 28(2)(a)(iii), one of the functions of Emergency 
Management Committees is to identify and implement cost-effective risk reduction. While we 
are very supportive of risk reduction, it is unclear how this relates to the same requirement 
given to local authorities under s42(2)(iv). The relationship between these requirements should 
be made clear.   

41. As outlined above, we consider that clauses 27(1)(h) and clauses 28(2)(i) requiring compliance 
monitoring and reporting should be the subject of guidelines issued by the Director General 
under clause 14.  
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Clause 36: Membership rules in event of local government reorganisations 

42. As outlined above in our submission on clause 24, the Bill must ensure iwi Māori representation 
is provided for as part of the establishment of Emergency Management Committees. This also 
applies following reorganisation. 

Clause 38: Functions and costs of administering authorities and chief executives of 
administering authorities 

43. The arrangements relating to administrative authorities in the Bill do not reflect the reality that 
considerable support is required to enable Joint Committees to carry out their functions under 
the current CDEM Act. Given the increase in responsibilities for Emergency Management 
Committees under this Bill, there will be a consequent increase in workload for administrative 
authorities. We support the view that consideration should be given to providing for suitably 
resourced and dedicated offices to support Emergency Management Committees. Provision for 
this in the Bill would reduce an area of operational risk to the functioning of Emergency 
Management Committees. This is particularly so in light of the current proposals for local 
government reform, in that many Regional Councils are currently administering authorities but 
their future under the reforms is currently uncertain. 

Clause 39: Appointment of Emergency Management Co-ordinating Executive Group 

44. The inclusion of ambulance service and rural representation on the Coordinating Executive 
Group is supported. Currently Canterbury’s Coordinating Executive Group includes a 
representative from each of the Rural Advisory Group (RAG) and ambulance service, and we 
welcome the formalisation of this involvement.    

45. We also strongly support the iwi perspective representation provision in clause 39(2)(f). In the 
Canterbury context, we recognise that Papatipu Rūnanga of Canterbury hold manawhenua. We 
submit that this clause should be amended to ensure that iwi make their own appointments to 
the Coordinating Executive Group. 

Clause 41: Provision of support to certain members of Emergency Management Co-
ordinating Executive 

46. This provision is supported. 

Clause 42: Role of local authority members of multi-member Emergency 
Management Committees 

47. Clause s42(2)(iv) requires local authorities to identify how to reduce risks and implement cost-
effective risk reduction. As outlined above, clauses 27(1)(a)(iii) and 28(2)(a)(iii) require the 
same of Emergency Management Committees. While we are very supportive of risk reduction, 
it is important that the relationship between these requirements is clarified. 
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Clause 44:  Role of chief executives of territorial authorities to co-ordinate use of 
resources 

48. As outlined above on clause 2, we have a concern with the proposed commencement date for 
this requirement. We do not consider that a 12-month period is sufficient given the need to work 
through and assess what is required, and the need for alignment with Council planning and 
budgeting cycles. We note this new requirement also sits in the context of the new 
accountability provisions in the Bill, including the compliance order regime. 

49. We consider this is a matter on which the Director General should issue guidance to further 
define what is required. The timeframe for commencement should then be coordinated with the 
availability of this guidance, taking in to account local government planning cycles. 

Clause 45: Costs incurred by local authorities or water organisations in connection 
with emergency may be reimbursed or paid  

50. We acknowledge the significant contribution Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, Papatipu Rūnanga and 
hapū have made in readiness and activation of emergency response and recovery. It is 
noteworthy that this has relied on these groups bearing the cost of readiness of facilities, such 
as maintenance of marae, that may be called upon in emergencies. The present system of iwi 
or Māori organisations having to lodge claims for welfare expenses with local authorities, who in 
turn, request reimbursement from the Government, is inadequate and inefficient. This clause 
should be amended to include provision for reimbursement of iwi and Māori organisations 
directly, for welfare expenses they incur during emergency management activities.    

Clause 57: Role of District Controllers  

51. Clause 57(2) should be amended to provide powers to District Controllers to direct the use of 
resources, and not just coordinate. Where there may be multiple local emergencies, it would be 
inefficient and impractical for only the Regional Controller to have powers of direction. It is 
important that District Controllers are able to direct the use of resources in local emergencies. 

52. We also consider that the same accountability requirements in clause 56(4) that apply to 
Regional Controllers when authorising other persons to undertake functions, should apply to 
District Controllers. District Controllers should remain responsible for the exercise of any 
functions or powers that they authorise another person to undertake. A parallel clause should 
be included in this section.   

