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Contaminated Site Remediation Fund 2021/22
Round 2 Funding Recommendations

Key Messages

1. This briefing seeks your decision on applications made for funding from the
Contaminated Sites Remediation Fund (CSRF, the Fund).

2. The CSRF has an annual appropriation of $2.628M; of this appropriation, $2.25M j

currently available in the 2020/21 financial year allocation.

3. On consideration of the CSRF Assessment Panel's advice, the Ministry rec t
2

you approve funding for three of the four applications made to the 2021
Funding Round.

4. The projects recommended for your consideration are summarise lowing
paragraphs.
Contaminated Site Remediation Fund ound 2

Applications for funding

5. The Ministry received four applications for fundj
appropriation. An overview of the applications is

Table 1: 2021/22 Round 2 Applications Recei

f thg/ CSRF 2021/22 annual
vided in Table 1:

Priority List
Ranking

Project Applicant Investiga. an T tal Project CSRF Funding
Lo ts Requested $/%

Victoria $194,254.00
Battery Regional

Council (Wx)

Awaroa Environ & iati $969,977.79 | $449,738.89 | 46% 10t
Godley Canterbu
Head

Tokatea 2 - Investigation | $105,800.00 | $42,900.00 | 41% et

3 —Remedial $402,800.00 | $25,000.00 6% 26t
Planning

Council
{BOPRC)

4 - Remediation

SRF Panel Assessment and Project Details

6. The CSRF Panel (the Panel) assess applications against the CSRF’s eligibility and
assessment criteria and make recommendations to the Ministry to fund or decline the
projects. The funding eligibility and assessment criteria are listed in Appendix 1.

7. The CSRF assessment process ensures that only eligible applications are considered for
funding and that the appropriate level of investment is allocated. The Panel only
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recommend funding for projects they consider have the capabilities and resources to be
successful.

8. The Panel utilise their contaminated land expertise and experience to scrutinise critical
elements of the project that have the potential to impact its success. They caonsider
whether the proposed activities are logical, realistic, and directly relate to the
contamination. They review the costs to verify if they are sufficient and reasonable for
the activities proposed and that they accurately reflect the current market rate. They
consider if the project management and governance structures are appropriate for th
scale of the project and the successful delivery of the project.

9. The 2021/22 Round 2 assessment panel convened on 5 November 2021 to final
recommendations and funding conditions for each project seeking CSRF funsgh
Panel’s comments and recommendations from the meeting are provided

10. For three of the four projects, the Panel considered the sites posed
historical contaminating activities that need to be addressed. They #§lt jects
were worthwhile, had the potential to be strategically valuabl r enefits
could be realised at similar sites throughout New Zeala n ase, affirm New

Zealand’s commitment under the Minamata Convention.

11. The Panel agreed that one project was not eligible ar® eet the funding criteria
or standards required by the Ministry.

Victoria Battery Mine Site Project

12. Waikato Regional Council (WRC) applied to ¢he CSRF¥®r funding to undertake a
contamination investigation and prgparg a d§ailed site investigation report for the

Victoria Battery Mine site. WRC havéQgta a partnership with the current site
owner the Department of Conseryaiign

in c@ired on Public Conservation Land known as the

, W the area encompassed by the Karangahake

The site is heavily utilised for recreational purposes and
rve with heritage and visitor attraction.

is managed as are N:e
14. The extent of co tioMfrom the gold recovery process and demolished building
materials, and fibseqgert risk of exposure to the public, DOC staff and volunteer staff is

13. The former Victoria Battery
Victoria Battery Historic Rese
Goldfield in the Haur®ki i

unknown. e e purpose of the Victoria Battery Mine Project is to gather
robust infbr n about the human health risks and environmental effects, to inform
decisi a anaging and/or remediating the battery site, with a focus on making

fetor public use and staff maintenance works.

e that the preliminary investigation had established and presented the site’s gold
mining history, the nature and source of probable contaminants and subsequent
potential exposure risk in accordance with contaminated land management
requirements

e the relevant project partnerships and stakeholders have been identified and the
project management team and Working Group appear to have the capabilities and
expertise to perform their roles and execute their responsibilities, but that WRC
may want to consider the potential opportunity for more involvement from iwi

MIfE Tracking number 3
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e the deliverables were logical, and given the proposed tasks and activities the
estimated costs were sufficient and reasonable, that some additional sampling
should be included

e that the proposal would be strengthened by DOC confirming their financial
contribution, ensuring that a robust sampling regime is developed, that adequate
strategies are in place to address health and safety issues, and to manage
communications.

