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AGENDA 

1 OPENING, WELCOME 

2 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE   
 

Recommendation 

That apologies be accepted. 

 

3 PUBLIC FORUM 

4 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

5 LATE ITEMS 

6 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

 

That the minutes of the Full Council meeting held on Thursday, 8 April 2021 be confirmed 

as a true and correct record of the meeting. 

  

7 PRESENTATIONS 

7.1 Impact of sedimentation on Tasman Bay ............................................................. 5  

8 REPORTS 

8.1 Deliberations on Water Safety Consultation ......................................................... 7 

8.2 Hamama Water Supply .................................................................................... 105 

8.3 Report to Classify Existing Reserves in Moutere-Waimea Ward ...................... 127 

8.4 Report to Adopt the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan ......................... 137 

8.5 Grant of easement for Access (Local Purpose (Road) Reserve) ...................... 145 

8.6 Grant of Easement for Electricity Supply under Poutama Drain ....................... 151 

8.7 Nelson Regional Development Agency - Six Month Activity Report ................. 161 

8.8 Machinery Resolutions Report ......................................................................... 237 

8.9 Chief Executive's Update Report ..................................................................... 239 

8.10 Mayor's Update Report .................................................................................... 257   

9 CONFIDENTIAL SESSION 

Nil 
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7 PRESENTATIONS 

7.1  IMPACT OF SEDIMENTATION ON TASMAN BAY   

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Robyn Scherer, Executive Assistant to the Mayor  

Report Number: RCN21-05-1 

  

PRESENTATION 

Dr James Griffith, Terrestrial Ecologist and Stew Robinson (Marine Biologist) at the Department of 

Conservation will make a presentation to the Full Council on factors that increase landslide 

occurrence in Tasman District and the impact of sedimentation on Tasman Bay.   

 

      

Appendices 

Nil  
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8 REPORTS 

8.1  DELIBERATIONS ON WATER SAFETY CONSULTATION   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Helen Lane, Actvity Planning Advisor (Water & Wastewater )  

Report Number: RCN21-05-2 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 In August 2020, the Council consulted with the community on a proposal to apply residual 

disinfection using chlorine in the Council’s remaining unchlorinated water supplies (the 

proposal). The water supplies are: 

 Richmond; 

 Riwaka/Kaiteriteri; 

 Motueka; 

 Hamama; and  

 Upper Takaka. 

1.2 The Special Consultative Procedure (SCP) was used to consult with the public.  

1.3 The consultation commenced on 4 August 2020 and closed on 3 October 2020. The Council 

received 102 written submissions.  

1.4 The majority of submitters did not support the proposal. There was wide-ranging feedback 

about the reasons for not supporting the proposal. 

1.5 At the hearing held on 27 October 2020, eight submitters presented their submissions to the 

Hearing Panel. After listening to submitters, the Panel requested that staff investigate 

several matters summarised in Attachment 5.  

1.6 In the report presented at the Deliberations Meeting held on 12 November 2020 

(Attachment 5), staff recommended Full Council chlorinate the remaining unchlorinated 

supplies.  

1.7 Instead the Deliberation Panel resolved to refer the decision to the Full Council.  

1.8 In preparation for the Council’s decision and to ensure Councillors were well informed to 

make that decision, a workshop was held on 15 April 2021 to provide:  

 a summary of the consultation process to date; 

 a summary of feedback raised in submissions; 
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 advice on water suppliers obligations within the new drinking water regulatory 

framework; and  

 expert advice from health practitioners.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

2.1 receives the Deliberations on Water Safety Consultation report RCN21-05-2; and 

2.2 agrees to use chlorine to provide permanent residual disinfection of all Council 

water supplies including Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama and 

Upper Takaka; and 

2.3 notes the timeframes for chlorination will come into effect at different times for 

each water supply as some treatment plants will need to be upgraded:  

 Richmond – immediately; 

 Kaiteriteri/Riwaka- immediately; 

 Motueka- when the Parkers Street Water Treatment Plant is operational; 

 Upper Takaka- to be determined; and 

 Hamama – to be determined. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to:  

 provide all relevant information to assist the Council in deliberations on the Water 

Safety Consultation; and  

 seek the Council’s approval to provide permanent residual disinfection using chlorine 

in all Council water supplies to deliver safe drinking water.     

 

4 Background and Discussion 

Council Process  

4.1 On 30 April 2020, the Council agreed to consult with the community on a proposal to apply 

residual disinfection using chlorine to the remaining unchlorinated water supplies. The 

Delivering Safe Water Report RCN20-04-9 (Attachment 1) identified permanent chlorination 

of water supplies as the preferred option to deliver safe water to all customers.   

4.2 On 21 May 2020, the Council adopted a Drinking Water Quality Management Policy 

(Attachment 2). The policy sets out the Council’s commitment to managing its water supply 

effectively in order to provide safe, high quality drinking water and meet our levels of service. 

The policy allows the Council to be consistent with:  

 Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007; 

 Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand; 

 New Zealand Drinking Water Safety Plan Framework; 

 Tasman District Council’s Water Safety Plans; 

 Government direction; and 

 Taumata Arowai (new water services regulator).  

4.3 On 30 July 2020, the Council agreed that using the Special Consultative Procedure (SCP) 

was the appropriate way to consult with the community and approved the consultation 

documents (Attachment 3) that are required as part of SCP.  

4.4 The Water Safety Consultation was publically notified on 4 August 2020 and submissions 

closed on 3 October 2020. The Council received a total of 102 written submissions by the 

closing date. 

4.5 A report summarising submissions is contained in Attachment 4 of this report. The majority 

of submitters did not support the proposal. There was wide-ranging feedback about the 

reasons for not supporting the proposal, including concerns about: 

 health issues; 

 unpleasant odour and taste; 

 the need to add chemicals to water; 

 extras costs; and  

 impact on the environment. 
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4.6 Some submitters provided reasons for why they support the proposal including:  

 multiple treatment barriers is the most effective way to achieve a safe water supply; 

 use of chlorine will provide a residual disinfection in the whole network; 

 helps to manages risk of contamination events; 

 most economical way to ensure that the Council achieves the water quality standards; 

and  

 water needs to be as safe as possible. 

4.7 Some feedback received was outside the scope of the consultation including concerns about 

contaminants in source groundwater and the addition of fluoride to water supplies.  

4.8 At the Submissions Hearing on 27 October 2020, eight submitters presented their 

submissions to the Hearing Panel. After listening to submitters, the Panel requested that 

staff investigate several matters. These matters are summarised in the Deliberations Report 

(Attachment 5).  

4.9 In preparation for the Full Council decision and to ensure that Councillors were well informed 

to make that decision, a workshop was held on 15 April 2021 to provide: 

 a summary of the consultation process to date; 

 a summary of feedback raised in submissions; 

 advice on water suppliers obligations within the new regulatory setting; and 

 advice from health practitioners.  

4.10 To provide a complete understanding of drinking water safety within a regulatory reform 

framework, staff invited the following external agencies to provide expert health and 

regulatory perspectives on the proposal:   

 Taumata Arowai (new water services regulator); 

 Ministry of Health; 

 Nelson Marlborough District Health Board; and  

 Institute of Environmental Science and Research (ESR).  

 

Regulatory Reform  

4.11 In 2016 an outbreak of campylobacter found in the Havelock North drinking water supply 

prompted a Government Inquiry and the Three Waters Review. Recommendations were far 

reaching and led to major regulatory reform.  

4.12 New legislation (Taumata Arowai–the Water Services Regulator Act 2020) established a 

new regulatory body responsible for administering and enforcing a new drinking water 

regulatory system.  

4.13 The Water Services Bill that is currently before the Health Select Committee for 

consideration is expected to pass by mid-2021. It proposes significant duties and obligations 

on water suppliers to:   

 provide mandatory residual disinfection in all reticulated networks; 

 have an approved Water Safety Plan that contains a multi barrier approach; and 
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 ensure the provision of safe drinking water and meet New Zealand drinking water 

standards.  

Health Perspective  

4.14 The Nelson Marlborough District Health Broad (NMDHB) expressly supports the proposal to 

apply residual disinfection using chlorine in all Council water supplies and supports 

monitoring the levels of chlorination by-products to better manage water quality. 

Furthermore, they raised concern that if there is no residual disinfection within water supply 

distribution networks and the integrity of network is breached, there will be no effective 

barrier against microbial contamination.  

4.15 Contamination can occur when the integrity of a water supply network is compromised by 

one or more factors, including:  

 leaks or cracks in water storage reservoirs (most common occurrence); 

 pipe and fittings leaks; 

 network pressure changes; 

 backflow prevention failure; 

 routine work on networks including: 

o new connections/disconnections; 

o pipe upgrades; and 

o maintenance activities; 

 network residence time; and  

 human error.  

4.16 The NMDHB also noted the message from the World Health Organisation: ‘the estimated 

risks to health from disinfectants and their by-products are extremely small in comparison to 

the real risks associated with inadequate disinfection, and it is important that disinfection 

should not be compromised in attempting to control such by-products. The destruction of 

microbial pathogens through the use of disinfectants is essential for the protection of public 

health’ (Attachment 6).  

 

5 Options 

5.1 The Council has two options, summarised in Table 2. Staff recommend Option 1.  

A full assessment of the pros and cons of chlorinating water supplies was addressed in 

(Attachment 1, RCN20-04-9). 

Table 2: Options assessment summary  

Option 1: Provide residual disinfection using chlorine in all Council water supplies, 

including the remaining unchlorinated water supplies. 

Advantages  Ensures compliance with DWSNZ.  

 Meets the requirements to get Water Safety Plans approved.  
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 Aligns with recommendations from the Havelock North Inquiry. 

 Aligns with proposal in the Water Services Bill.  

 Aligns with the Council’s Drinking Water Quality Management Policy. 

 Conforms to national and international best practice.  

 Provides a consistent level of service in Council managed water 
supplies. 

Risks and 
Disadvantages 

 Potentially some adverse reactions related to taste and smell. This 

will likely subside as pipes are flushed with chlorine and biofilms 

removed. 

 Some residents will potentially remain concerned about risks to 

health from the use of disinfectants and their by-products.  

 Some residents particularly concerned about the use of chlorine 

may choose to install an activated carbon filters to remove any 

residual chlorine.  

Option 2: Do not provide residual disinfection using chlorine to the remaining 
unchlorinated water supplies. 

Advantages  No adverse reactions related to taste and smell. 

Risks and 
Disadvantages 

 Will not get Water Safety Plans approved without residual 
disinfection. 

 Significant costs related to additional mitigation measures.  

 Does not align with Drinking Water Quality Management Policy. 

 Does not align with Government direction and legislative obligations.  

 Risk of illness or fatality if there is an E.coli contamination.  

 Where persistent or serious non-compliance occurs:  

o risk of compliance orders from Taumata Arowai;  

o risk of significant new offences; and 

o non-compliance fines and additional sentencing options.  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 As a water supplier, the Council needs to provide multiple barriers to prevent contamination 

and ensure water remains safe for the community to drink. Residual disinfection using 

chlorine is one of several barriers. The main advantage chlorine provides is protection 

across the network – from treatment plant to tap. No other barrier provides this protection.  

6.2 Despite opposition in the consultation feedback, the proposal to chlorinate all of our water 

supplies is primarily focused on protecting public health and managing the risk associated 

with a contamination event. It is crucial the community has confidence in the Council as a 

water supply authority to deliver safe drinking water, as it is an essential service.  
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6.3 The Council must balance the concerns raised during the submission against the expert 

advice provided by Taumata Arowai, Ministry of Health and NMDHB and the Council staff 

recommendation to chlorinate all water supplies.  

 

7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

 

Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

Is this activity associated 

with one of the goals in 

Council’s Climate Action 

Plan?   

Climate Change 

considerations are not 

relevant to this report 

Not part of the Action Plan.  

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

This decision will 

increase resilience to 

Climate Change. 

To the extent that climate change 

presents a risk to our source 

water or infrastructure (through 

increased storm intensity for 

example), chlorination will help 

provide protection against the 

impact of a contamination event.   

A very small amount of chemical 

(chlorine gas) is used to 

chlorinate the supply. By-products 

produced as part of the residual 

disinfection are negligible and not 

classed as greenhouse gases. 

Permanent residual disinfection 

would require less samples to be 

taken from the networks, resulting 

in fewer traffic movements.  

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The discussion on policy, legal requirements and plan were thoroughly addressed in a 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09), refer Attachment 1.  

8.2 The SCP was used to consult on the proposal and is compliant with the Council’s legal 

obligations in the Local Government Act 2002. 