Clause 58: Role of Local Controllers 

53. This clause establishes a new process whereby a unitary authority Chief Executive also has the 
ability to direct a Local Controller to exercise the powers in clauses 127-135. This falls outside 
the established system of emergency management hierarchy and control. It creates significant 
potential for confusion during emergency situations, noting that Local Controllers are also 
required to follow any directions given by Regional Controllers. Other parts of the Bill, such as 
the provisions for compensation, rely on a clear understanding of under whose direction parties 
are acting. We consider that only Regional Controllers should be able to direct Local Controllers 
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in respect of the powers in clauses 127-135, to maintain a clear line of authority and 
accountability. 

54. Clause 58(6) allows Local Controllers to authorise any other suitable person to exercise or 
further delegate functions. We submit that all controllers, including Local Controllers, should 
remain accountable for duties they have authorised other persons to undertake. The same 
accountability requirements in clause 56(4) should apply to Local Controllers and should be 
added here.   

Clause 65: Role of Regional Recovery Managers 

55. Regional Recovery Managers only have the ability to direct and coordinate resources during a 
transition period. There is currently no clarity in the Bill as to post-transition period 
arrangements, including who is responsible for ongoing recovery once the transition period 
ends and the powers are no longer available. We have submitted that such arrangements are 
added to the Bill – refer paragraphs 83-87. 

Clause 66: Role of District Recovery Managers 

56. Clause 66(2) should be amended to provide powers to District Recovery Managers to direct the 
use of resources, and not just coordinate. It is inefficient and impractical for only the Regional 
Recovery Manager to have powers of direction. It is important that District Recovery Managers 
are able to direct the use of resources in transition periods. 

57. We also consider that the same accountability requirements in clause 65(4) that apply to 
Regional Recovery Managers when authorising other persons to undertake functions, should 
apply to District Recovery Managers. District Recovery Managers should remain responsible for 
the exercise of any functions or powers that they authorise another person to undertake. A 
parallel clause should be included in this section. 

Clause 67: Role of Local Recovery Managers 

58. Refer the previous point regarding Recovery Managers remaining accountable for duties they 
have authorised other persons to undertake. The same accountability requirements in clause 
65(4) should apply to Local Recovery Managers. 

Clause 69: Role of lead agencies 

59. We support the intent to clarify roles and accountabilities across the emergency management 
system, including the role of national level lead agencies for particular hazards. However, the 
clause lacks considerable detail on how this is to work in practice.   

60. The Bill has not clarified the interaction between the role of a lead agency and the statutory 
powers held by controllers. We note the RIS at paragraph 163 states that it would ‘…require 
planning with CDEM Groups to clarify the role of the Controller or Director CDEM when 
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supporting the lead agency9’. However, this has not been reflected in the wording of the Bill, nor 
is it supported. If the Bill is going to establish a national framework whereby lead agencies have 
‘primary responsibility for managing the response to the emergency’ it must also make explicit 
their authorities and accountabilities in doing so, and any limits to those. It is also essential that 
the Bill specifies how those authorities relate to all other role-holders and their functions in an 
emergency. Not only would it be inefficient for lead agencies to have to work this out with each 
CDEM group individually, it also introduces a risk of variation between regions in how 
emergencies are led and managed.   

61. It is also unclear what stages and functions of emergency management the lead agency is 
responsible for. For example, it is not clear in the Bill whether lead agencies are responsible for 
welfare needs during a state of emergency. We are also concerned that the Bill does not 
establish any explicit linkage between decision-making by a lead agency during a response and 
the implications of those decisions for subsequent recovery. Good practice is that decisions by 
controllers during a response are made with due regard to their effects on post-response and 
recovery outcomes, such as the protection of key infrastructure essential to community 
functioning. The Bill does not require a lead agency managing the response to undertake such 
an assessment. 

62. The Bill also does not set out how complex multi-hazard emergencies are to be managed, or 
how differences of interpretation or conflicts are to be resolved.  

63. As worded, there is considerable potential for operational risks including overlap, inconsistency, 
and delays in decision-making. A much more detailed framework is required.   