16. The Panel therefore recommend funding for the Victoria Battery Mine Project subjec
conditions that would address their concerns and provide greater certainty aro

e the mitigation measures proposed to manage public and media scrutiny
e the proposed sampling regime.
Awaroa Godley Head Project

17. Environment Canterbury (ECan) applied to the CSRF for funding to an area of
land at the Awaroa Godley Head Reserve site (the Site). ECan s ed project
partnerships with the current site owner, the Departmegt of tion (DOC).

18. The Awaroa Godley Head Reserve is in the easternmost en ort Hills mountain
range between Christchurch City and Lyttleton Harb h nterbury region. The

site is a former coastal defence site that was acti d b the New Zealand Defence
Force (NZDF) from WW!I until 1983 and is now af8sh u creational reserve.

19. The extent of contamination at the site fro
and decommissioned buildings has been quitified. Due to the widespread nature and
variable level of risk posed by the c n, several remedial options have been
proposed to address the risk of expgs ublic, DOC staff and volunteer staff.
Therefore, the purpose of the p itigate the risks through the
implementation of the Awar ead Heritage Site Remedial Action Plan (RAP).

mater associated with infrastructure

Awaroa Godley Head Prai

ication the Panel agreed:

is
e that detailedj X had been provided, but it was not consistent with MfE’s
requiremepl(s forgoMaminated land investigations, and as such there was cause for
solutions that have been derived from the investigation

oject partners and stakeholders identified included personnel and agencies
with extensive capabilities and expertise to perform their roles and execute their
responsibilities

e that the proposal would be strengthened by DOC confirming their financial
contribution, ensuring the most pragmatic approach to the remediation is adopted
so the methodologies have the highest potential to achieve the goals and objectives
of the project, that adequate strategies are in place to address health and safety
issues, and to manage communications.

21. The Panel therefore recommend funding for the Godley Head Remediation Project
subject to conditions that would address their concerns and provide greater certainty
around:

MfE Tracking number 4
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e the mitigation measures proposed to manage public and media scrutiny

e the need for an independent peer review and any recommendations would be
incorporated into a revised RAP prior to its implementation.

Tokatea Mine Site Project

22.

23.

24,

Waikato Regional Council (WRC) applied to the CSRF for funding to undertake a
contamination investigation and prepare a detailed site investigation report for the
Tokatea Mine Site. WRC have established a partnership with the current site owner th
Department of Conservation (DOC).

The former Tokatea Mine Complex is located on Public Conservation Land withi
general area of the Coromandel/Hauraki Goldfields in the Thames-Coromandel ic
The mine areas are not readily accessible by the public and are utilised m o
conservation than recreational purposes.

The extent of contamination from the gold recovery process and degfiol ilding
materials, and subsequent risk of exposure to public, DOC staff and r staff is
unknown. Therefore, the purpose of the Tokatea Mine Projec terise and
delineate the extent of the contamination, enabling the t mal health and the
environment to be quantified so that the area can be e Wfe 10T public use and staff
maintenance workers.

Tokatea Mine Site Project Assessment

25.

During its assessment of this application the Pane eed:

ed and presented the site’s gold mining
contaminants and subsequent potential
ed land management requirements

e the preliminary investigation had estab
history, the nature and source
exposure risk in accordance with tami

proposed sampling was appropriate,
given that, due to Covid-19 restrictions no site

e it was unclear if the costs w
and the deliverables wer
visit had been un‘er en

e therelevant p ENbips MWe been identified, and the project management team
and Working G ha¥g the capabilities to perform their roles and execute their
responsibiliff€s,’bu WRC/DOC may want to consider partnering with iwi to a
larger exterf partlularly as part of the project area is subject to a settlement claim

would be strengthened by WRC/DOC undertaking a site visit and a
Ment of site conditions, to inform the proposed sampling regime and
e logistical issues at the site and confirm the project can be delivered as
d within the estimated budget and funding timeframe.

e Panel therefore recommend funding for the Victoria Battery Mine Project subject to
coMlitions that would address their concerns and provide greater certainty around:

e the cost of the works
e the mitigation measures proposed to manage public and media scrutiny

e the proposed sampling regime.

Papamoa Hills Reserve Project

27.

Bay of Plenty Regional Council (BOPRC) applied to the CSRF for funding to undertake
remedial works as part of the Papamoa Hills Regional Park Upgrade project. The aim of

MFE Tracking number 5
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the project is to construct a new car park and entrance for the Papamoa Hills Reserve
located in the Western Bay of Plenty District.