8.3 The proposal to provide residual disinfection using chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated 

water supplies is consistent with the Council’s:  

 Drinking Water Quality Management Policy;   

 Community Outcomes – water is safe to drink; and 

 Level of service related to compliance with the NZ Drinking Water Standards. 

8.4 The proposal to provide residual disinfection using chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated 

water supplies is consistent with Government direction including:  
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 requirements of the Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007; 

 Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand; and 

 Guidelines for Drinking-Water Quality Management for New Zealand (June 2019). 

8.5 Although the Water Services Bill is still being considered by the Health Select Committee, it 

is likely to be enacted in mid-2021. Taumata Arowai has made it clear that residual 

disinfection will be mandatory once the Bill becomes law. The proposal will satisfy legal 

obligations that are expected to be imposed by the Water Services Bill.  

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 The financial implications of the options available to the Council were addressed in a 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09) and were also summarised in the 

Consultation Document. In summary, the ongoing costs of chlorination are modest. For 

example, the extra operational cost is approximately $4,000 a year for Kaiteriteri and 

$12,000 a year for Richmond. 

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Staff consider the proposal to permanently chlorinate water supplies to be of medium-high 

significance due to the level of public interest and the strategic nature of public water 

supplies. A thorough assessment of the significance of permanently chlorinating our 

remaining water supplies was discussed in Section 10 of the previous report  

(Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-9, Attachment 1). 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 Despite some opposition raised in during consultation staff still recommend providing 

residual disinfection using chlorine to all remaining unchlorinated supplies.  

11.2 Using chlorine as a last barrier (part of a multi barrier approach) will ensure our Council 

operated water supplies are protected against:  

 the growth of micro-organisms from bio film within the distribution network; and  

 the ingress of pathogenic microbes due to loss of integrity of the network. 

11.3 The multi barrier approach aligns with the principles of Water Safety in NZ and is consistent 

with the direction of drinking water regulation reform and Government direction.  

11.4 Using chlorine to treat water has been used around the world for over a century and is 

proven by science as a safe and effective water disinfectant. Chlorine deactivates bacteria 

and some viruses that may be introduced to water as it flows through the reticulated network 

(from source to tap) and reduces the risk of a contamination event.  

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 The next steps in the process are outlined below. The last three steps are only needed if the 

Full Council resolve to proceed with chlorination.  
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Date Process 

20 May 2021 Full Council to make a decision on proposal. 

June 2021 Public notice on the Council’s website and advice to larger consumers in 

affected areas. 

June 2021 Public notice in Newsline and through local media about decision  

TBC  Permanent chlorination will come into effect at different times for each water 

supply network as some treatment plants will need to be upgraded. This is 

expected to be completed within the next Long Term Plan: 

 Richmond – immediately;  

 Kaiteriteri/Riwaka- immediately; 

 Motueka- when the Parkers Street Water Treatment Plant is 

operational;  

 Upper Takaka- to be determined; and 

 Hamama – to be determined.  

12.2 Richmond’s water supply has been chlorinated since early December 2020 while trunk water 

works are undertaken at the intersection of Champion and Salisbury Roads. A routine water 

test result detected the presence of E.coli in the Richmond supply in March 2021 and a 

decision was made to continue chlorinating until the Richmond High Level and Valhalla 

storage reservoir roofs have been upgraded. This is expected to be completed in 2021.  
 

13 Attachments 

1.⇩   Attachment 1 Delivering Safe Water Report RCN20-04-9 17 

2.⇩   Attachment 2 Drinking Water Quality Management Policy RCN20-05-3 39 

3.⇩   Attachment 3 SCP - Consultation on Chlorination of Water Supplies Attachment 3 - 

Consultation on Chlorination of Water Supplies RCN20-07-2 

47 

4.⇩   Attachment 4 Report summarising  submissions RSH20-10-1 55 

5.⇩   Attachment 5 - Deliberations Report on Water Safety Consultation RSH20-11-1 67 

6.⇩   Attachment 6 World Health Organisation Guidance 77 
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6.1  DELIVERING SAFE DRINKING WATER   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 30 April 2020 

Report Author: Mike Schruer, Utilities Manager; Richard Kirby, Engineering Services 

Manager  

Report Number: RCN20-04-9 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 As a drinking water supplier, the Council has a responsibility to provide safe drinking water 

to all users. 

1.2 All water supply networks are constantly at risk of microbiological re-contamination through 

planned works, backflow events, illegal connections, pipe breaks, faulty fittings, illegal water 

takes from hydrants or ingress though reservoir roofs.   

1.3 When contamination occurs, it takes at least 24 hours, before monitoring results indicate 

E.coli is present.  The consequence of this time lag is that users could already have been 

exposed to this risk through their drinking water. 

1.4 Having multiple treatments, for example; water source protection, filtration, UV and providing 

residual disinfection is part of the ‘multi-barrier approach’, which is being widely adopted as 

the standard approach to drinking water treatment around the world. 

1.5 Providing residual disinfection in the water supply network post treatment greatly reduces 

the risk of microbiological recontamination and would deactivate some viruses. 

1.6 Four of the Tasman District Council’s 15 water supplies do not have residual disinfection; 

Upper Takaka, Motueka, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Richmond.  

1.7 The Hamama water supply scheme, which is not chlorinated is owned by the Council, but 

operated and maintained by the community. 

1.8 Two of the unchlorinated water supplies, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Richmond, have provision 

for ‘temporary’ chlorination and can be converted to permanent chlorination, cost effectively, 

if required. 

1.9 Design is underway for a new water treatment plant in Parker Street, Motueka. This 

treatment plant will be designed to include chlorination equipment.  

1.10 Permanent residual disinfection, as part of a multi-barrier treatment approach, is considered 

to be the most effective way to achieve a safe water supply. Having residual disinfection was 

one of the recommendations from the Government’s inquiry into the Havelock North 

Campylobacter outbreak caused by contaminated drinking water. 

1.11 This report has identified permanent chlorination of water supplies as the preferred option as 

it provides continually safe water to all customers. 
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1.12 It is recommended that the affected communities be consulted on the proposal to 

permanently disinfect all Council water supplies utilising chlorine. The outcomes of the 

consultation are to be considered and assessed before a final decision is made by the 

Council. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1. receives the Delivering Safe Drinking Water report RCN20-04-9; and 

2. notes that, as a supplier of drinking water, the Council has a duty to supply safe 

drinking water to users (Health Act 1956, Section 69V Duty to comply with the 

Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand); and 

3. approves the proposal to consult with the users of its drinking water on the option of 

utilising chlorine to provide permanent residual disinfection in the Richmond, 

Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama and Upper Takaka water supplies; and 

4. notes that staff intend a special consultative procedure consultation and a further 

report will be presented to the Full Council to adopt the consultation document.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to outline the Council’s responsibilities as a drinking water 

supplier to deliver safe drinking water to reticulated users. It also details the Council’s 

options and associated cost estimates plus the need to consult if permanent residual 

disinfection is the preferred option.  

 

4 Background and Discussion 

Current Water Treatment 

4.1 The Council has 15 water treatment plants. Of these, 11 are permanently chlorinated and 

therefore with water safety plans would comply with the drinking water standards.   

4.2 There are five water supplies that are funded by their own users. These are Hamama, 

Motueka, Dovedale, Redwood Valley and Eighty Eight Valley. The remaining water supplies 

are part of a “Water Club” and are all funded by the users together. These include 

Richmond, Waimea/Mapua, Brightwater, Wakefield, Tapawera, Murchison, 

Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Upper Takaka, Collingwood and Pohara.   

4.3 The Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Richmond water treatment plants have recently been upgraded 

with equipment installed for ‘temporary’ chlorination. This equipment is capable of providing 

sufficient residual disinfection throughout these networks. 

4.4 Prior to 2015 half of the Richmond network, Champion Road and the Wakatu industrial area 

was supplied from the Waimea Water Treatment Plant, which was permanently chlorinated. 

These areas were transitioned to the new Richmond Water Treatment Plant when it was 

commissioned. Consequently, because the new treatment plant did not have permanent 

chlorination these areas were supplied with non-chlorinated water. 

4.5 The Motueka water supply is currently supplied from bores near the Recreation Centre, with 

the bore water being pumped into the network without any form of treatment. It is proposed 

that this source be replaced by a new treatment plant which is about to be constructed at a 

site in Parker Street. This treatment plant will be designed to enable permanent chlorination. 

4.6 The Upper Takaka water supply scheme is very small with approximately 30 customers 

being supplied through 14 metered connections. Current usage is only about 5 m3/day for 

the whole scheme. Upper Takaka has Ultra-violet (UV) treatment but does not have 

chlorination facilities.  

4.7 The Hamama water supply scheme is a small, rural network serving only 25 connections.  It 

has no treatment facilities. Although it is Council owned, it is funded and operated by its 

users. The Council has started the process to hand it over to the users. There is a good 

chance that it could qualify as a rural agricultural supply scheme and therefore be allowed to 

have treatment at the point of entry to the residences. 
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Havelock North Contamination Event 

4.8 In August 2016, the Havelock North water supply became contaminated with campylobacter, 

resulting in approximately one-third of the town (>5,000 people) becoming sick, 45 people 

hospitalised and four deaths. In September 2016, a Government inquiry was set up to 

investigate the cause. The source of the campylobacter contamination was sheep faeces 

washing into a pond near a bore. This water contaminated the underlying aquifer where the 

town abstracted its water that was not treated before being reticulated.  

4.9 As a result of the inquiry, the Health Act has changed, the Drinking Water Standards New 

Zealand was updated and a new drinking water regulator proposed. This regulator is 

planned to be set up in 2020 and a new Water Act encompassing all current regulations is 

expected to be passed in the same year. 

4.10 The Council received a letter from the Director General of Health on 21 October 2019. The 

aim of this letter was to raise the Council’s awareness of the new water safety planning 

requirements that will be mandatory in 2020. 

4.11 The letter particularly refers to water supplies which do not have residual disinfection:  

“As a supplier of drinking water that does not include a disinfection residual in the 

network, the assessment of your drinking water supply system must include a detailed 

examination of all hazard and risks that can affect the quality of water in the network. 

Your Water Safety Plan (WSP) must demonstrate how the existing preventative 

measures are effective at ensuring the quality of the drinking water can be maintained 

throughout the system without a disinfection residual”.  

4.12 This letter may also be a signal that the Government is contemplating an introduction of 

compulsory residual disinfection into the Drinking Water Standards New Zealand (DWSNZ). 

New Zealand Drinking-water Safety Plan Framework (2018)   

4.13 The New Zealand Drinking-water Safety Plan Framework (2018) identifies the six 

fundamental principles of drinking-water safety in New Zealand. 

Principle 1: A high standard of care must be embraced  

Unsafe drinking-water can cause illness, injury or death on a large scale. All those involved 

in supplying drinking-water must therefore embrace a high standard of care. Vigilance, 

diligence and competence are minimum requirements, and complacency has no place.  

Principle 2: Protection of source water is of paramount importance  

Protection of the source of drinking-water provides the first, and most significant, barrier 

against drinking-water contamination and illness. It is of paramount importance that risks to 

sources of drinking-water are understood, managed and addressed appropriately.   

Principle 3: Maintain multiple barriers against contamination  

Any drinking-water system must have, and continue to maintain, robust multiple barriers 

against contamination appropriate to the level of potential contamination. No single barrier is 

effective against all sources of contamination, and any barrier can fail at any time.  

Principle 4: Change precedes contamination  

Contamination is almost always preceded by some kind of change, and change must never 

be ignored. Change of any kind should be monitored for and responded to with due 

diligence.  
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Principle 5: Suppliers must own the safety of drinking-water  

Drinking-water suppliers must maintain a personal sense of responsibility and dedication to 

providing consumers with safe drinking-water. Knowledgeable, experienced, committed and 

responsive personnel provide the best assurance of safe drinking-water.  

Principle 6: Apply a preventive risk management approach  

A preventive risk management approach provides the best protection against waterborne 

illness. Once contamination is detected, illness may already have occurred. This requires 

systematic assessment of risks throughout a drinking water supply from source to tap; 

identification of the ways these risks can be managed; and control measures implemented to 

ensure that management is occurring properly. Adequate monitoring of performance of each 

barrier is essential. 

Current Management and Operational Measures 

4.14 The Council has indicated its intention in the Long Term Plan to upgrade its water treatment 

plants to ensure water is treated and delivered in compliance with the drinking water 

standards. 

4.15 A programme of leak detection and backflow prevention testing is implemented annually to 

minimise the risk of contamination. 