64. We support the requirement in Clause 69(2)(b) for lead agency participation in developing 
regional emergency management plans. However, we consider it should also require lead 
agencies to participate in the development of local plans, where relevant, in relation to 
responding to particular hazards. There are a number of local plans in Canterbury where lead 
agency participation is important. Examples include Bottle Lake Forest in Christchurch and 
McHughs Forest Park Forest near Darfield, where collaborative planning is required between 
the territorial authority and Fire and Emergency New Zealand.  

Clause 70: Transfer of lead agency role 

65. We support the provision for transfer to another agency or Committee, with that party’s 
agreement. As noted above, further detail is needed around the exercise of such a transfer.   

Clause 82: National emergency management plan 

66. Elsewhere in this submission we have sought that the Bill be amended to provide clarity on 
national, regional and local responsibilities and processes for recovery10. It is also recognised 
however that in nationally severe or catastrophic events, the resources, level of coordination, 
and the legislative tools required will exceed the capacity and authority of NEMA and the 
emergency management framework prescribed by this Bill. For these historically rare but 

 
9 National Emergency Management Agency, July 2025 Regulatory Impact Statement: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency 
management legislation 
10 Paragraphs 31ff, 54, 87ff 
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devastating events, unique national arrangements will be required. This should be anticipated, 
planned, and provided for. Clause 82 should be amended to require the National Plan to 
provide for alternative recovery arrangements for nationally severe or catastrophic events, 
including who will be responsible for putting in place alternative arrangements that may be 
required. 

Clause 86: Preparation and approval of proposal relating to review of national 
emergency management plan 

67. The requirement for the Director General to engage with and seek advice from iwi Māori as part 
of developing a proposal is supported.   

68. We also support the requirement for the Director General to consult those who would have 
roles and responsibilities under the proposed national emergency management plan. We 
consider that section 86(2)(c) should be amended to include a specific reference to Emergency 
Management Committees, to ensure this is clear. The wording ‘including Emergency 
Management Committees’ should be added to 86(2)(c) (or similar relief).   

Clause 91: Content of regional emergency management plan 

69. Clauses 91(k), (l) and (m) are new clauses requiring the plan to provide for arrangements for 
disproportionately affected communities, how offers of assistance will be managed, and 
arrangements for managing animals. We support the addition of these in the Bill. We do 
however note that Regional Emergency Management Plans should be strategic documents, 
and that these new matters are more operational in nature. The ability to incorporate material 
by reference under clause 92 of the Bill will be a useful mechanism in this regard.   

70. In relation to clause 91(k) regarding the inclusion of arrangements for the needs of 
disproportionately affected communities, this is a matter that is likely to require significant initial 
assessment which may be complex, and engagement which should not be rushed. A period of 
time will then be required for the process of incorporating provisions into the regional plan. 
While there will obviously be variations between regions, we think it would be of significant 
benefit to have national guidance from the Minister on engagement and requirements for this 
process. We have submitted earlier, on clause 3 of the Bill, that the commencement of this 
provision should follow the release of such guidance material. We recommend an addition to 
clause 212 to explicitly provide for the development of such guidance.   

Clause 94: Community engagement in developing proposal for regional emergency 
management plan 

71. The requirement for engagement with representatives of disproportionately affected 
communities as part of developing a proposal is supported, noting our submission on the time 
needed to work through this process.   

72. We also support subclause (b) requiring the Committee to involve iwi Māori in developing a 
proposal. We reiterate our earlier submission that manawhenua should also have 
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representation at governance level in this process, as part of Emergency Management 
Committees.  

Clause 98: Targeted amendments to regional emergency management plan 

73. The provisions for flexibility in plan-making allow for a more efficient and effective process, 
including providing for tailored consultation. We support the provisions as outlined. 

Clause 99: Minor amendments to regional emergency management plan 

74. The ability to make minor amendments to the Plan is also supported. 

Clause 101: Preparation of regional emergency management planning standards 

75. The wording ‘and any applicable Emergency Management Committee’ should be added to 
101(2)(a) (or similar relief). It is essential that Emergency Management Committees that may 
be subject to a planning standard are consulted as part of the development of the standard/s, 
not just given the opportunity to submit once it is developed.   

Clause 104: Director-General may develop sector response plans for essential 
infrastructure providers 

76. This new provision, which provides for the Director General to develop sector response plans 
for essential infrastructure, is supported subject to the inclusion of a specific requirement to 
consult with Emergency Management Committees.  