A site investigation has confirmed the project area has been associated with farming
and horticultural practices. The car park development footprint includes a localised
contaminated area commonly known as a “hot spot” that has been created through the
practice of burning of treated timber onsite.

The contamination has been quantified to some extent and the preferred option of dj
and dump is proposed to ensure the contaminated soil is appropriately disposed.
Therefore, the purpose of the remediation component of the project is to miti

risk to construction workers through soil removal and disposal.

Papamoa Hills Reserve Project Assessment

30.

31.

32

33.

35.

The Panel consider the project is not eligible for funding and that it dg
fund’s assessment criteria. During its assessment of this applicatio

e theinformation provided does not meet contaminated la Eegient or CSRF
funding requirements and as a result the developmgnt o pOsal was based
on poor quality and erroneous information. The appMati € lack®d critical

information such as demonstrating that the nece nerships had been
established, the relevant issues and risk had be ified and would be
appropriately addressed and that the activityha osted correctly

e the application is for a dig and dump exerciseNgat is part of a construction project
where no consideration was given to te require contaminated land practice.
There was also no indication t s Would be undertaken, overseen, or reported
on by a contaminated land prac

e the project objectives relat s of improved access to the reserve,
rather than to the benefits a vision for, implementing sustainable remedial
strategies
e BOPRC have the a

from the CSR

d a $400,000 project, therefore financial assistance
tlcal to the project’s success.

The Panel ther r mend funding is declined for the Papamoa Hills Reserve
Project.

Addition n regarding the four projects is provided in paragraphs 58-79, and
regardi el's assessment is provided in paragraphs 80-87 of this briefing note.
T as considered and agrees the Panel's recommendations. We consider the

ertook a robust assessment of the applications and scrutinised the
plit&tions against the three principal criteria in accordance with the CSRF process to
re their recommendations met the funding objectives. The Panel’s comments and
recommendations are provided in Appendix 2.

. The Ministry considers the three projects being recommended for funding have

demonstrated they have the necessary capabilities and strategies to ensure the proper
use of public funds in investigating and/or implementing viable solutions for reducing
the risk to human health and the environment.

If you approve funding for the three projects, the Ministry will address the Panel's
concerns in the deed of funding by special terms (e.g., conditions precedent or stage
gate). This approach is consistent with the CSRF process and is intended to ensure the

MfE Tracking number 6
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Ministry can be satisfied there are adequate provisions to maximise the effectiveness of
the project, prior to the signing of the deed or at critical stages of the project where
approval is necessary to proceed.

The CSRF Priority List

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

The CSRF prioritisation tool (the Tool) comprises a list of probable and confirmed
contaminated sites identified by regional councils as priorities for their region, being
sites where activities and industries listed on the Ministry’s Hazardous Activities and
Industries List (HAIL) (Appendix 4) have been undertaken. Currently, there are 50 site
on the Tool.

The Priority List (the List) is published on the Ministry's website and comprisgs t 0
highest ranked confirmed contaminated sites on the CSRF prioritisation t
eligible for funding. The public release of the List was notified to Cabiggdi
[EGI (14) 104].

The List has been successful at placing a greater focus on sites

contamination issues and encouraging the responsible rggion ils and landowners
to address their respective priority sites through applicati SRF.

The Ministry reviews the List prior to each funding ro al councils usually
provide details for new sites in the form of applicago tf: CSRF. When sites have
been successfully managed or remediated, they re d from the List. The List is

not a comprehensive list of all the contaminated sitQgin New Zealand.

revised List for approval. As Minister for
or publication in conjunction with CSRF

Following any revisions, we provide you wit
the Environment, you approve the
funding rounds.

You last approved publications ed ¥ist in June 2020/21 Funding
Recommendations Briefing - CSRF]. The List has changed since then, with
the addition of the fogr licqions made to this round.

The updated List bli on the Ministry's Website. A copy of the updated List

is attached as App 3.