4.16 The Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Richmond water treatment plants have equipment installed for 

‘temporary’ chlorination. These are activated as and when a positive test indicating 

contamination is received.   

4.17 The Council’s water supplies are regularly tested and the schedule of testing is determined 

by the risk and size of community served. All routine bacteria sampling consists of an E.coli 

test and a total coliform test. The E.coli test is an indicator of faecal contamination, which 

could make people sick. The total coliform count is an indication of how many coliforms are 

in the water, both faecal and non-faecal in origin.   

4.18 The current testing regimes at treatment plants ensure that water leaving the plants have no 

coliforms present. Should testing from the network determine the presence of either total 

coliform counts or E.coli then this indicates that contamination is occurring within the 

network. Total coliform counts and/or E.coli are seldom, if ever, picked up in the permanently 

chlorinated water supply schemes.  

4.19 In the non-chlorinated supplies, especially those with reservoirs, contamination is often 

picked up in the network as a total coliform count. It takes at least 24 hours to get a sampling 

result; from the time the sample is taken to the time a positive contamination report is 

received. By this time some, if not all, of the users on that supply could potentially have been 

exposed to contaminated water for at least 24 hours. The timing of the sampling means that 

exposure could be longer than 24 hours. If a contamination event occurs directly after 

sampling and the next sample is not taken until the following day, it could take up to 48 

hours to receive a positive report of E.coli.  

4.20 Table 1 below lists the current sampling sites for the non-chlorinated water supplies. It costs 

$107,185 per year to undertake this routine sampling. The Drinking Water Assessor has 

requested a number of additional zone sampling sites for each scheme to achieve a better 

coverage of the schemes.  Sampling is not a contamination barrier but an indication that 

contamination is present in the network. 

Table 1: Current water quality sampling sites 
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Scheme Sample Location – Current Weekly/ 
Monthly 

Sampling 

Richmond  Plant Daily 

Richmond  Industrial – Champion Road Reservoir Weekly 

  High East – REHL Reservoir Weekly 

  Lower Res  - Queen Street Reservoir Weekly 

  Upper Reservoir – Valhalla Reservoir Weekly 

Motueka Plant Twice Weekly 

  North Street Weekly 

  Toy Library Weekly 

Riwaka/Kaiteriteri Plant Weekly 

  Fire Station Every 2 weeks 

  End of Line Every 2 weeks 

Upper Takaka Plant Monthly 

  Zone Monthly 

 

4.21 It is not currently feasible to test for viruses in water to determine the risk for each water 

supply scheme. Research shows that viruses are able to remain viable for years in the 

environment, compared to bacteria which may only last a few days. An absence of E.coli or 

other coliforms does not necessarily mean an absence of viruses. There are potential 

sources of viruses upstream of all of our water sources. It is likely that future legislation will 

require water treatment for viruses, as other countries are already doing, such as Canada. 

At the right dose and retention time, chlorination can be an effective virus barrier. 

4.22 Reservoir rooftops are suspected as one of the main sources of contamination. Inspections 

of the roofs often find that there are bird faeces evident and, in the case of the Champion 

Road reservoir, ducks have regularly been seen. The Richmond reservoirs, which have had 

the most positive bacteria results, are concrete and have numerous cracks in the roof. Some 

of these are hairline cracks (1mm or less) but others are up to 5mm wide. Previous repairs 

have not stood up to the region’s sunshine and now a permanent repair is being 

investigated. A sturdy bandage is planned to be installed along the main crack on the 

Champion Road reservoir in 2020 and it is estimated this will cost around $12,000. However, 

this will not resolve the contamination issues due to hairline cracks in the concrete roof. The 

cost to install a complete membrane on the Champion Road reservoir roof is in excess of 

$200,000 due to the size (32 metres diameter) and complexity of the roof structure. A similar 

membrane has recently been installed on the Tapawera reservoir roof, which is much 

smaller having a diameter of about 9 metres. An estimate received for the two other 

Richmond concrete reservoirs in Valhalla Drive indicates that it would cost around $75,000 

for both. With residual disinfection, a membrane cover for all three reservoirs would not 

necessarily be required. Major cracks would still require a bandage but this would be a 

smaller cost.  
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4.23 In Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, between 2004 and 2006 three bacteria events were logged for the 

supply. Rats were found in both reservoirs, which were then hand-chlorinated to disinfect the 

water supply network. These reservoirs are timber tanks with timber roofs and a plastic 

lining. The roofs do not last well in the local climate and need constant checking for leaks 

and repair. These reservoirs are due to be replaced in 2022/23. 

4.24 The Council does issue boil water notices following notification of E.coli to ensure the 

community makes their drinking water safe until the chlorine dosing takes effect. Issuing a 

boil water notice for the community, while chlorination takes effect, is inconvenient for most 

people but especially so for businesses, schools, care homes, etc. Many people will not boil 

their water and may not even see the notice advising them to do so, leaving themselves and 

their families at risk.  

4.25 Council staff have regularly (several times a year) detected total coliform counts in the 

Richmond water supply network and occasionally E.coli counts. This is a similar situation for 

the Riwaka/Kaiteriteri water supply scheme. Total coliforms and E.coli have not been 

detected in samples taken directly after water has been treated with UV in the treatment 

plants, therefore, the contamination is occurring in the network.  

4.26 These issues suggest that the current monitoring and operational measures are not effective 

in preventing contamination and mitigating the risks. Therefore, it is likely that the Water 

Safety Plans may not be approved unless the Council commits to either residual disinfection 

or other more costly preventative measures to ensure a safe drinking water supply. 

Additional Mitigation Measures 

4.27 There are a number of options available to reduce the risk of contamination to the network 

by improving the condition of the network or mitigating likely sources of contamination. 

However, these come at a cost and without guarantee that the water supply is as safe as 

having residual disinfection and they are unlikely to meet the requirement of a multi-barrier 

approach to ensuring a safe drinking water supply. 

4.28 The following list details possible contamination mitigation measures with estimated costs, 

where possible: 

 Current and Daily Sampling - Table 2 below provides an indication of current 

sampling costs for the non-chlorinated supplies, which is generally a weekly sample at 

the nominated sites except for the smaller schemes, which are sampled less often 

(refer Table 1 above). The Drinking Water Assessor has requested additional zone 

sampling sites and we have suggested the sites below as a starter but we may be 

required to take additional samples at the extremity of each zone, which will increase 

the number of sampling sites. The cost column at the end is the annual cost of daily 

sampling to check for contamination. Our contractors have advised that we currently 

have 0.6 FTE assigned to sampling at the current level but would require four more 

FTEs if sampling was to be done daily on all the sites indicated below, provided we 

can find people with the required qualifications.  

Table 2: Current water quality sampling sites and costs versus costs of a daily sampling 

regime with the additional recommended sampling sites. 
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Scheme Sample 
Location - 

Current 

Weekly/ 
Monthly 

Sampling 
Cost 

  Sample Location 
– with additional 

sites 

Daily 
Sampling 

Cost 

Richmond  Plant $35,212   Plant $33,628 

Richmond  Industrial – 
Champion 
Road 
Reservoir 

$7,332   Industrial – 
Champion Road 
Reservoir 

$33,628 

  High East – 
REHL 
Reservoir 

$7,332   High East – REHL 
Reservoir 

$33,628 

  Lower 
Reservoir  - 
Queen Street 
Reservoir 

$5,016   Lower Reservoir  - 
Queen Street 
Reservoir 

$33,628 

  Upper 
Reservoir – 
Valhalla 
Reservoir 

$5,016   Upper Reservoir – 
Valhalla Reservoir 

$33,628 

        Nayland Road $33,628 

        Cropp Place $33,628 

        Hill Street/ Hart 
Road  

$33,628 

        Arizona Reservoir $33,628 

        Cemetery/Wensley 
Road 

$33,628 

        3 Brothers Corner $33,628 

Sub-total   $59,908     $369,911 

Motueka Plant $13,749   Plant $45,880 

  North Str $6,875   North Street $45,880 

  Toy Library $6,875   Toy Library $45,880 

        Recreation Centre $45,880 

        King Edward 
Street 

$45,880 

        Harbour Road $45,880 

Sub-total   $27,499     $275,280 

Riwaka 
/Kaiteriteri 

Plant $8,733   Plant $58,132 

  Fire Station $3,359   Fire Station $58,132 

  End of Line $3,359   End of Line $58,132 

        Riwaka Hall/ 
Bowling Club 

$58,132 
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Scheme Sample 
Location - 

Current 

Weekly/ 
Monthly 

Sampling 
Cost 

  Sample Location 
– with additional 

sites 

Daily 
Sampling 

Cost 

Sub-total   $15,451     $232,526 

Upper 
Takaka 

Plant $2,164   Plant $63,993 

  Zone $2,164   Zone $63,993 

Sub-total   $4,328     $127,986 

Annual Total $ 
  

$107,185     $1,005,703 

 

 Expand Sampling Zones - Increase the sampling regime to cover daily sampling at 

the extremity of each zone across the non-chlorinated water supply schemes. This is 

similar to Table 2 above but it would likely double the number of zones requiring to be 

monitored and the cost could be around $1.8 million per annum. 

 Increased Pipe Renewal Programme – Increase the pipe renewal programme to limit 

the number of failures in aging pipes, which could be an increase of around $500,000 

per annum across the schemes.  The Council typically waits until there are several 

breaks on a section of pipeline before replacing it, known as “sweating the assets” to 

maximise the life of the infrastructure. However, with the high risk of contamination of 

the water supply from a pipe break in the absence of residual disinfection, this is 

probably not acceptable. 

 Enforcement - Increase the level of control on who can work in the vicinity of water 

pipes, in particular main supply lines and monitor all works. This would require 

additional enforcement resources and could impact on efficiencies. 

 Pressure Sensors - Installation of pressure sensors on pipes to monitor and avoid 

water hammer to reduce risk of pipe failure from excessive pressure. Pressure sensors 

are also good for the detection of low pressure areas where water could be sucked 

back into the supply through breaks, cracks and leaks. 

 Upgrade Backflow Prevention - Replace domestic double check valve backflow 

prevention (BFP) with testable check valves. It would be a significant cost to replace 

the existing double check valves and there would be an added cost of testing around 

11,000 water connections (cost not estimated).  Install BFP (non-testable) on all urban 

extension restrictors (estimated $10,000). 

 Increased Maintenance - Regular inspection and cleaning of reservoirs and roofs or 

installation of a membrane on all concrete reservoirs. Could conceivably cost around 

$500,000 to seal all remaining reservoir roofs. 

 Increased Patrols - Patrols to investigate and enforce illegal takes from fire hydrants 

and other illegal connections ($100,000 per annum including prosecutions). 

 Automated Water Sales - Installation of pre-paid, swipe card water take system, 

which would include a flow meter and backflow preventer, instead of the current 
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permitted hydrant arrangements ($50,000 per installation). It is costly but could save 

on administration and costs of damage to leased hydrant upstands. 

 Restrictor Monitoring - Annual restrictor checks of urban extension water supplies, 

possibly around $10,000 per year and then cost of remediation and prosecution could 

double this to $20,000. 

 Increased Leak Detection - Higher level of leak detection and consequent repair and 

replacement of leaking pipes (additional $50,000 per year for investigations and 

consequential cost of repairs could be around $200,000 per annum for the next five to 

10 years) 

 Increased Flushing - Increased flushing of mains to reduce the build-up of organic 

material in the network, which create chloramines leading to taste and odour 

complaints ($50,000 per annum). Over time, chlorination removes the biofilm from the 

pipes reducing the likelihood of chloramines and consequent taste and odour 

complaints. 

 Improved Zone Monitoring - Improved zone flow monitoring to identify possible 

leaks. Not only would more equipment be required but also additional staff to run the 

system then to monitor, report and take action on the results. 

 Pressure Zoning - Install pressure reducing valves to reduce high pressure zones to 

reduce risk of pipe failures and level of leaks. This could be extremely costly, in the 

hundreds of thousands of dollars, as it would also require a reconfiguration of pipes 

and zones. 

 Information Integrity - Improve accuracy of asset information (e.g. pipe depth, 

location, size, etc.) to assist with service locates and prevent third party damage to 

buried pipes ($50,000 per annum). 

 Education/Awareness – undertaking education/awareness with contractors which 

work near water infrastructure and with property owners where public water 

infrastructure is located within their private properties. 

Benefits of Residual Disinfection 

4.29 Having long-lasting residual disinfection in the network significantly reduces the risk of 

microbiological re-contamination through planned works, backflow events, illegal 

connections, pipe breaks, faulty fittings, illegal water takes from hydrants or ingress though 

reservoir roofs.   