77. Under Clause 105, sector response plans may include responsibilities for Emergency 
Management Committees. It is therefore appropriate to include specific reference to Emergency 
Management Committees in 104(3) for completeness, to ensure they are consulted with, as 
follows: 

104 (3) Before approving the sector response plan, the Director-General must consult— 
(a) … 
(b) relevant government agencies, Emergency Management Committees and local 
authorities; …  

78. Similar amendment is required to clause 106(2) which sets out the process for changing sector 
response plans.   

Clause 115: State of local emergency may be concurrent with national emergency 
declarations  

79. This is supported as it recognises and provides for situations where there may be complex and 
overlapping emergencies.   
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Clause 120: Form and publication of declarations of states of emergency, 
extensions, and terminations 

80. The modernisation of publication and form requirements for declarations and terminations is a 
useful update and is supported. 

Clause 121: Interpretation of this subpart 

81. Local controllers should be added to the definition of ‘authorised Controller’ and ‘specified 
person’ to enable them to exercise relevant powers in an emergency, at the direction of a 
Regional Controller. It should be clear in the Act that all controllers have this authority, when so 
directed (noting our submission on clause 58 that the ability of Chief Executives to direct local 
controllers should be removed- refer paragraph 52 above).   

82. Overall, the way terminology is included in and used in Part 4 is confusing. New terms are 
referenced, such as ‘authorised controller’, ‘specified person’ and ‘primary specified person’. If 
these are to be retained, all such interpretive provisions should be included in Clause 5, to 
ensure there is a single set of definitions located in one section. Those terms should be used 
consistently in headings and clauses throughout the Bill. 

Clause 124: When authorised Controllers or specified persons may exercise powers 

83. The terminology used in the Bill is not internally consistent, which creates a risk of uncertainty.  
This should be avoided. Clause 124 currently refers to a location for which a person is 
‘responsible’. This section should be amended as follows: 

An authorised Controller or a specified person may exercise the powers conferred on them 
by sections 127 to 135 only in respect of a location for which the person is responsible 
authorised. 

84. Amendments to the Bill should be made throughout, to ensure consistency and clarity in the 
use of these terms. 

Clause 127: Emergency Powers of  authorised Controllers 

85. It is not clear why these emergency powers are not made available to the National Controller. 
We think it is appropriate that national controllers are able to access these powers during a 
national emergency. The section should be amended to include the National Controller.    

Clause 141: Interpretation of this subpart 

86. Further to the submission point on clause 121 above regarding confusing use of terms, another 
new term is introduced in this clause, ‘authorised person’. If these terms are to be retained, all 
such interpretive provisions should be included in Clause 5, to ensure there is a single set of 
definitions located in one section. Those terms should be used consistently in headings and 
clauses throughout the Bill. 
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Clause 149: Local transition period may be concurrent with national emergency 
declarations 

87. This is supported. It provides for situations where there may be complex and overlapping 
emergencies.   

Clause 154: Form and publication of declarations of transition periods, extensions, 
and terminations 

88. The modernisation of publication and form requirements for declarations and terminations is 
supported. 

New clause to be inserted after clause 154 to provide for transfer of recovery 
activities 

89. The responsibilities for coordination of resources and implementation of recovery activities after 
a state of emergency or transition period ends are unclear at present. The Bill does not 
adequately address this. It is implied in the Bill that territorial authority Chief Executives are 
responsible for recovery activities after a transition period (clause 44). However, an amendment 
is sought so that the responsibilities for recovery after a transition period (or state of emergency 
if there is no transition period) are explicit. This will help define the boundaries of emergency 
management roles in relation to recovery, where recovery activities frequently continue for 
years after the event. It emphasises that the emergency management role after an event is to 
enable the transition to other arrangements, i.e. genuinely give effect to the transition period. 

90.  In addition, there may be circumstances where other arrangements are more suitable, such as 
a regional recovery agency spanning multiple districts or retention of the responsibility by a 
Regional Recovery Manager for a period after the transition period. These arrangements are 
often event-specific. An amendment is sought to enable the transfer the responsibility for post-
transition recovery activities to such an agency or person, if required. The proposed mechanism 
for this a transfer notice. 

91. It is recommended that amendments are made to the Bill to: 

 make recovery responsibilities explicit; and 
 include a mechanism to enable the transfer of post-transition responsibilities where this 

is appropriate for the event specific context.  