MfE Tracking number 7
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Recommendations

We recommend that you:
o Approve Waikato Regional Council’s application for funding as requested
(5194,254) for the Victoria Battery Investigation project subject to conditions
Yes/
o Approve Environment Canterbury’s application for funding as requested °
($449,738) for the Godley Head Remediation project subject to condition

o Approve Waikato Regional Council’s application for funding as requ
($42,900) for the Tokatea Mine Investigation project subject tg

Yesf/Mo/ M
e

o Decline Bay of Plenty Regional Council’s application for f f
Papamoa Hills Reserve project ($25,000) M
Yes/l}l(
o Note that we will contact all successful appli®ats nirm their intent to
proceed and advise unsuccessful application o me of their

application to the fund

o Agree to publish on the Ministry’s welite, the updated Priority List
presented in Appendix 3

Yes/}o/ 3'/

o Meet with officials for fuler sion
wio 3/

o Agree that this brief] ppendices will be release proactively on the

t's website following the signing of the deeds of

ved projects. ,
Yes/pro/ J

Hon ®avid PARKER, Minister for the
Environment ]/ ]
%

[Date field] ﬁ/‘/ 7//) /
"SR

MIFE Tracking number 8§
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Contaminated Sites Remediation Fund Round 2 2021/22
Funding Recommendations

Supporting Information

Purpose

43. This briefing seeks your decision on applications to the contestable Round 2 - 2021/2
{Round 2) of the Contaminated Sites Remediation Fund (CSRF, the Fund). As Minister
the Environment, you approve funding for applications to the CSRF.

44. It also seeks your approval to publish the updated CSRF Priority List (the Priorit ,t
List) on the Ministry for the Environment's (the Ministry) website. As Mini#er
Environment, you approve the Priority List for publication in conjuncti CSHF

funding rounds.

Context @
Contaminated Sites Remediation Fund (CSRIN‘

45. The CSRF is a contestable fund administered by the an annual
appropriation of $2.628M. The Fund was establis 00Ffor a three-year trial
following on from development of the Orphane es ediation Fund which began
in 1999.

46. The purpose of the CSRF is to assistregional
authorities to fulfil their obligations g c
Resource Management Act 1991, i

uncils, unitary authorities, and territorial
inated land management under the
coufkils and unitary authorities can submit
applications for sites that they riti€s for investigation or remediation, and
eligible for financial assistan Fund. The CSRF eligibility criteria enable
councils to ensure thqsitgyis elgible for funding before an application is submitted.

47. Funding is directe S led site investigations, remedial planning, and/or
remediation. Typi% g from the CSRF contributes up to fifty per cent of the
total project cogfs; ho , in some cases, the Fund can contribute a higher proportion
of costs. There

projects year
48. Fundjgg hte bi-annual and close on the last working day of March and
Seg addition to the bi-annual funding rounds, the Ministry will consider

s for emergency/priority funding outside of the normal funding rounds. This
sub|ect to funds being available.
SRF Application Assessment Process

9, The CSRF funding principles and assessment criteria were considered by Cabinet in 2003
[CAB Min (03) 30/4A] and agreed by Cabinet in 2006 [CAB Min (06) 25/3]. The
application assessment criteria derived from the funding principles and assessment
criteria are summarised as:

e aproject must meet the eligibility criteria

e the CSRF funds to a maximum of 50 per cent for the total project costs

MTFE Tracking number 9
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best practice project management methodology, accounting practices and other
tools are to be used to ensure there is accountability for the use of public funds

partnerships are developed (between the Government, local government, and
landowners/occupiers)

a risk sharing agreement would detail how increased project costs would be
addressed throughout the duration of the project.

50. The three principal criteria embedded into the CSRF’s eligibility and assessment crite

are:

Risk: is posed at a site where there’s a pathway to a receptor for toxic con S
to cause effects. These are sites where activities and industries listed op.th
Ministry’s Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) have been uyffd . The

HAIL is provided in Appendix 4

Cost-effectiveness: is where an appropriate level of investmenilis ed to the
project, and where costs are sufficient and reasonable for C s proposed.
Projects are more likely to be completed within thegud e proposed
activities are practical, the costs reflect the current nd they relate only
to works associated with the project

Equity: is a consideration in determining the 1al® level of financial assistance
from the Fund. While preference is given t pli organisations that have
significant funding capacity, equally the Fund Id ook to assist

applicants/organisations with limited ffading capacity where the benefits of that
support are greater.

51. The assessment process involves a paNgl of iNM&ustry professionals that have the

contaminated land capabilities exPerience to evaluate the applications.
The panel assessment procegs i defscoring and evaluating critical factors that align
with the assessment’crit ria sed below:

that the site pgse a or potential, significant risk to human health or the
environment&
R

thereis a rship between the regional council and other parties willing
to work tofgtherBor a common goal and share the risks and benefits. Contributing
legiti a ities through experienced staff, governance structures, project

ma and financial processes, necessary to assist in effectively delivering the

er the level of funding from other sources reflects the responsibility for the
amination; and,

priority for funding will go to high ranked sites on the CSRF Priority List in the first
place over low-risk sites.