4.30 Residual disinfection also provides a degree of added level of protection to residents from 

re-contamination in private storage tanks on restricted urban extension and rural water 

supplies.  Note that chlorine levels do dissipate with time. 

4.31 Having residual disinfection in the network greatly reduces the risk of finding bacteria in 

routine sampling and reduces the level of routine monitoring required.  The direct cost of 

extra sampling required after a positive bacteria result can be in excess of $5,000 per event. 

There are also indirect costs, such as Council staff time.  Between 2015 and 2019, six 

bacteria contamination events have occurred in Richmond. 

4.32 Chlorine, typically used to provide residual disinfection, also reduces the risk of virus 

contamination from the source water. The UV treatment in use does not deactivate viruses 

and current research is placing a greater emphasis on the risk of virus contamination. 
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4.33 Chlorine protects the whole community, in particular those who are most at risk; i.e. babies, 

the elderly and the immune-compromised. These people may not easily recover from a 

gastrointestinal bug. 

4.34 Having multiple treatments, for example; source protection, filtration, UV and residual 

disinfection, is part of the ‘multi-barrier approach’ and is a widely adopted approach to 

provide safe drinking water around the world. 

Dis-benefits of Residual Disinfection  

4.35 The most common feedback from customers when using chlorine for residual disinfection is 

the taste and odour. It is possible for customers to mitigate the taste and odour of chlorine 

by treating the water with activated carbon filters at the point of entry to the house or by 

installing an under-sink activated carbon filter to treat drinking water only. The level of 

chlorine can also be reduced by storing a bottle of chlorinated water in a fridge for 24 hours. 

4.36 Some people are sensitive to chlorine on their skin and may have an allergic reaction.  In 

these cases a point of entry activated carbon filter would be the recommended option. 

4.37 If the water and the reticulation is free of organics then taste and odour is largely not 

noticeable.  However, any organic material in the raw water or in the reticulation reacts with 

the chlorine to form chloramines.  Generally, this is how the taste and odour is created.  

Minimising the levels of organic material in the reticulation can be done initially by filtering 

the raw water and then by flushing the reticulation.   

4.38 Chlorine odours are very noticeable in public swimming pools or spas.  The presence of 

organics in the pool water reacts with the chlorine to form the chloramines.  The organics 

come from body fluids, whether it be sweat or other fluids.  Consequently greater levels of 

chlorine dosing has to be done to counteract this reaction and keep residual chlorine in the 

water to maintain disinfection.  

4.39 In the water supplies, once the presence of organics is reduced than it is possible to reduce 

the chlorine dosing whilst still maintaining permanent disinfection.  Consequently taste and 

odour occurrences are reduced.  Should permanent chlorination be implemented it may take 

6 to 12 months for the chlorine to deactivate the organic material in the reticulation.  This 

should reduce the incidences of taste and odour.  The good quality groundwater and the 

absence of organics in the Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Motueka schemes means that 

it is possible to dose chlorine at very low levels.  This is different for water supplies with 

surface water takes or river takes.  Organic material is much more prevalent with these 

takes.  

 

5 Options 

5.1 The options considered are detailed in the table below: 

 Option  Pros  Cons 

Option 1: No change 

to existing operations 

and only chlorinate 

when there is a 

bacterial 

contamination event, 

major works are 

No public opposition to 

chlorine taste and odour, 

other than following a 

contamination event. 

Less public opposition to 

the addition of chlorine to 

Contamination risk remains and of more 

risk to specific members of the community, 

in particular babies, elderly or immune-

compromised.  
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 Option  Pros  Cons 

undertaken or failures 

occur on the network. 

the water supply as an 

added ‘chemical’. 

  

Chlorine dosing after a positive bacteria 

result could be too late to prevent people 

being adversely affected.  

Reputational risk from having regular boil 

water notices. 

Very unlikely that Water Safety Plans would 

be approved without residual disinfection, 

such as has recently happened in 

Christchurch.  Lack of residual disinfection 

would not comply with DWSNZ. 

Time-consuming job every time chlorine is 

turned on to email affected customers, put 

information on social media and keep it 

updated.Risk of disease outbreaks at 

holiday destinations, particularly caravan 

parks, could be much harder to control. 

Increased operational costs during each 

positive bacteria event due to laboratory 

and contractor costs and staff time. 

Severe inconvenience for businesses and 

at risk customers who find it hard to boil 

water, in particular care homes. 

Fewer staff and contractors are available 

over holiday periods and laboratories are 

only open for restricted hours. 

Concrete reservoir roofs, which have 

cracks, have been identified as high risk 

and need to be sealed with a membrane, 

which is a costly exercise.  

Option 2:  

Implement greater 

management 

measures, excluding 

chlorination, to 

mitigate the risk of 

contamination. 

Has a higher level of 

protection of the water 

supply network than the 

current measures. 

No public opposition to 

chlorine taste and odour 

in the water supply. 

 

Does not guarantee a continually safe 

drinking supply water to all customers, all of 

the time, as even with daily sampling it 

could be 48 hours or more, depending on 

sampling times, before contamination is 

identified. 

Chlorine dosing after a positive bacteria 

result could be too late to prevent 

consumers from being adversely affected.  

Contamination risk remains and of more 

risk to specific members of the community, 

in particular babies, elderly or immune-

compromised.  
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 Option  Pros  Cons 

Unlikely to comply with the requirements of 

Water Safety Plans which means it will also 

not comply with the DWSNZ. 

Significantly increases the cost of 

managing the water supply network (refer 

Section 4.28 of this report). 

Commercial customers who require 

residual disinfection will require their own 

point-of-use treatment. 

Concrete reservoir roofs, which have 

cracks, have been identified as a high risk 

and must be sealed with a membrane, 

which is a very costly exercise.  

Reputational risk from having boil water 

notices. 

Time-consuming job every time chlorine is 

turned on to email affected customers, put 

information on social media and keep the 

sites up to date. 

Risk of disease outbreaks at holiday 

destinations, particularly caravan parks, 

could be much harder to control. 

Increased operational costs during each 

positive bacteria event due to laboratory 

and contractor costs and staff time. 

Severe inconvenience for businesses and 

at risk customers who find it hard to boil 

water, particularly for rest homes. 

Option 3: 

Permanent 

chlorination of all 

Council water 

supplies. Prior to final 

consideration of this 

option by Council, the 

affected communities 

will be consulted. 

Provides continually safe 

drinking water to all 

customers, all of the 

time. 

Reduces resources and 

costs incurred during 

bacterial contamination 

events or following major 

construction works, pipe 

breaks or network 

failures. 

Significantly lower overall 

cost of monitoring the 

Extra operational cost for residual 

disinfection.  This would be much less than 

the cost of the mitigation measures 

required to protect the network in the 

absence of residual disinfection, which 

would still not guarantee a continually safe 

water supply. 

Some residential customers may object to 

the taste and smell of the chlorine, if this is 

the most effective means of achieving 

residual disinfection, and may require a 

handheld or under-sink activated carbon 

filter to make it palatable.  
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 Option  Pros  Cons 

networks for likely 

contamination. 

Commercial customers 

who require residual 

disinfection will no longer 

require their own 

treatment. 

Expensive reservoir roof 

repairs can be scaled 

down. 

By undertaking 

consultation with the 

affected communities, 

concerns or feedback 

will be taken into account 

before a decision is 

made by the Council.  

The community will be 

well informed of the 

public health need to 

have residual 

disinfection in water 

networks. 

Customers with existing skin conditions 

aggravated by chlorine may wish to install 

an activated carbon filter at the point of 

entry of the water supply into their house. 

Some commercial customers may need to 

install chlorine removal equipment. 

  

 
5.2 Option 1 is not the preferred option as it does not deliver permanently disinfected water 

supplies and therefore will not comply with the DWSNZ.  It also does not mitigate the risks 

surrounding the delay in identifying contamination in the waters supplies. 

5.3 Option 2 provides for a higher level of protection of the public water supply network than 

currently provided. However, it is unlikely that Water Safety Plans would be approved 

without residual disinfection and these schemes would therefore not comply with DWSNZ.  It 

is also an expensive option whilst still not providing a permanently disinfected water 

supplies.   

5.4 Staff recommend Option 3 - Permanent chlorination of all Council water supplies. 

However, this option is subject to a special consultative procedure. It is proposed that this 

occur in June 2020, with hearings and deliberations in July 2020 with a decision being 

considered by the Strategy and Policy Committee on 20 August 2020. 

5.5 The Council has a level of service, and a statutory obligation, to provide a safe drinking 

water and, as explained above, the only effective means to do this is to have residual 

disinfection in the water supply networks.  It is very difficult for Council to prove that 

contamination of the water supply network is being avoided without residual disinfection.  

5.6 Residual disinfection utilising chlorine is likely to have a high level of interest.  Therefore, it is 

necessary that community consultation is undertaken with accurate information so that there 

is a greater understanding surrounding this decision.  Council needs to understand 
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community sentiment and concerns prior to making a final decision on the permanent 

chlorination of its water supplies.  

5.7 If chlorine is dosed at appropriate levels, then the occurrence of taste and odour should be 

minimised.  Initially, permanent chlorination of a previously non-chlorinated water supply is 

likely to result in odour and taste issues given that there are likely to be pockets of organic 

residue (“biofilm”) on the inside of the pipes.  This should dissipate over time.  Should this 

occur then lower dosing rates could be applied that would still maintain compliance with the 

DWSNZ.  

5.8 For those with less tolerance to chlorine, there is the option of installing an activated carbon 

filter to remove the taste of chlorine.  Or they could put potable water in a receptacle to allow 

it stand to allow the chlorine to evaporate.  For other customers that are very sensitive to 

chlorine on their skin, an activated carbon filter installed at the point of entry to their house 

would suffice.  

5.9 Some industries, such as breweries or food processing plants, may prefer unchlorinated 

water, which can be achieved with an activated carbon filter.  The DWSNZ has the objective 

of constantly providing permanently disinfected water, utilising chlorination may not meet 

specific industrial purposes.  

5.10 There will be a number of customers that will not want to accept the addition of ‘chemicals’ 

into their water supply and there may be a demand for a location to supply ‘unchlorinated 

drinking water’ for customers. The provision of a ‘de-chlorinated’ fill point for customers to 

refill drinking water bottles may be of benefit to the community, for example, a site in Sundial 

Square and other town centres could be considered. . A number of councils in New Zealand, 

such as Hamilton City, provide chlorine free taps, 

5.11 It may also be possible to provide an unchlorinated water supply at a hydrant at some of the 

treatment plants. This could be operated along the lines of the existing user pays permitted 

hydrant upstand system. Alternatively, a swipe card system of payment with a permanent 

backflow prevention device and hose connection could be arranged. To set up and operate 

such a service would incur additional costs and require further administration,  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

 

6.1 The Havelock North contamination event and subsequent enquiry re-focused the water 

industry’s attention on the risks associated with supplying drinking water that is appropriately 

treated.  The DWSNZ was reviewed and revised in 2018.  Subsequently the Health Act was 

updated with the Health Drinking Water amendment Bill in July 2019. Drinking water 

suppliers no longer have the option to take all practicable steps; they must now comply with 

the standards.  If the Havelock North water supply had been chlorinated then the 

Campylobacter outbreak would not have occurred. 

6.2 The risk of waterborne disease outbreaks in water supplies are significantly reduced by 

chlorination. This retains a disinfection residual throughout the reticulation network. The 

positive total coliform results recorded in the Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Richmond zone samples 

suggest that contamination is occurring somewhere in the networks. The risk of 

contamination has been confirmed and so doing nothing to permanently mitigate this risk in 

the networks is not an option if compliance is required.  
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7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

7.1 This report outlines the statutory requirement for permanent disinfection in water supply 

networks to ensure safe public drinking water supplies.  Residual disinfection of the water 

supply networks is unlikely to have a climate change impact. 

 

 Climate Change 

Consideration 

 Assessment  Explanation of 

Assessment 

Is this activity associated 

with one of the goals in 

Council’s Climate Action 

Plan?   

No There are no known climate 

change impacts from the use of 

chlorine for water treatment and 

the chlorine treatment of water 

supplies is unlikely to be affected 

by climate change. 

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

This decision will have 

no impact on the ability 

of the Council or 

District to proactively 

respond to the impacts 

of climate change. 

 

This decision only impacts on the 

treatment of water supply 

schemes with chlorine, which 

eventually dissipates and is 

unlikely to have a discernable 

impact on climate change. 