92. Proposed wording to be included in the Bill is as follows:   
New section [154A] Provisions relating to recovery responsibilities 
(1) Sections (2) and (3) apply unless a transition period is extended or a transfer notice is 
issued under section (3). 
(2) Upon expiry or termination of a local transition period, the responsibility for the 
coordination of recovery resources and the implementation of recovery activities moves to 
the Chief Executive of the relevant territorial or unitary authority.  
(3) The Minister or an Emergency Management Committee may transfer, through the 
approval of a transfer notice, the responsibility for the coordination of recovery resources 
and the implementation of recovery activities under section (2) to another person or authority 
under the control of the Emergency Management Committee, or to another authority 
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established for the purpose of coordinating the recovery or any other person that has 
accepted this responsibility and who may be reasonably expected to perform this function.  
(4) An Emergency Management Committee may approve a transfer notice during a 
transition period (and the transfer take effect within a transition period) for the purpose of 
transferring the coordination and implementation functions to a person other than an 
appointed Recovery Manager. The transfer of the recovery powers within this Act cannot be 
transferred.  
(5) The transfer notice issued under section (3) must specify: 

a) The person or authority to whom the responsibility is transferred;  
b) The area (districts or wards) to which the transfer applies;  
c) When the transfer takes effect;  
d) If specified, when the transfer expires;  
e) Any limitations or exceptions to the transfer of this responsibility;  
f) That the person or authority to whom responsibility is being transferred accepts the 

transfer. 
(6) The Minister or an Emergency Management Committee may at any time approve the 
extension or termination of a transfer notice previously approved under section 3. 
(7) [section 7 should set out notification requirements, formulated in the same manner as 
other EM declarations]. 

93. Sections (2) and (3) ensure that responsibilities for the coordination and implementation of 
recovery activities are clear: it either rests with Chief Executives or is explicitly transferred to 
another person or authority. The intended effect of section (4) is to enable someone other than 
a Recovery Manager under the Act to take on the primary recovery leadership role during a 
transition period. The preclusion of recovery powers from this transfer recognises that if powers 
are included then the appointed person should be appointed as a Recovery Manager under the 
Act. It is envisaged that it may apply where the recovery task is substantial and the Recovery 
Manager is required to return to their emergency management role or is otherwise unable to 
fulfil this substantive leadership role to the extent required.    

Clause 168: Reporting requirements at expiry of state of emergency or transition 
period 

94. The requirement to provide a report which records the emergency, dates, duration, and powers 
exercised, is a useful addition. We understand these would be factual reports only, to build a 
consistent national record of events. We note the Bill does not include a ‘lessons learned’ 
framework for evaluation and learning post-event. Further work outside the legislative process 
would be needed to develop such a framework.   

Clauses 202-204: Protections from liability in civil proceedings 

95. We support the extension of protections from liability provided for in these clauses. This 
protection provides positive support for role holders and community members, including 
volunteers. 

96. We do have an ongoing concern that this protection applies only to actions taken during a state 
of emergency or transition period. There may be instances where actions may be needed prior 
to a declaration, for example where it may be a matter of urgency to protect life. A framework 
for legal protection should be developed for actions taken in circumstances such as these. 
Without this, there is a risk of a dampening effect on individuals’ or controllers’ willingness to 
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take urgent actions prior to a formal declaration. Alternatively, declarations may be made early 
or unnecessarily. 

Clause 210: Regulations 

97. A process is needed to ensure Schedule 2 remains current, as legislation evolves or changes. 
Clause 210 should explicitly include a mechanism for this.   

Clause 211: Minister must consider alternatives, benefits and costs, and 
appropriateness before recommending making of regulations 

98. Clause 211(1)(c), which exempts the Minister from having to consider the impacts of proposed 
regulations on Emergency Management Committees, should be deleted. This will ensure there 
is a focus on costs and benefits, and appropriateness, of regulations that would impose 
requirements on Emergency Management Committees (and thereby Councils). It is appropriate 
that the Minister should be required to consider these matters.   

Clause 212: Minister’s power to make rules 

99. In general, we support the development of rules, but they must be developed in collaboration 
with the sector.   

Clause 213: Procedure for making rules 

100. We support the procedure as outlined, but we believe it is essential that consultation with 
committees and local authorities is mandated in the Bill. We seek an amendment to clause 
213(1)(c) as follows: 

(c) consult Emergency Management Committees and local authorities, and any other 
persons and groups as the Minister thinks fit; … (or similar relief).   