SRF Project Process

52. Projects that are approved by you will then be invited to Stage Il, Project Planning. This
includes developing a Work Programme and negotiating a deed of funding. If any
conditions of funding or special terms are set for a project, they will be addressed
during this period.

MIFE Tracking number 10
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53. Once the deed of funding is signed by both the Ministry and the funding recipient, the
project may begin. Any costs incurred prior to the deed signing will not be liable for
payment under the CSRF.

54. Projects are typically run by regional councils and unitary authorities partnering with
landowners and territorial authorities. A suitably qualified environmental practitioner
with experience in contaminated land assessments and/or remediation projects is
contracted to undertake the works on behalf of councils. The council then reports to t
Ministry on the findings of the investigation or progress of the remediation.

55. Contaminated site investigation and remediation, and associated reporting must
with the Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessin
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2012 2ad
Ministry’s Contaminated Land Management Guidelines Nos. 1 and 5.

Assessment of Round 2 2021/22 Applications

assessment of the applications against the funding criteri
are selected based on their technical knowledge and e i
land industry.

55. The Round 2 2021/22 Assessment Panel include
e Nick Kennedy (non-voting Chair) — Senigr Anal Ministry for the Environment

e Bruce Croucher - Principal Analyst, MiniQry for the Environment

e Anne Pezaro - Senior Analyst, ist e Environment
e Fiona Rudsits — Contaminate ciali®t, Auckland City Council
e Dave Dangerfield — Cont d Band Practitioner, EHS Support.

56. The Panel have consi‘ere the@ext o which each application meets the funding
criteria, the merit Qf eagh afMiAtion compared with the other applications, and the
position of the site SRF Priority List. As such the Panel consider three of the
four application € or funding.

57. The Ministry ha@consBlered and agrees with the Panel's assessment and recommends
three of t r ations are funded.

Additignaf i ation regarding the applicant's project

y received four applications to Round 2 of the CSRF, requesting $711,892 in
ards $1,892,085 total project costs.

iy Battery Mine Site Investigation Project

. Walkato Regional Council (WRC) applied to the CSRF for funding to undertake a
contamination investigation at the Victoria Battery Mine site located within the
Victorian Battery Reserve area of the Karangahake Goldfield in the Hauraki District.

60. The CSRF contribution sought is 47% of the estimated total project cost of
$413,508, with DOC providing the remainder and an estimated in-kind contribution of
$25,000. The Victoria Battery Mine site is ranked second on the CSRF Priority List.

61. Victoria Battery was constructed in 1897 and erected by the Waihi Gold Mining
Company to process ore from its Martha Mine in Waihi. During the 54 years of

MIFE Tracking number 11
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operation of the underground mine, 35 million ounces of gold and silver were produced
from 11,931,047 tons of quartz. Approximately 70% of the quartz was treated at the
Victoria Battery. The site is in a popular recreational area and experiences very high
traffic as a cycle trail site, heritage site, and visitor attraction.

62. Given the methodologies utilised in the gold recovery process and the significant
volume of rock processed at Victoria Battery, there is potential for significant
contamination to be present where any waste rock (mullock or tailings) has been
deposited within the site, as well as from the extraction process leachate.

63. The project objectives relate to undertaking an investigation that will give DOC
a greater understanding of the risk to human health for the public and DOC an
Rail Trail staff who maintain the area. Subsequent decisions to enhance vigmer
safety at the site will be informed by the investigation.

Godley Head Remediation Project

64. Environment Canterbury (ECan) applied to the CSRF for funding to Pey
land at the Awaroa Godley Head Reserve site (the Site), the n
Lyttleton Harbour in the Canterbury region.

65. The CSRF contribution sought is 46% of the estimated tg
$969,977 with DOC providing the remainder and an -kind contribution of
$70,500. The Awaroa Godley Head Reserve site j h on the CSRF Priority List.

66. The Awaroa Godley Head Reserve was a coastal nce site during WWII and actively
used by the New Zealand Defence Force (NEDF) unti®1983. The site comprises of
buildings and structures in ruins aggociated §ith military and lighthouse operations. In
1987 the site was transferred to th t of Conservation (DOC) and is now a
high use recreational reserve.

cost of

67. The source of the contaminati
cement products and defen

68. A site investigation a

site relates to buildings constructed of asbestos
ctivities when the NZDF was in residence.

e presence of contaminants in soils and on the ground

surface at multipl asgcross the site. The impact is the result of general
maintenance, a
decommission

| Bgiyg¥ relate to implementing the remedial action plan (RAP) and
e risk to the public DOC staff and volunteers has been reduced,

ikato Regional Council (WRC) applied to the CSRF for funding to undertake a
contamination site investigation at the Tokatea Mine Site located within the general
area of the Coromandel/Hauraki Goldfields in the Thames-Coromandel District.