A very small amount of chemical 

(chlorine gas) is used to 

chlorinate the supply. By-products 

produced as part of the residual 

disinfection are negligible and not 

classed as greenhouse gases. 

Permanent residual disinfection 

would require less samples to be 

taken from the networks, resulting 

in fewer traffic movements.  

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 Territorial authorities have numerous responsibilities relating to the supply of water. A key 

responsibility is the duty under the Health Act 1956 to improve, promote, and protect public 

health within the District. 

8.2 The Tasman District Council Public Water Supply Bylaw does not mention the provision of 

chlorinated water. 

8.3 In the 2018 Water Supply Activity Management Plan, Section 1.2, states that “Clean and 

Safe drinking water is fundamental to public health”.  

8.4 The Council’s levels of service for water supplies are focused on providing water that has an 

absence of microbiological contamination and water that complies with parts 4 and 5 of the 

DWSNZ.  Council is constantly struggling to comply with these levels of service, as reported 

through the Council’s most recent Annual Report. 
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8.5 The Council states it will provide ready access to high quality water in the urban areas to 

enhance the health of Tasman’s Communities, with a level of service in the Long Term Plan 

2018-2028, Volume 2, being “Our water is safe to drink”. 

8.6 The permanent residual disinfection of water is fully supported by the local Drinking Water 

Assessor, Medical Officer of Health, the Ministry of Health and the recommendations from 

the Havelock North inquiry.  Permanent chlorination is the preferred method to permanent 

disinfect water supplies.  It is already a widely used across the Tasman District and Nelson 

City Council.  Chlorination is widely used across the country and internationally. 

8.7 It is very likely that some form of residual disinfection will be mandated for water supply 

networks in New Zealand. 

8.8 The following advice has been received from the local Drinking Water Assessor: 

I am of the opinion that Health Act 1956 No 65 (as at 01 August 2019) 69V – duty to 

comply with the drinking water standards - would apply where a supplier failed to 

take action to prevent E. coli/microbiological contamination within a network. 

69ZZR states 

(1) Every person commits an offence who contravenes, or permits a 

contravention of, any of the following: 

(b) section 69V (duty to take all practicable steps to comply with the drinking 

water standards) [Note: the inclusion of all practicable steps in this offence 

appears to be an error, given that this wording has been removed from 69V 

itself] 

69ZZS states: 

(2) It is a defence to prosecution for an offence under section 69ZZR if the 

defendant proves (a) that the defendant did not intend to commit the offence; 

and (b) that the defendant took all practicable steps to prevent the commission of 

the offence. 

So, there is indeed a risk of being prosecuted if the standards are not met, e.g. by 

continuing E. coli detections greater than the allowable number. There is a risk of 

being convicted for that offence if a court decides that all practicable steps were not 

taken to prevent breaching of the standards – for example, by not introducing 

permanent residual disinfection when the supplier knew that E. coli in the network was 

an ongoing possibility. 

Also in the mix is the tightening WSP (Water Safety Plan) framework where suppliers 

are being specifically requested to consider how they are managing risk in their 

networks in the absence of a residual disinfectant. The DG (Director General) of 

Health wrote on this matter to Council CE’s recently. This introduces the possibility 

that WSP’s won’t be approved where no residual disinfectant is present. It is also an 

offence to not have an approved and implemented WSP (currently for supplies >500 

population). 

8.9 This means that unless Council implements measures to prove it has a permanently 

disinfected water supply then they are unlikely to comply with the Water Safety Plan 

requirements and therefore will not comply with the DWSNZ. 
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8.10 It is also a requirement for Water Safety Plans to demonstrate commitment at the highest 

levels of the Council to provide safe drinking water and a Drinking Water Management 

Policy adopted by Council is an effective way of achieving this. Council has yet to adopt a 

Drinking Water Management Policy.  Staff intend presenting such a policy to the Policy and 

Strategy Committee for adoption later this year.  

8.11 The provision of water that is safe to drink is an essential public health service.  Knowingly 

providing water that is susceptible to contamination and therefore compromise safety for 

customers could result in Council being prosecuted for offences against the drinking water 

provisions of the Health Act.  

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 Using chlorine gas is a very cost effective and long lasting treatment method to provide 

permanent residual disinfection in a water supply network.  

9.2 A 70kg bottle of chlorine gas costs about $1,000.  In Richmond, initial tests show that at a 

low dose one chlorine bottle will last over a month and in Kaiteriteri a bottle would last about 

3 months.  Therefore there is no urgency to upgrade these treatment plants to implement 

permanent chlorination as the current chlorination equipment could be utilised in the short-

term.  Additional bottles could be stored on site as required.  Larger chlorine vessels would 

be more cost-effective.  The more permanent upgrades could be included in the next Long 

Term Plan 2012/31, as necessary.  

9.3 The extra operational cost of supplying chlorine gas is approximately $4,000 a year for 

Kaiteriteri and $12,000 a year for Richmond. 

9.4 The design plans for the upgrade of the Motueka water treatment plant already includes an 

allowance for permanent chlorine dosing equipment. 

9.5 The cost of an upgraded chlorine storage area at the Richmond water treatment plant to 

accommodate future growth has not yet been estimated but will be included in the next Long 

Term Plan 2021/31, as required.  

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Staff have considered this decision in terms of the Council’s Significance and Engagement 

Policy and consider it to be of high significance due to the high level of public interest and 

the strategic nature of public water supplies.  The table below summarises the factors 

considered in this assessment. 

10.2 Under the LGA, there is no specific ability for the Council to avoid the obligation to consider 

views and preferences of affected persons and clearly one way of ascertaining such views 

and preferences is through consultation. This applies even where the Council may have little 

choice about what options are realistically available (for example, in this situation the Council 

may have little option but to chlorinate if that is the only reasonably practicable option to 

comply with the recent changes to the Health Act 1956 and the Drinking Water Standards – 

as per the advice from the Drinking Water Assessor in section 7.8 of this report). 

10.3 The Council has some idea of the views and preferences of affected persons because of 

feedback and/or complaints that have been received about chlorination in the past. It is 

unlikely that the views and preferences of the affected communities could be properly 
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considered based only on feedback received through complaints. It is important to show that 

the views and preferences of affected persons have been considered before a final decision 

is made. 

10.4 Consultation would remove the potential argument about whether section 78 of the LGA has 

been complied with. Consultation would also mean the Council has a better idea of the 

views and preferences of the community and can properly consider those in making its 

ultimate decision. 

10.5 It is therefore appropriate that the affected communities are consulted on the proposal to 

provide permanent chlorination in all Tasman District Council water supply networks, before 

a final decision is made. 

 

 Issue 

  

 Level of 

 Significance 

  

 Explanation of Assessment 

  

Is there a high level of 
public interest, or is 
decision likely to be 
controversial? 

 High 

  

This has raised considerable comments 
from some on the community and it has 
been the subject of comment around the 
country.  In particular in Christchurch and 
Napier, and many people do not like the 
idea of adding chemicals to water supplies. 

It should be noted that provision of safe 
drinking water is the primary concern for all 
water suppliers.  Currently 11 of the 15 
Council water supply schemes are already 
permanently chlorinated. 

Is there a significant impact 
arising from the duration of 
the effects from the 
decision? 

 Medium 

  

It is likely that some residential, commercial 
and industrial properties will chose to install 
activated carbon filters to remove chlorine. 

Does the decision relate to 
a strategic asset? (refer 
Significance and 
Engagement Policy for list 
of strategic assets) 

 Yes 

  

Water supplies are considered to be 
strategic assets. 

  

Does the decision create a 
substantial change in the 
level of service provided by 
Council? 

 Yes 

  

The Council’s current level of service is to 
provide a safe drinking water supply.  

By introducing permanent chlorination to 
the remaining 4 of its 15 water supplies 
could be considered a substantial change 
as those 4 schemes involve a much greater 
customer base.  However, temporary 
chlorination has been implemented in these 
schemes from time to time so it could be 
said that it is not that substantial. 
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 Issue 

  

 Level of 

 Significance 

  

 Explanation of Assessment 

  

Does the proposal, activity 
or decision substantially 
affect debt, rates or Council 
finances in any one-year or 
more of the LTP? 

  

 No 

  

Providing residual disinfection, by means of 
chlorine dosing, will incur some increased 
operational cost per year but it could also 
reduce compliance monitoring costs.  

Not having permanent disinfection, will 
require a significant increase in costs.  
There will need to be increased 
management of contamination sources, 
increased monitoring and other mitigation 
measures.  Even with this increased cost it 
is unlikely that that we would comply the 
DWSNZ. 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 Providing safe drinking water is the primary focus of our water supply activity and it is a legal 

obligation.  

11.2 The positive total coliform results recorded in zone samples over recent years confirm that 

contamination is occurring in parts of the water supply networks. The risk of contamination 

has been confirmed and so doing nothing to eliminate this risk in the networks is not an 

option. 

11.3 Permanent residual disinfection, as part of a multi-barrier treatment approach, is considered 

to be the most cost-effective way to achieve a safe water supply. 

11.4 Option 3 - Permanent chlorination of all Council water supplies, is the preferred option as it 

provides continually safe water to all customers. 

11.5 It is recommended that the communities of Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama 

and Upper Takaka who are currently water supply customers; be consulted on the proposal 

to provide permanent chlorination. 

11.6 It is recommended that staff report back to the Full Council with the proposal for the special 

consultative procedure. 

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 Following the Full Council’s approval to undertake a special consultative procedure, staff will 

consult with customers connected to Council’s water supplies in the communities of 

Richmond, Motueka, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Upper Takaka and Hamama.  Provide these 

customers with an opportunity to give feedback on the proposed chlorination of their water 

supplies. 

12.2 Contact larger consumers, in the affected areas, directly to discuss the chlorination of the 

water supplies. 
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12.3 Advertise in Newsline and through the local media about the need for permanent residual 

disinfection in Council’s water supplies. 

 
 

13 Attachments 

Nil 
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8.6  DRINKING WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT POLICY    

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 21 May 2020 

Report Author: Helen Lane, Actvity Planning Advisor (Water, Wastewater & Solid Waste)  

Report Number: RCN20-05-3 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 A draft Drinking Water Quality Management Policy (the Policy) has been prepared which 

sets out the Council’s commitment to managing its water supply effectively in order to 

provide safe, high quality drinking water and meet our levels of service.  

1.2 The Policy sets the overarching framework for Council’s Water Safety Plans, and is an 

important component of the New Zealand Drinking Water Safety Plan Framework published 

by the Ministry of Health in 2018, following the Havelock North Inquiry.  

1.3 Adopting the Policy will:  

 allow Council to be consistent with the requirements of the Health (Drinking Water) 

Amendment Act 2007 and the Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand. 

 make it easier to seek approval from the Regulator for its Water Safety Plans; and 

 summarises in one document many requirements in a Water Safety Plan. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council  

1. receives the Drinking Water Quality Management Policy report RCN20-05-3; and 

2. approves the Drinking Water Quality Management Policy included in Attachment 1 of 

this report.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This purpose of this report is to seek approval from the Council to and adopt the proposed 

Drinking Water Quality Management Policy (the Policy, see Attachment 1). 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

Background  

4.1 In August 2016 there was a gastroenteritis outbreak in Havelock North as result of the 

town’s drinking water supply becoming contaminated. 5,500 people became ill and 45 

people were hospitalised. It is possible that the outbreak contributed to four deaths, and 

some people continue to suffer ongoing health complications. 

4.2 The outbreak prompted a Government Inquiry and subsequent recommendations to reduce 

the likelihood of such an outbreak occurring again. In relation to improved drinking water 

safety planning, the Ministry of Health (MOH) published The New Zealand Drinking-Water 

Safety Plan Framework (the Framework). 

4.3 The Framework provides a comprehensive and structured approach to assessing and 

mitigating public health risks associated with drinking water supply. It is intended to be used 

in conjunction with: 

 Health Act 1956; 

 Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand 2005 (Revised 2018); and 

 Guidelines for Drinking-Water Quality Management for New Zealand (updated June 
2019). 

Discussion  

4.4 Council is legislatively responsible as a water supplier for providing safe drinking water and 

has duties under the Health Act 1956. These are outlined in sections 69S to 69Z.  

4.5 The Framework identifies that organisational support and long-term commitment by senior 

leadership is the foundation to implementing an effective system for providing safe and 

secure drinking water. Organisational policies and strategies, reflected in plans and budgets 

are needed to support the effective management of the drinking water supply. 

4.6 Under the Framework, Council is responsible for developing Water Safety Plans (WSP) for 

each of the water supply schemes that it owns and operates. A WSP assesses public health 

risks based on the respective water supply scheme components, including  

 source; 

 treatment;  

 storage; and  

 reticulation infrastructure.  