Schedule 2: Legislation relevant to emergency management 

101. The following legislation should be included in Schedule 2: 

 Policing Act 2008 
 Defence Act 1990 
 Waste Minimisation Act 2008 
 Animal Welfare Act 1999 

Schedule 3: Essential infrastructure providers 

102. It is considered essential that public entities that provide flood telemetry systems and flood 
protection infrastructure are specifically included in Schedule 3. These assets are not only 
fundamental to life safety and risk reduction, but they underpin effective emergency preparedness 
and response. Flood warning systems, river and rainfall monitoring networks, stopbanks and 
floodwalls provide early warning, enable timely decision-making, and directly reduce the severity 
of flood impacts. Reliable telemetry data is critical for forecasting, situational awareness, and 
triggering evacuations or other protective actions. We seek that they are added to Schedule 3, 
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as follows: ‘Any public entity that provides: telemetered river flow and rain gauge data, 
and/or flood protection, erosion control or land drainage infrastructure.’ 

103. The Schedule identifies the New Zealand Transport Agency and local authorities as essential 
infrastructure providers in respect of roading services. The Department of Conservation should 
be added to this list, as they are responsible for sections of public roading networks in key 
areas where hazards are present such as Aoraki Mount Cook. 

104. Further to our submission on clause 7, we seek a consequential amendment to Schedule 3 to 
add a new heading ‘Essential Service Providers’. A list of essential service providers should 
be added, including solid waste services, fast moving consumer goods, finance/banking, and 
cloud computer services. It should also include those services which are critical to the operation 
of the essential infrastructure identified earlier in the Schedule, such as air traffic control 
services.   

105. In respect of petroleum services, it is unclear whether this would include retail or bulk fuel 
outlets themselves, as the wording refers to entities that distribute ‘to retail outlets and bulk 
customers’. It should be made clear that delivery to farms and from retail outlets are included. 

106. Timaru Airport should be added to the list of airports in Schedule 3. It is considered a vital 
component of regional transport and lifeline infrastructure in South Canterbury.  

Schedule 4: Reporting requirements for states of emergency and transition periods 

107. Clause 3(2) contains a requirement for the Regional Controller to consult with any other 
‘Recovery Manager’, but this reference is incorrect. It should read ‘Controller’, not ‘Recovery 
Manager’. Recovery Managers do not have any powers under a state of emergency. 

End 
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MEDIA RELEASE
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

9 February 2026

Canterbury Mayoral Forum concerned about rates cap proposal
The Mayoral Forum and Secretariat are supported by the Regional Council but remains a 
separate entity.

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum has expressed concern in a formal submission on Central 
Government's proposal to cap rates at a local government level.

Late last year, the Government announced a suite of proposed reforms, including to cap rates 
set by Councils at between 2 percent and 4 percent per year.

Canterbury Mayoral Forum Chair and Timaru District Council Mayor Nigel Bowen said the 
Forum acknowledged the government's intention to reduce rates and improve efficiency and 
accountability - all of which are central to councils' work in Long-term Plan and Annual Plan 
processes.

"We held two workshops in January discussing all the government proposals and were able to 
have some good in-depth and robust discussions. These have been reflected in the first of 
our submissions, for the rates cap proposal," Mayor Bowen said.

"We appreciate the Government's intention is to implement a rates cap, but we have significant 
concerns with the proposed model and the limited analysis that accompanies it."

In its submission, the Forum recommended the establishment of a funding model for activities 
provided by local government that can be sustained for generations.

"We acknowledge that the current local government system requires reform to address long-
standing economic, environmental, and funding challenges. However, the scale and pace of the 
change across the proposed reforms will require careful management and significant 
investment from communities and councils to transition to new statutory responsibilities.
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"Each Mayor and the Canterbury Regional Council Chair will continue to engage with Central 
Government, their councils, and communities to understand the implications of these proposals 
and their potential impacts," Mayor Bowen said.

The Mayoral Forum will also submit on the Planning Bill, Natural Environment Bill, Simplifying 
Local Government, and the Emergency Management Bill later this month.

"Our submissions will focus on the importance of aligning reforms, funding, timing, and change 
for the benefit of communities and ratepayers. Our focus is to work in partnership to get the best 
outcomes for Canterbury," Mayor Bowen said.

Background information
The Canterbury Mayoral Forum submission for the rate cap proposal can be viewed on the 
website. The Forum will continue to proactively release its submission on each of the reforms 
and proposals as they are completed.

Sign up to receive Mayoral Forum updates. 