1. The CSRF contribution sought is 41% of the estimated total project cost of
$105,800 with DOC providing the remainder and an estimated in-kind contribution of
$22,000. The Tokatea Mine site is ranked sixth on the CSRF Priority List
72. The former Tokatea Mine Complex is located on Public Conservation Land known as the
Whangapoua Forest (Tokatea) Conservation Area. The complex includes the West
Tokatea Battery, the Whakaroa Battery Tokatea-Success and the West Tokatea Mine

MIfE Tracking number 12
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75.
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Tailings. The mine areas are not readily accessible by the public and are utilised more
for conservation than recreational purposes.

Tokatea Mines were constructed in 1868 and operated in varying capacities through
until 1935. The Tokatea Gold-Mining Company operated at the Royal Oak Mine,
exploiting two veins north of Tokatea Saddle from 1870 until 1916.The Tokatea Big Reef
mine was operational from 1880 until 1935. The volume of ore extracted is unknown,
but the volume of bullion extracted is reported to be 93,748 ounces.

Given the methodologies utilised in the gold recovery, there is potential for significan
contamination to be present where any waste rock (mullock or tailings) has been
deposited within the site, as well as from the extraction process leachate.

The project objectives relate to undertaking an investigation that will give

a greater understanding of the risk to the public and DOC staff who mainti{i rea.
Subsequent decisions to enhance visitor and staff safety at the site wj inf; d by
the investigation.

Papamoa Hills Reserve Project

76.

77.

78.

79.

Bay of Plenty Regional Council (BOPRC) has applied to thQgS r flhding to undertake
the remedial works part of the Papamoa Hills Reserve U ct at the Papamoa
Hills Regional Park located in the Western Bay of Ple ri

The CSRF contribution sought is 6% of the estima | pgbject cost of $402,800, with

BOPRC providing the remainder. The Papamoa R ve site is ranked 26th on the CSRF
Priority List.

tes to the soil disturbance occurring
excavated soil from within the footprint

The remediation component of thegoroj
within the car park development foolint.

is intended to be placed in the R a, holyever the contaminated soil from the
hot spot area is unsuitable for r is manner and will be disposed to landfill.
The project objectives relate t§ t struction of a new carpark and visitor entry to

improving public acc® i ase visitor numbers to the Papamoa Hills Regional
Park. \

hegVictoria Battery project, the Panel:
nce that the application was eligible, and that the preliminary

potentially providing solutions for other similar legacy mine sites in New Zealand

e felt that the governance structure proposed is appropriate for the scale of the
project, and that the necessary partnerships and relevant stakeholders had been
identified. The Panel considered there was an opportunity for greater involvement
from iwi more so than providing cultural support and participating in the Working
party

e agreed that site specific management plans would be necessary to address all the
risks and issues the project faces. The safety of workers and site users, and the
scrutiny the project is likely to endure needs to be adequately addressed through
robust risk management. That the proposed mitigation/management strategies

MfE Tracking number 13
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should be critically evaluated for their impact on the completion and success of the
project

felt that the estimated costs were appropriate given the proposed tasks and
activitles, and that the deliverables were logical realistic and achievable within the
estimated budget and funding timeframe. The Panel considered the CSRF share of
costs was appropriate, but DOC’s contribution should be confirmed before the d

is signed

agreed that the refinement of the conceptual site model was critical to ensuring
that the sampling regime was appropriate given the complexity of the susp,
contaminants and likely receptors e.g., it should include river sediment sa g, Wir
monitoring and appropriate asbestos-related methodologies.