4.7 The WSP documents management processes that aim to ensure a safe and secure supply 

of drinking water. Each WSP must be approved by the Regulator (currently Drinking water 

assessors employed by Nelson Marlborough District Health Board).  
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4.8 In 2019, the MOH issued Revised Guidelines for Drinking Water Quality Management for 

New Zealand and a Handbook for Preparing a Water Safety Plan. 

4.9 The Handbook provides guidance to water suppliers on how they can meet the requirements 

of the Framework. It specifically identifies the need for organisational policy to be developed 

that demonstrates organisational commitment to the six fundamental principles of drinking 

water safety identified in the government Inquiry findings. The principles are: 

o Principle 1: A high standard of care must be embraced; 

o Principle 2: Protection of source water is of paramount importance; 

o Principle 3: Maintain multiple barriers against contamination; 

o Principle 4: Change (including changes to processes and hazardous events) 

precedes contamination; 

o Principle 5: Suppliers must own the safety of drinking water; 

o Principle 6: Apply a preventive risk management approach.  

4.10 The Regulator has indicated that the Council needs to demonstrate this commitment before 

it approves any further WSP prepared by the Council. As a result, the draft Drinking Water 

Quality Management Policy has been developed. 

4.11 The Policy sets out Council’s overarching framework for its Water Safety Plans and includes:  

 The six principles identified in the Government Inquiry into Havelock North Drinking 

Water (see above); 

 Managing risk – confirmation that a preventive approach will be taken; 

 A ‘source to tap approach’ that recognises that the Council has responsibilities at 

multiple points on the ‘water journey’;  

 Investment priorities that set out the Council’s framework for making drinking water 

infrastructure investment decisions; 

 Communications – mechanisms for keeping stakeholders and customers informed; 

 Roles and responsibilities – identifying that drinking water quality is a cross-Council 

responsibility involving many different parts of the Council. 

4.12 The Policy was developed based on the guidance in the Handbook. Key staff and 

contractors were consulted to ensure a holistic approach was developed that addresses 

management and operations approach.   

4.13 Implementation of the Policy may result in changes to future WSP. It may also require 

changes to the Water Supply Activity Management Plan (WS-AMP). The Council will have 

an opportunity to consider and implement potential changes through the development of the 

Long Term Plan (LTP) and Activity Management Plan (AMP) processes.  

4.14 Implementation could also result in changes to the Tasman Resource Management Plan 

and the Tasman Regional Policy Statement. Changes could include the introduction of 

Source Protection Zones to restrict land use activities that could impact on water quality. Any 

proposed changes would need to be consistent with the Resource Management Act 1991 

and the National Environmental Standard for Sources of Human Drinking Water (NES-DW). 

The NES-DW is currently under review.  
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4.15 Council staff have arrange for improved communications between staff, Councillors, 

Regulators and key stakeholders around drinking water quality issues. The Policy endorses 

those measures. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 Option 1: Recommended option. Approve the draft Drinking Water Quality Management 

Policy attached in this report. The Regulator requires the Council to clearly articulate its 

commitment to drinking water quality and the Policy is the most effective way of 

demonstrating this commitment. This approach is endorsed by the Ministry of Health.   

5.2 Option 2: Amend Drinking Water Quality Management Policy. If the Council are not satisfied 

with the Policy, it could be amended. Minor amendments are possible but major 

amendments maybe inconsistent with framework.  

5.3 Option 3: Do not adopt the draft Drinking Water Quality Management Policy attached in this 

report. This is not a viable option because it would creates difficulties and barriers to get 

future WSP approved and comply with the DWSNZ.  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 An organisational policy is the most effective way of demonstrating the Council’s 

commitment to the six fundamental principles of drinking water safety. It sends a signal to 

the Regulator, staff, contractors, and to the wider community that the Council takes drinking 

water quality seriously and that it takes a proactive approach to prevent contamination that 

could impact on public health and undermine confidence in the Council (as a water supply 

authority).  

6.2 If the Council does not adopt a policy position on drinking water quality, it may be viewed 

that it has not demonstrated the commitment required under the New Zealand Water Safety 

Plan Framework and to the Drinking Water Assessors who approve our WSP on behalf of 

the Ministry of Health.  

 

7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

 

Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

Is this activity associated 

with one of the goals in 

Council’s Climate Action 

Plan?   

Climate Change 

considerations are not 

relevant to this report 

There are no climate change 

impacts from the adoption of this 

policy 

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

This decision will have 

no impact on the ability 

of the Council or 

District to proactively 

respond to the impacts 

of climate change 

This decision is policy related.  
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8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The Health Act 1956 sets out the Councils legislative responsibilities and duties as a water 

supply authority.  

8.2 Under the Framework, the Council is required to demonstrate its commitment to drinking 

water quality. The Handbook indicates that an organisational policy is the best way to 

demonstrate this commitment.  

8.3 Currently the Council does not have a drinking water quality policy in place. 

8.4 The Council can amend an organisational policy at any time, by resolution. 

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 There are no direct financial or budgetary implications from adopting the Drinking Water 

Quality Management Policy. 

9.2 Implementation of the Policy may result in changes to the prioritisation and staging of water 

treatment plant improvements. Any changes will be subject to consultation through the LTP 

process and when developing the next Water Supply AMP.  

9.3 The policy will not change the overall need for improvements to water treatment plants and 

other water supply infrastructure as these are driven by the DWSNZ.  

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Overall the significance of this decision is considered low as it considers an organisational 

policy that provides overarching guidance. Any investment in infrastructure projects resulting 

from implementation of the Policy will be subject to consultation through the LTP. Therefore 

no specific community engagement or consultation is required. 
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Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? 
Low-Medium 

Drinking water quality is of high 

significance to our community. However, 

the direction set out in the proposed policy 

is not controversial and is consistent with 

mandatory standards. 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
Low 

The proposed Policy is intended to have a 

long-term positive effect on drinking water 

quality throughout the District. 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

 Low 

Water as a resource is a strategic asset. 

The proposed Policy does relate to water 

infrastructure but does not directly affect 

such assets. 

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
 Low 

The proposal confirms the Council’s 

commitments to meeting statutory 

standards. 

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

 Low 

The proposed Policy does not directly 

affect the Council’s finances; however 

each WSP sets out the need for risk 

mitigation measures and the Water Supply 

AMP sets out the funding requirements for 

them. 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 The adoption of the draft Policy demonstrates the Council’s commitment to drinking water 

quality. The Policy will meet the requirements of the New Zealand Drinking Water Safety 

Plan Framework and satisfy the requirements of the Regulators. 

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 Once the Policy is approved by the Council, staff will implement the policy and advise all 

stakeholders including: 

 Council staff; 

 Maintenance contractor staff; 

 Drinking water assessor(s); and 

 Relevant consultants. 

12.2 Staff will continue to develop and review WSP for all of the Council’s water supply schemes 

and work with the regulator to get them approved.  

12.3 Staff will also continue to develop the Water Supply AMP to inform the Long Term Plan 

2021-2031 that includes a capital works programme of projects that will improve water 

quality. 
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13 Attachments 

1.  Draft Drinking-Water Quality Management Policy  
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8.1  CONSULTATION ON CHLORINATION OF WATER SUPPLIES   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 30 July 2020 

Report Author: Helen Lane, Actvity Planning Advisor (Water, Wastewater & Solid Waste)  

Report Number: RCN20-07-2 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council recently agreed to propose permanent residual disinfection using chlorine in our 

remaining unchlorinated water supplies – Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama 

and Upper Takaka (refer to Attachment 1). The proposal to permanently chlorinate water 

supplies is a significant decision and warrants public consultation using the special 

consultative procedure (SCP).        

1.2 This report seeks approval for the statement of proposal, public notice and process required 

under the SCP. A consultation document (Attachment 2) has been developed to meet the 

requirements for a Statement of Proposal under the SCP. It:  

 explains the Council’s proposal; 

 provides background to the proposal; 

 discusses why we are proposing permanent chlorination; and 

 explains other options considered.  

1.2 The public notice is in Attachment 3, and the recommended consultation process is outlined 

in section 10 - Significance and Engagement. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1. receives the Consultation on Chlorination of Water Supplies report RCN20-07-2; and 

2. approves the Statement of Proposal Consultation Document (Attachment 1), and the 

public notice (Attachment 3) advising of the public consultation using the special 

consultative procedure outlined in the Local Government Act 2002; and  

3. notes that the proposal does not give rise to any implications under the New Zealand 

Bill of Rights 1990; and  

4. agrees the most appropriate method for distribution for public consultation is by:  

(i)  public notice in Newsline, through local media, and on social media platforms; 

and  
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(ii)  making copies of the Statement of Proposal Consultation Document available for 

viewing on the Council website and in its offices and libraries from 4 August 

2020; and 

5. delegates authority to the Mayor and Engineering Services Manager to make any 

amendments to the Statement of Proposal Consultation Document that may be 

agreed at the meeting and any other minor changes; and  

6. appoints a subcommittee consisting of five Councillors to hear and consider 

submissions on the proposal and make recommendations to Full Council. 

 

 

 

3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report seeks approval from the Full Council for the consultation documents and process 

to support consultation on the proposal to use chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated water 

supplies. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The background and discussion on the proposals in this report can be found in the 30 April 

2020 report Delivering Safe Water (Attachment 1) to Full Council. That report sought 

approval to propose using chlorine to provide a permanent residual disinfection in the 

following water supply schemes Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama and 

Upper Takaka. This report was received and recommendations approved. 

4.2 On 21 May 2020, staff also presented a report Drinking Water Quality Management 

Policy (RCN20-05-3) to Full Council seeking approval to adopt a new policy demonstrating 

the Council’s commitment to managing its water supplies effectively in order to provide safe 

drinking water to the community. The Policy also sets out the overarching framework for the 

Council’s Water Safety Plans and is an important component of the New Zealand Water 

Safety Plan Framework published by the Ministry of Health in 2018, following the Havelock 

North Inquiry. This report was received and recommendations approved.  

4.3 Council operate 15 water treatment plants across Tasman District. Ten supplies already 

have permanent chlorination including: Brightwater/Hope, Collingwood, Dovedale, Eighty-

Eight Valley, Mapua/Ruby Bay, Murchison, Pohara, Redwood Valley, Tapawera and 

Wakefield. Five water supplies do not currently have permanent chlorination, these supplies 

include Hamama, Motueka, Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri and Upper Takaka.   

 

5 Options 

5.1 The Council has two options for giving effect to its decision to consult on the proposal to 

permanently chlorinate our remaining unchlorinated water supplies. A brief description and 

assessment of the options is summarised in the table below. Staff recommend option 1.   
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Option Pros  Cons  

1.  Approve the 

consultation 

documentation (with 

no changes), the 

public notice, and 

the process for 

consultation.  

Provides good basis for the 

community to provide input into the 

Council’s decision.  

Documents are ready to publish – 

they provide key information 

associated with the proposal.    

Complies with the requirements of 

the SCP under the LGA.   

May require amendment to properly 

reflect the views of the Council.  

 

 

2. Make amendments to 

the consultation 

documentation, the 

public notice, or the 

process for 

consultation.  

Provides basis for the community to 

provide input into the Council’s 

decision.  

Opportunity to consider further 

feedback from the Council. 

Minor amendments are possible 

without delays to process.  

Fundamental changes would require 

time to review and prepare depending 

on the nature of changes.  

Delays to consultation timeframe may 

occur if changes are not minor.  

 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 The proposal to chlorinate all of our water supplies is primarily focused on protecting public 

health and managing the risk to prevent a contamination event. It is crucial the community 

has confidence in the Council as a water supply authority to deliver safe drinking water as it 

is an essential service.  

6.2 The Council is proposing to permanently chlorinate our remaining unchlorinated water 

supplies to ensure this. However, it is a potentially controversial change and warrants 

consultation with our community before making a final decision. Consultation on the 

proposal also ensures we comply with the decision making requirements of the Local 

Government Act 2002.  

 

7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

 

Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

Is this activity associated with 

one of the goals in Council’s 

Climate Action Plan?   

No There are no known climate change 

impacts from the use of chlorine for 

water treatment and the chlorine 

treatment of water supplies is 

unlikely to be affected by climate 

change. 

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

This decision will have no 

impact on the ability of 

the Council or District to 

proactively respond to 

the impacts of climate 

change. 

 

This decision only impacts on the 

treatment of water supply schemes; 

chlorine eventually dissipates and is 

unlikely to have a discernable impact 

on climate change. 