ENDS

For more information, contact the Environment Canterbury media team on media@ecan.govt.nz
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Briefing note: Canterbury Mayoral Forum meeting
Sir Brian Roche Friday 20 February 2026

Where/when

• Commodore Hotel, 449 Memorial Ave, Christchurch
• 9.30 – 10.00am (followed by morning tea)
• car parking is available on the hotel grounds
• your contact on the day is Maree McNeilly (secretariat), 027 381 8924

Who

• Sir Brian Roche, Public Service Commissioner
• Diane McDermott, Regional Public Service Commissioner.

The Canterbury Mayoral Forum is made up of the Mayors/Chair of the Canterbury councils (supported by 
their respective Chief Executives). The Mayors/Chair and Chief Executives of Canterbury councils are:

Mayor / Chair Chief Executive Council

Nigel Bowen (CMF Chair) Nigel Trainor Timaru District

Marie Black (CMF Deputy 
Chair)

Hamish Dobbie (Chair CE 
Forum)

Hurunui District

Craig Mackle Will Doughty Kaikōura District

Dan Gordon Jeff Millward Waimakariri District

Phil Mauger Mary Richardson Christchurch City

Lydia Gliddon Steve Gibling Selwyn District

Liz McMillan Hamish Riach Ashburton District

Rit Fisher (Acting Mayor) Angela Oosthuizen Mackenzie District

Craig Rowley Stuart Duncan Waimate District

Melanie Tavendale Alex Parmley Waitaki District

Dr Deon Swiggs Dr Stefanie Rixecker Environment Canterbury

The Forum is mandated by the Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement as the primary 
mechanism for local government co-ordination, collaboration and advocacy in Canterbury.
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Local and Central Government reform and re-organisation

Local government is poised for a significant amount of change through a range of legislation and reform 
proposals. Central Government is going through its own re-organisation.

Members are particularly interested to hear from you on both central government re-organisation and 
local government reforms and how we get from where we currently are to where we need to be to ensure 
great outcomes for our communities.

What does the Ministry of Cities, Environment, Regions and Transport (MCERT) mean for local agencies 
and how does it fit for Canterbury?

What will partnership look like under re-organisation – both local and central?

How will the bills and proposals currently in front of local government be aligned to get the best outcomes 
for our communities – particularly around timing and funding. 

• Resource Management Reform

o Planning Bill

o Natural Environments Bill

• Emergency Management Bill

• Simplifying Local Government Proposal

• Rates Target Model

What, if any, other changes will we be seeing at Central Government to support the reforms?

The reforms proposed for local government will all require significant investment, currently unbudgeted in 
local government Long-Term and Annual Plans – in the face of potential rates capping, how will the reforms 
and implementation be funded? Development of Annual Plans for 2026-2027 is well underway, Long-Term 
Plans 2027-2037 is commencing. There is no guidance on how much the current reforms will cost and no 
legislation in place, yet the message is that local government will be funding the reforms and re-
organisation.

Regulation

Regulation is a complex space, how will all the various regulatory commissioners ensure alignment where 
regulation intersects across a number of spaces? 

• Biosecurity - MPI

• Water: Water Services Authority (standards) / Commerce Commission (economic regulator)

• Building regulation - MBIE

• Electricity - Electricity Authority

Resource management reform

National direction is a key pillar of the resource management reform. The current Bills note that there will 
be limited timeframe available for feedback and comment on these key instruments – how can we ensure 
there is reasonable time for local government input to ensure development of enduring national direction?

The new Planning Bill requires regional spatial plans within 15 months of gazettal. When will Central 
Government identify all the nationally significant infrastructure, including any national security issues, for 
inclusion in regional spatial plans? 
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Canterbury Mayoral Forum
Date: 20 February 2026

Presented by: Nigel Bowen, Chair

Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury

Purpose

1. The purpose of this paper is to confirm the vision, priorities and actions for the Mayoral 
Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2026-2028, including a draft ‘elevator pitch’, and provide 
and update on the approach for finalising the document. 

Recommendations

That the Canterbury Mayoral Forum: 

1. confirms the vision, priorities and actions for the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for 
Canterbury 2026-2028

2. confirms the draft elevator pitch to support the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for 
Canterbury 2026-2028

3. notes the process to update and finalise a draft document for approval at the 
May 2026 Mayoral Forum meeting.

Background

2. The Canterbury Local Authorities’ Triennial Agreement states that the Canterbury 
Mayoral Forum (Mayoral Forum) will develop and lead implementation of a sustainable 
development strategy for the Canterbury region for the local government triennium 
2025-2028. Since 2020, the strategy has been packaged as the Mayoral Forum’s Plan 
for Canterbury (the Plan).