The Panel therefore recommend funding for the Victoria Battery Mine Si ojart

subject to conditions for:

a site-specific Risk Management Plan and a Communication

a special term (stage gate) for a detailed sampling aMa lan to be submitted
prior to the detailed site investigation being undegake

When considering the Awaroa Godley Head project I:

were in agreeance that the information progied etailed, but not consistent
with MfE’s requirements for contaminated laf§investigations and for CSRF funding,
that the project delivery and success c&ld be undermined by decisions that were
based on an insufficient initialqgveti

agreed that given the potential foRRigh p
should be satisfied with DO od s
media scrutiny to ensur

lic interest in the project, the Ministry
tegies for managing risk and public and

were concerned‘b th@uncertainties around the investigation and the proposed
remedial strategi h proposed approach was not the most practical or cost-
m recise costings were necessary to provide greater certainty
il 'n

effective and
ot arise, likewise that DOCs funding offer should be

that financj u
confirmed@efordrommitting CSRF funds

was a degree of uncertainty that could be resolved to ensure the
tive, and that expert advice should be sought through a peer review
an independent evaluation of the most viable and cost-effective remedial

el therefore recommend funding for the Awaroa Godley Head Project subject to
itions for:

a site-specific Risk Management Plan and a Communications Management Plan to be
submitted to the Ministry during the Stage Il process and prior to the deed being
signed

for a peer review to be undertaken by a certified soil contamination specialist
practitioner and the peer review report submitted to the Ministry during the Stage Il
process and prior to the deed being signed
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a special term (stage gate) for a revised RAP incorporating the peer review
recommendations and subsequent revised costings to be submitted to the Ministry
prior to any works being undertaken.

84. When considering the Tokatea Mine project the Panel:

were in agreeance that the application was eligible, and that the preliminary
investigation had provided sufficient detail about the site’s HAIL history and the
potential risk to human health and the environment. There was consensus that the
project was worthwhile and would be an opportunity to be strategically valuable,
potentially providing solutions for other similar legacy mine sites in New Zeal

felt that the governance structure proposed is appropriate for the scale of t
project, and that the necessary partnerships and relevant stakeholder
identified. The Panel considered there was an opportunity to partner @i to a

larger extent, considering part of the project area is subject to a g aim
agreed that site specific management plans would be necessar s all the
risks and issues the project faces. The safety of workers a 7 and potential
scrutiny the project may endure, needs to be adequsRgly esfied through robust
risk management. That the proposed mitigation/mana rategies should be

critically evaluated for their impact on the compig p ‘. ccess of the project

felt that until a site visit can be undertaken, i the costs are sufficient and
reasonable, or if the project tasks and activiti®are logical, realistic and achievable,
within the estimated budget and fundirg timefraWe. That a revised budget was
necessary that considered the lggistics a%d implications of the site’s location, and
that DOC’s contribution is confi the deed is signed.

85. The Panel therefore recommend i r th@Tokatea Mine Site Project subject to

conditions for:

e asite visit is be undertakeQb submitting revised project costs to MfE during
the Stage Il proceg i%& to the deed being signed
e asite-specific M ement Plan and a Communications Management Plan to
be submitte ng the Stage Il process and prior to the deed being signed
e aspecial tefn (stafle gate) for a detailed sampling and analysis plan to be submitted
prior d site investigation being undertaken.
86. When cofsj he Papamoa Hills Reserve project the Panel:

the application does not align with the fund’s assessment criteria, that
as no significant risk and the impact on human health and the environment
negligible, further demonstrated by the site’s low rank on the Priority List

ere unclear who was liable for the contamination on the site. They considered
there was potential that the council itself could have caused the contamination
and/or did not undertake appropriate due diligence prior to purchasing the site

were concerned that key project management information was missing, that the
supporting technical information did not meet the standard for a contaminated land
risk assessment, and that as such they could not conduct a thorough assessment

the application was for a dig and dump exercise with no consideration for best
practice or innovation
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e agreed that if BOPRC can fund a $400,000 project themselves, financial assistance
from the CSRF is not critical to the project’s success.

87. The Panel therefore recommend funding for the Papamoa Hills Reserve project is
declined.

88. The Ministry has considered and agrees the Panel's recommendations. We consider the
Panel undertook a robust assessment of the applications and appropriately scrutinis
the applications in accordance with the CSRF process to ensure their recommendatio
meet the funding objectives. The Panels comments are provided in Appendix 2.

89. The Ministry considers the three projects being recommended for funding hav
presented the required capabilities and strategies for ensuring the proper use
funds to investigate or implement viable solutions for reducing the risk t th
and the environment.

90. The Ministry agree funding should be declined for the Papamoa Hillf’R roject
based on it not meeting the funding criteria including the Ministry’ ds.