A very small amount of chemical 

(chlorine gas) is used to chlorinate 

the supply. By-products produced as 

part of the residual disinfection are 
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Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

negligible and not classed as 

greenhouse gases.  

Permanent residual disinfection 

would require less samples to be 

taken from the networks, resulting in 

fewer traffic movements.  

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The proposal to provide permanent residual disinfection using chlorine in our remaining 

unchlorinated water supplies is consistent with the Council’s:  

 level of service related to compliance with the NZ Drinking Water Standards; and 

 Drinking Water Quality Management Policy.   

8.2 The consultation requirements for the proposal are discussed in the Significance and 

Engagement section of this report.  

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 The financial implications of the options available to the Council were addressed in the 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09) and are summarised in the 

Consultation Document.  

9.2 The consultation process excluding staff time is expected to cost around $15,000 to $20,000 

(excluding GST).  

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Staff consider the proposal to permanently chlorinate water supplies to be of high 

significance due to the level of public interest and the strategic nature of public water 

supplies. A thorough assessment of the significance of permanently chlorinating our 

remaining water supplies was discussed in section 10 of the previous report  

(Attachment 1).  

10.2 Staff consider consultation with affected customers on the remaining water supplies (who do 

not currently receive chlorinated water) should be undertaken to seek their views and 

preferences before a final decision is made. 

10.3 Staff also expect the consultation could potentially be controversial and also that people who 

are not directly affected by the proposal may wish to provide feedback on the proposal.  

10.4 Staff have prepared the Consultation Document (Attachment 2) to help the community 

understand the issues, the Council’s proposal, and how to make a submission.  

10.5 Staff have arranged for a question and answer session with a panel of independent experts 

about drinking-water safety and the use of chlorine as a residual disinfectant. The 

community was canvassed for questions to pose to the panel in advance. The questions and 

answers will be posted on the Council’s website to support the consultation process. The 

panel experts include:  
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Agency  Person  Role 

Nelson Marlborough Health Stephen Bridgeman Director of Public Health 

Nelson Marlborough Health Evan McKenzie/David 

Speedy 

Drinking Water Assessor  

Water New Zealand Noel Roberts Technical Manager  
Jim Graham  Principal Advisor Water Quality 

 

10.6 Arrangements have also been made to hold a series of public drop in sessions during the 

consultation period. Staff will be available to discuss the proposal and to answers any 

questions. The table below summarises the drop in sessions.  

Location  Date Time  

Richmond Public Library  Thursday 13 August  4pm-7pm  

Motueka Memorial Hall  20 August  4pm-7pm 

Upper Takaka Community Hall  TBC 6pm  

 

10.7 Staff will also meet with large industrial and commercial water users to discuss the proposal.   

10.8 The consultation will be notified through the Council’s website, Newsline, local media and on 

social media platforms.  

10.9 The documents and process proposed comply with the requirements of the SCP, as 

summarised below.  

 

 

Requirements for SCP Comment 

Statement of proposal  

83(1) Where this Act or any other enactment requires a local 

authority to use or adopt the special consultative procedure, 

that local authority must— 

(a) prepare and adopt— 

(i) a statement of proposal; and 

(ii) if the local authority considers on reasonable grounds that 

it is necessary to enable public understanding of the 

proposal, a summary of the information contained in the 

statement of proposal (which summary must comply with 

section 83AA); 

The Consultation Document is the 

Statement of Proposal. It contains all 

of the information required by s.87(3).  

The Consultation Document is only 8 

pages long within the first few 3 

pages readers will be able to 

understand what is being proposed 

and how to submit.   

Consequently, staff do not consider 

that a separate Summary of 

Information is required.  
87(3) a statement of proposal under subsection (2)(b) must 

include— 

(a) a statement of the reasons for the proposal; and  

(b) an analysis of the reasonably practicable options, 

including the proposal, identified under section 77(1); and 

(c) any other information that the local authority identifies as 

relevant. 

Public notification and availability of information  
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83(1) Where this Act or any other enactment requires a local 

authority to use or adopt the special consultative procedure, 

that local authority must— 

(b) ensure that the following is publicly available: 

(i) the statement of proposal; and.. 

(c) Make the summary of the information contained in the 

statement of proposal prepared in accordance with 

paragraph (a)(ii) (or the statement of proposal, if a summary 

is not prepared) as widely available as is reasonably 

practicable as a basis for consultation 

The Consultation Document will be 

made available on the Council’s 

website and hard copies will be held 

at the Council’s Richmond, Motueka, 

Murchison and Golden Bay offices. 

5(3) If a local authority or a council-controlled organisation is 

required under this Act to make a document or other 

information publicly available, it must take reasonable steps 

to— 

(a) ensure that the document (i.e. SOP) or other information 

or a copy of the document or other information is accessible 

to the general public in a manner appropriate to the purpose 

of the document or other information, including, where 

practicable, on an Internet site maintained by or on behalf of 

the local authority; and 

83(1) Where this Act or any other enactment requires a local 

authority to use or adopt the special consultative procedure, 

that local authority must— 

(b) ensure that the following is publicly available: 

(ii) a description of how the local authority will provide 

persons interested in the proposal with an opportunity to 

present their views to the local authority in accordance with 

section 82(1)(d); and 

(iii) a statement of the period within which views on the 

proposal may be provided to the local authority (the period 

being not less than 1 month from the date the statement is 

issued); and 

The consultation will be publicly 

notified in Newsline, through local 

media, and on social media 

platforms. This will include 

information about where people can 

access the Consultation Document, 

how people can present their views, 

and the deadline for making 

submissions. 

The consultation period will be for 

one month (4 August – 4 September 

2020).   

 
5(3) If a local authority or a council-controlled organisation is 

required under this Act to make a document or other 

information publicly available, it must take reasonable steps 

to— 

(b) publicise, in a manner appropriate to the purpose and 

significance of the document or other information, both the 

fact that the document or other information is available and 

the manner in which the document or other information may 

be accessed. 

Opportunity to make submitters views known and considered.  
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83(1) Where this Act or any other enactment requires a 

local authority to use or adopt the special consultative 

procedure, that local authority must— 

(d) provide an opportunity for persons to present their views 

to the local authority in a manner that enables spoken (or 

New Zealand sign language) interaction between the 

person and the local authority, or any representatives to 

whom an appropriate delegation has been made in 

accordance with Schedule 7; 

The proposed process provides the 

public an opportunity to make written 

submissions and to be heard before 

the Council makes its final decision.  

 

 

 

 

The Consultation Document and 

Public Notice will provide information 

on how people may present their 

views to the Council.  

(e) ensure that any person who wishes to present his or her 

views to the local authority or its representatives as 

described in paragraph (d)— 

(i) is given a reasonable opportunity to do so; and 

(ii) is informed about how and when he or she may take up 

that opportunity. 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 Providing safe and secure drinking water is the primary focus of our water supply activity. 

The Council is legislatively responsible as a water supplier for providing safe drinking water 

and has duties under the Health Act 1956. 

11.2 The Council recently agreed to propose permanent residual disinfection using chlorine in our 

remaining unchlorinated water supplies - Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama 

and Upper Takaka (refer to Attachment 1). This is a significant decision and warrants using 

the special consultative procedure before the Council makes a final decision.  

11.3 The approvals sought in this report give effect to this and enables the Council to undertake 

this consultation in line with the requirements of the LGA.  

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 The proposed timeline for consultation is summarised in the table below:  

 

Date Process 

30 July 2020 Full Council approves the proposal to consult and the supporting consultation 

information.  

 17 July 2020   Issue Public Notice (Attachment 3) in Newsline and on Council’s website; advising 

the public about the proposal and inviting submissions.  

4 August – 4 

September 2020 

Public consultation commences for a one-month period.  

Copies of the consultation document made available at Council service centres and 

libraries. Electronic copies available on the Council’s website. Podcast interview also 

available on website and social media sites.  

4 September 2020 Submissions close at 4.00pm. 

6 October 2020 Hearing date for submissions. A subcommittee of at least five Councillors will 

consider public feedback.  

20 October 2020  Deliberations meeting to consider feedback and make recommendations.  
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3 December 2020 Recommendations adopted by the Full Council.   

18 December 2020 Public notice in Newsline and on the Council’s website decision. 

TBC  Permanent chlorination comes into effect. 

 

 
 

13 Attachments 

1.  Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-9  

2.  Water Safety Consultation Document  

3.  Public Notice  
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3.1  SUMMARY OF SUBMISSIONS ON THE WATER SAFETY CONSULTATION    

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Submissions Hearing 

Meeting Date: 27 October 2020 

Report Author: Helen Lane, Actvity Planning Advisor (Water & Wastewater )  

Report Number: RSH20-10-1 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council recently consulted on a proposal to apply residual disinfection using chlorine in 

the Council’s remaining unchlorinated water supplies: 

 Richmond; 

 Riwaka/Kaiteriteri; 

 Motueka; 

 Hamama: and  

 Upper Takaka. 

1.2 This report provides the Hearing Committee with a summary of the submissions received 

and requests the Hearing Committee hears the submissions from those that have indicated 

they wish to speak. 

1.3 The submission period began on 4 August and ended on 3 October 2020. In total, 102 

submissions were received and are included in Attachment 1 Water Safety Consultation 

Submissions. Ten submitters have indicated they would like to speak to the Hearing 

Committee. 

1.4 The majority of the submitters (91) did not support the proposal to use chlorine as a means 

of providing residual disinfection within the water supply network. The main reasons for not 

supporting the proposal include:  

 Do not like idea of chemicals or additives in water supply;  

 Concern about potential health issues related to the use of chlorine;  

 Unpleasant taste and smell;  

 There has not been historical issues with water supply in the past; 

 Existing water quality does not warrant the addition of chlorine; 

 Extra costs associated with installation of household filters; 

 Extra costs associated with the addition of chlorine (or additives); 

 Negative impact to the environment, ecosystem, pets, vegetable gardens etc.;  
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 Chlorination is not required for 10-15 houses (Upper Takaka); and 

 Most of the water in Hamama is used for stock purposes. 

1.5 This report summarises the main feedback themes and provides staff commentary about the 

issues raised.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

1. That the Submissions Hearing receives the Summary of Submissions on the Water 

Safety Consultation report, RSH20-10-01. 

 

  



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 20 May 2021 

 

 

Agenda Page 57 
 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
4

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 
A

tt
a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
4

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 
A

tt
a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
4

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 
A

tt
a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
4

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 
A

tt
a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
4

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 

 

3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearing Committee with a copy of the 

submissions received during the Water Safety Consultation and requests that the Hearing 

Committee hears the submissions from those that have indicated they wish to speak. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

Background 

4.1 On 30 April 2020, Full Council approved the Delivering Safe Water (RCN20-04-9) Report. 

The report sought approval to propose using chlorine to provide a permanent residual 

disinfection in Council’s remaining unchlorinated water supply schemes:  

 Richmond; 

 Riwaka/Kaiteriteri; 

 Motueka;  

 Hamama; and  

 Upper Takaka. 

4.2 On 21 May 2020, Full Council approved the Drinking Water Quality Management Policy 

(RCN20-05-3) Report. The policy demonstrates the Council’s commitment to managing its 

water supplies effectively in order to provide safe drinking water to the community. The 

Policy also sets out the overarching framework for the Council’s Water Safety Plans and is 

an important component of the New Zealand Water Safety Plan Framework published by the 

Ministry of Health in 2018, following the Havelock North Inquiry.  

4.3 On 30 July 2020, Full Council approved the report Consultation of Chlorination of Water 

Supplies (RCN20-07-2) Report. The report proposed to use the special consultative 

procedure (SCP) to consult the community on the proposal to permanently chlorinate all 

remaining unchlorinated water supply schemes. 

4.4 Staff produced an information document to support the consultation that met the 

requirements for a Statement of Proposal under the SCP. The document explains the 

Council’s proposal, provides background to the proposal, discusses why we are proposing 

permanent chlorination; and explains other options considered.  

4.5 The consultation and supporting information was publicly notified on 3 August 2020 and 

consultation commenced on 4 August 2020. The consultation was originally scheduled to 

run over a one month period. However, due to COVID-19 Alert Level Restrictions and 

concerns, the consultation period was extended for another four weeks. The consultation 

closed on 3 October 2020.  

4.6 During Alert Level Three (on the 13 August 2020) staff held a virtual drop in session via 

Zoom where one person attended. A second virtual drop in session (during Alert Level 2) 

was held on 16 September 2020 and three people attended but only two engaged in 

dialogue and asked questions.  