3. At the first meeting of the 2025-2028 triennium, the Mayoral Forum agreed to review 
and update the Mayoral Forum’s Plan for Canterbury 2023-2025 for the 2025-2028 
triennium. 

4. Two facilitated workshops were held in January 2026 to agree the vision, values, 
priorities and actions, informed by input from the regional forums and updates on 
existing and potential actions. 

5. The workshops also covered robust discussion on the significant central government 
reforms which will be reflected in the context and development of the strategy.
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Vision, priorities and actions

6. At the second January workshop, the Mayoral Forum agreed a draft vision, priorities 
and actions for the 2026-2028 Plan for Canterbury.

Vision

7. The proposed vision for Canterbury is:

• a strong regional economy with resilient, connected communities and a better 
quality of life for all.

8. To help meet our vision, together we 

• care for our natural resources to secure both present and future opportunities

• create shared prosperity so no one is left behind

• nurture caring, hope and kindness, standing strong together to withstand and adapt 
to challenges and change 

• celebrate our diverse identities – and take pride in our common identity as 
Cantabrians.

Priorities

9. The priorities from the 2023-2025 Plan for Canterbury remain, with minor amendments 
(underlined) for the 2026-2028 Plan:

• Sustainable environmental management of our habitats (land, air, water and 
ecosystems) – focusing on land use and freshwater management

• Shared prosperity for all our communities – focusing on building on our economic 
strengths and developing emerging sectors; growing, attracting and retaining a 
skilled workforce; improving the transport network; coordinating strategies for 
housing and communities; and maximising the opportunities presented by regional 
re-organisation

• Climate change mitigation and adaptation – working together on climate action 
planning, building community resilience, and making our infrastructure as strong as 
it can be 

Actions

10. The proposed actions to support the vision and priorities are:

• The Mayoral Forum will provide leadership for Canterbury through central 
government reforms, including supporting development of the regional spatial plan

• The Mayoral Forum will continue oversight of the Canterbury Water Management 
Strategy
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• The Mayoral Forum will continue to support the Te Uru Kahika – Regional and 
Unitary Councils Aotearoa business case for permanent co-investment from the 
Government in river management for flood protection

• The Mayoral Forum will support the Biosecurity and Biodiversity Champions as 
the key conduit for a shared regional approach to biosecurity and biodiversity

• The Mayoral Forum will work with the region’s Economic Development Agencies 
to encourage, and advocate for, economic development opportunities for 
investment in our regional economy

• The Mayoral Forum will support the region to foster partnerships and advocate to 
improve our energy security and systems

• The Mayoral Forum will advocate with government to address the chronic 
underinvestment by Central Government in Canterbury’s transport network

• The Mayoral Forum will oversee the implementation of the Canterbury Climate 
Partnership Plan.

Draft Elevator Pitch

11. A draft elevator pitch, proposed to support Mayoral Forum advocacy, is outlined below:

• Waitaha Canterbury is on the move – we’re becoming globally innovative, 
increasing trade and investment as well as attracting top talent. All this comes from 
the recognition that our strong businesses and cohesive communities are innately 
linked to our environment, our lifestyle, and our capacity for innovation

• We’ve delivered the strongest economy in New Zealand, partnering with business 
and our communities

o Canterbury contributes over 12% of New Zealand’s Gross Domestic Product, 
and growing faster than the national economy

o Canterbury has 13% of New Zealand’s population, with 1.9% average annual 
growth

o 15% of New Zealand total exports come from Canterbury ($15.5 billion)

• It is critical to invest in the strengths of Waitaha Canterbury and Te Waipounamu 
for the benefit of the whole motu

• By partnering with local government, iwi and central government we can achieve 
our objectives for a thriving and growing nation

• We are a stable partner for the government

• We are showing leadership through the reform, working together to shape the 
future of local government while keeping Canterbury moving forward and taking the 
motu with us.
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Next steps

12. Subject to confirmation of the vision, priorities and actions, the secretariat will continue 
drafting the Plan for Canterbury 2026-2028, in particular a clear articulation of the 
current context.

13. The draft outline of the Plan will be considered at the regional forums in March 2026. All 
final feedback to be received by COB 20 March 2026.

14. Draft designed Plan finalised for consideration and approval at the May 2026 Chief 
Executives and Mayoral Forum meetings.
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