91. Table 2 is an overview of the applications received and the P @ acoOmmendations.

Table 2: Overview of applications and funding recomme o

Project Applicant Project Phase Total CSR' Funding Funding
Project keyuested S/% recommendations
Costs

Victoria | Waikato $194,254.00 | 47% | Approve funding
Battery Regional Investigation subject to
Mine Council conditions

(WRC)

Awaroa | Environment $969,977.79 | $449,738.89 | 46% | Approve funding

Godley Canterbury ¢ subject to

Head (ECan) conditions

Reserve

Tokatea | Waikat 2 —Site $105,800.00 | $42,900.00 | 41% | Approve funding

Mine Investigation subject to
conditions

of Plenty | 3 —Remedial $402,800.00 | $25,000.00 6% | Decline funding

Planning
Council 4 - Site
(BOPRC) Remediation

92. If you approve funding for the three projects, the Ministry will address the Panel's
concerns in the deed of funding as a special term (e.g., conditions precedent or stage
gate). This approach is consistent with the CSRF process and is intended to ensure the
Ministry can be satisfied there are adequate provisions to maximise the effectiveness of
the project, prior to the signing of the deed or at a particular stage of the project where
approval is necessary to proceed.
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Risks and mitigations

93. If a project is not appropriately defined, budgeted, resourced, and delivered, it runs the
risk of being unsuccessful, resulting in misappropriation of government funds.
Therefore, if an application is approved that has not met the Ministry’s requirements
and the project is unsuccessful, the recipient and the Ministry run the risk of criticism
from the public and the media for the improper use of public funds.

94, The CSRF’s eligibility and assessment criteria are intended to ensure the Ministry can

assess a project's viability and value to ensure the project will be completed to the
standards required by the Ministry and to ensure there is accountability for the

public

95. The principles underpinning the funding criteria ensure that only eligible #p
progress to be assessed by the Panel and that the assessment proces s aJobust
evaluation of critical success factors, to be certain the recipient can ffeli greed

benefits and outcomes.

96. The assessment process enables the Panel to determin
well the project meets the assessment criteria so that the e satisfied the
applicant has demonstrated capabilities and formed t riate partnerships, to
successfully investigate and remediate a contaminat ,@And to properly manage the
funding received.

97. The Panel evaluate whether the project objectives goals are achievable and timely,
if the costs are sufficient and reasonable fo he activities proposed, and whether the
risks, benefits, strategic values, andgff ss of the project will contribute to the
community values and aspirations forQge s he Panel assessment includes

%' ich and how
b

considering if the appropriate ro angprocesses have been identified. The
contribution of critical and re aBkbilities determines if decisions will be made
consistently and robustly, moRey Wilise spent responsibly, and that change and risks

will be addressed an ffectively, prior to a funding decision being made.

es a project is successful and achieves its outcomes to a
on is required to meet the standards set out in the
and Management Guidelines, the project management

98. The Panel assessm
high standard. T
Ministry’s Cont@mina

strategy is I eet industry best practice standards and the governance
structurefls r#0iced to be appropriately resourced with highly capable and experienced
persgi

lications are scrutinized by experienced contaminated land personnel and
perts who assess the merits of each application to determine the appropriate

99.

O

cap8bilities and resources to be successful. Where eligible projects lack critical
information or capabilities, they may be deferred to the next funding round to enable
the applicant to resubmit a more comprehensive application.

100. The 2021/22 round 2 assessment panel has conducted a rigorous assessment of the
applications against the CSRF funding criteria and made recommendations, which the
Ministry endorses. Provided the Panel's concerns are addressed by imposing conditions
in the Deeds as detailed in paragraphs 81, 83 and 85, the Ministry has a means of
ensuring they are satisfied with the allocation of funding for the three projects
recommended for funding.
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Legal issues

101. No legal issues.

Financial implications
102. The total amount of unallocated funding is currently $6.3M.

103. Appropriation of $2.252M is currently available for the 2021/2022 financial year. If yo
accept the three projects for funding this will require $686,892 from the Fund. Ther
will be approximately $1.568M available from the 2021/2022 financial year
appropriation for any priority and emergency funding applications made outsi
normal funding round.

Next Steps %

104. Following your decision, we will:

a. Advise unsuccessful applicants on the outcome of their r 0\ ding
applications, including feedback on their project.

b. Enter negotiations with successful applicants to agree cope of their
projects and address the conditions of funding.

c. Publish the updated Priority List on the Mini ebgite pending your
announcement of the successful applicatio

105. Itis normal for the Minister to publicly an
entered a deed of funding. If the applicants\yre successful, the Ministry will provide a
draft media release for this purposéfio if no Ministerial announcement is made
within six months, the successful |Synts will be free to announce the funding
themselves.

106. If you approve the three pro fgfnded by DOC there is an opportunity for a
combined media rel@aseqgith We Minister of Conservation.

NS
,bC)

unce suSessful applications once they have
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