4.7 Also during Level Two, staff held two public drop in sessions. The first was held in the 

Council Chambers on 23 September 2020 where one person attended. And the second was 
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held at the Motueka Memorial Hall 24 September 2020 where one person attended. Despite 

wide advertisement of the sessions public attendance was very low.    

4.8 Staff arranged several video podcast interviews with a range of independent experts on the 

subject matter and provided the material on the Council webpage. Experts included:  

Agency  Person  Role 

Nelson Marlborough Health Stephen Bridgeman Director of Public Health 

Water New Zealand Noel Roberts Technical Manager 

Independent  Jim Graham  Principal Advisor Water Quality 

4.9 The three videos were watched 64 times in total on You Tube and the videos reached 1277 

people on Facebook.  

Discussion 

4.10 The proposal to permanently chlorinate the five remaining unchlorinated water supply 

schemes could potentially affect up to approximately 20,000 people and hundreds of 

businesses.  

4.11 101 submissions were received in total. 90 submitters did not support the proposal. Ten 

submitters supported the proposal and one did not specify whether they were in support or 

not.   

4.12 A copy of all submissions is contained in Attachment 1 Water Safety Consultation 

Submissions of this report.  

4.13 Ten submitters indicated they would like to present their submission to the Hearing Panel on 

27 October 2020. Staff have made arrangements with the submitters to allocate a timeslot to 

speak to the Hearing Panel. Table 1 lists the order of submitters to be heard. Each submitter 

has been allotted ten minutes to speak to their submission. This time includes any points of 

clarification and or questions.    

Table 1: List of timeslots and submitters to be heard at Hearing Panel   

Time Submitter Submission # 

2.00 pm Richard Hayward 24659 

2.10 pm Mr Hellyer 24867 

2.20 pm Mr Geoffrey Waring 24873 

2.30 pm  Catherine Hughson 24944 

2.40 pm Dr Stephen Bridgman 24922 

2.50 pm Mik Symmons 24930 

3.00 pm Lewis Solomon 24883 

3.10 pm Liz Attree 24946 

3.20 pm John Phair 24949 

3.30 pm (TBC) Margriet Bettine Maarsingh 24864 

3.40 pm (TBC) Miss Lily McIver 24875 
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4.14 Table 2 below summarises the number of submitters connected to the supply schemes that 

are potentially affected by the proposal. The table also lists the number of submitters where 

we could not reconcile the provided address with a connection to a Council managed 

scheme.  

Table 2: Summary of submitters connected to the Council water supply schemes 

Water Supply Scheme  Number of 

submitters  

Number of submitters where staff 

could not match a physical address  

Richmond  25 1* 

Hamama  23 4 

Upper Takaka  21 9 

Motueka  17 1 

Kaiteriteri/Riwaka 5 2 

Not connected but interested in 

process or did not specify  

11  

*submitter was actually on the Redwood Water Supply scheme  

4.15 Some submitters provided their reasons for not supporting the proposal. These are 

summarised below, along with staff comments.  

Table 3: Summary of suggestions to improve water quality 

Submitter Feedback  Staff comments  

Do not want chemicals or 

additives in the water  

Chlorine provides one of the most effective ways of treating 

water because it disinfects the water all the way from the 

treatment plant, through the reticulated network of pipes 

and reservoir to connected homes and businesses.  

Concern about potential 

health issues related to 

the use of chlorine 

The residual disinfection of water is fully supported by the 

local Drinking Water Assessor, Medical Officer of Health, 

the Ministry of Health and the recommendations from the 

Havelock North inquiry.   

Permanent chlorination is the preferred method to provide 

residual disinfection in our water supplies.  It is already a 

widely used across the Tasman District and Nelson City 

Council.  Chlorination is widely used across the country 

and internationally. 

Use of chlorine makes 

water taste and smell 

unpleasant  

Many people understandably do not like the smell and 

taste of chlorine. Staff propose to use very low doses of 

chlorine (between 0.3 to 0.5 ppm) to provide residual 

disinfection. A higher dose of chlorine may be used initially 

until biofilm is cleared from the network.   

There is information about some easy ways to reduce the 

effects of chlorine on the Council website.  
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Submitter Feedback  Staff comments  

There has not been 

historical issues with water 

supply in the past 

Several times a year, coliforms are detected in the 

unchlorinated water supplies and sometimes E.coli is 

detected. 

Total coliforms and E.coli have not been detected in 

samples taken directly after water has been treated with 

UV in the treatment plants, therefore, the contamination is 

occurring in the network.  

The Richmond supply has had the most instances of 

bacterial contamination. Since 2011, there have been 20 

positive E.coli samples in the Richmond Distribution Zone.  

Between 2004 and 2006 three bacteria events occurred in 

the in the Riwaka/Kaiteriteri supply.  

The most recent E.coli event this year occurred in Upper 

Takaka.   

These issues suggest that the current monitoring and 

operational measures are not effective in preventing 

contamination in the network and mitigating the risks. 

Therefore, it is likely that the Water Safety Plans may not 

be approved unless the Council commits to either residual 

disinfection or other more costly preventative measures to 

ensure a safe drinking water supply. 

Existing water quality does 

not warrant the addition of 

chlorine 

As a drinking water supplier, Council has a responsibility to 

provide safe drinking water to all users.  

All water supply networks are constantly at risk of 

microbiological re-contamination through planned works, 

backflow events, illegal connections, pipe breaks, faulty 

fittings, illegal water takes from hydrants or ingress through 

reservoir roofs.   

Providing residual disinfection in the water supply network 

post treatment greatly reduces the risk of microbiological 

recontamination and would deactivate some viruses. 

Residual disinfection, as part of a multi-barrier treatment 

approach, is considered to be the most effective way to 

achieve a safe water supply. 

Having residual disinfection was one of the 

recommendations from the Government’s inquiry into the 

Havelock North Campylobacter outbreak caused by 

contaminated drinking water. 

Extra costs associated 

with installation of 

household filters 

It is likely that some residential, commercial and industrial 

properties will chose to install activated carbon filters to 

remove chlorine from their water supply. These costs will 

be the responsibility of the property owner.  

The Council may decide to investigate bulk purchase of 

carbon filters to reduce the costs to the community.  
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Submitter Feedback  Staff comments  

The Council may also consider providing a community 

drinking water fountain that has chlorine removed.  

Extra costs associated 

with the addition of 

chlorine (or additives) 

Using chlorine gas is a very cost effective and long lasting 

treatment method to provide residual disinfection in a water 

supply network.  

Concerns about the 

negative impact to the 

environment, ecosystem, 

pets, vegetable gardens 

etc. 

Staff acknowledge that high concentrations of chlorine is 

harmful when directly discharged into natural waterways 

but this situation is highly unlikely.  

The Council has measures in place that mitigate the risk of 

chemical spills.  

The proposed dosage of chlorine we intend to use will 

ensure a residual in the network and will dissipates within a 

short time frame. Furthermore residual chlorine breaks 

down quickly when in contact with the ground (soil and 

geology) and poses minimal risk to the environment.  

Chlorination should not be 

required for only 10-15 

houses in Upper Takaka 

Staff will investigate whether ‘Rural Agricultural Drinking 

Water Supply’ status is applicable to Upper Takaka and/or 

Hamama and whether ‘point of supply’ treatment is an 

acceptable solution in the new DWSNZ.   Most of water in Hamama 

is for stock purposes 

4.16 Some submitters provided reasons for why they support the proposal. These include:  

 Multiple treatment barriers is the most effective way to achieve a safe water supply; 

 Use of chlorine will provide a residual disinfection in the whole network; 

 Manages risk of contamination events; 

 Most economical way to ensure that the Council achieves the water quality standards; 

and  

 Water needs to be as safe as possible. 

4.17 The submission form asked the public if they were aware of alternative methods to achieve 

residual disinfection and whether they knew of other actions the Council could take to 

reduce the impact of chlorine. The main suggestions themes are summarised in the Table 4 

below with staff comments.   

Table 4: Summary of suggestions 

Suggestions to improve 

water quality  

Staff comments  

Use ozone treatment  Ozone treatment is a method that could be used as part of 

a ‘multiple barrier’ approach but it does not provide residual 

disinfection throughout the reticulated network.   

Use reverse osmosis  

treatment 

Reverse osmosis is a method that could be used as part of 

a ‘multiple barrier’ approach but it does not provide residual 
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Suggestions to improve 

water quality  

Staff comments  

disinfection throughout the reticulated network.  Reverse 

osmosis plants are typically costly to build and operate.   

Use filtration treatment  Filtration is used as a barrier early on in the water 

treatment process to remove particulate and organic matter 

in order to bring the water up to standard before 

disinfection is applied. It doesn’t produce a residual 

disinfection effect. 

Use bromine treatment 

 

Bromine can be very effective against bacteria, effective to 

lesser extent against viruses, and least effective against 

some protozoan parasites. 

Chemical forms of bromine are primarily used as an 

alternative disinfectant for swimming pools, spas and 

cooling tower water. It is not commonly used for municipal 

drinking-water treatment.  

There are health concerns about the formation of 

brominated disinfection byproducts. There are also 

practical handling and storage concerns.     

Bromine treatment has high operational costs.  

Additional maintenance or 

infrastructure upgrades 

This is possible and would be very costly and even then 

would not guarantee a residual disinfection throughout the 

entire network.  

Research and trial other 

methods 

Research and development of new water treatment 

methods is ongoing around the world. Staff are actively 

involved in several industry bodies and professional 

associations to keep up to date with developing technology 

and innovation. 

The current methods used in Tasman District are cost 

effective, tried and tested and in line with other water 

supplies in New Zealand and around the world. 

Monitor rubbish dumps Recent water quality monitoring done on the source water 

bores in the Tasman area has not ideintified the presence 

of any contaminants that could be associated with rubbish 

dumps or landfills. 

Removing organic 

material so that chlorine 

does not produce smell 

and taste 

We sometimes use filtration at the treatment plant as an 

initial treatment barrier to remove material; however 

organic matter (and contaminants) still can enter the 

network after the treatment plant.  

When initially added to the network, chlorine can initially 

produce undesirable odour and taste when it reacts with 

organics and biofilm; however this will dissipate with time 

and a structured flushing regime.  
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Suggestions to improve 

water quality  

Staff comments  

Find source of 

contamination 

In accordance with the Health Act 1956 and the DWSNZ 

the source of contamination is investigated by the Tasman 

District Council. 

E.coli is an indicator of feacal contamination to a water 

supply and there is a 24 hour incubation time to grow the 

E.coli bacteria from a water sample in the lab. This 

presents a 24 hour delay in knowing that a water supply 

has been contaminated to find the source of the 

contamination. By this time thousands of people could 

have become infected through drinking the water. 

Therefore, the continual residual disinfection is essential to 

provide an effective last barrier in the treatment process to 

protect against contamination within the reticulation 

system. 

Frequent and automated 

testing of water supplies 

Water quality samples are regularly tested throughout all 

our water supply networks.  

The DWSNZ provides a guideline on how many and how 

frequently water samples are taken. The sampling program 

for each supply is based on statistical modelling which 

takes into account the number and the frequency of sample 

taken for a population and the likelihood that a 

contamination event will be detected within the range of 

samples. Additionally, real time continuous monitoring of 

the treatment parameters is done in accordance with the 

DWSNZ. These results are reported to the Drinking Water 

Assessor who determines the risk to public health and 

whether a supply complies with the drinking water 

standards.  

The Water Safety Plan details how the risks associated 

with a public water supply will be monitored and managed 

to prevent and protect public health. 

Only chlorinate when 

bacterial outbreak or 

major works are 

undertaken 

E.coli is an indicator of feacal contamination to a water 

supply and there is a 24 hour incubation time to grow the 

E.coli bacteria from a water sample in the lab. This 

presents a 24 hour delay in knowing that a water supply 

has been contaminated. By this time thousands of people 

could be infected through drinking the water.  

We cannot always predict when or where contamination 

will occur in the drinking water system. Therefore, the 

continual maintenance of a residual disinfection such as 

chlorination is essential to provide a robust last barrier to a 

multi-barrier treatment process.  Chlorine is effective at 

killing pathogenic bacteria and preventing their 

establishment in the reticulation system.  
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Suggestions to improve 

water quality  

Staff comments  

Monitor farmers to ensure 

their activities do not 

negatively impacting the 

environment. 

The regulatory arm of Council has ongoing monitoring 

regimes in place.  

4.18 Some submitters suggested that the Council should provide chlorine free water for a variety 

of reasons such as drinking and food preparation.  Some submitters also suggested that 

Council should subsidies carbon filters to be installed in households.  

4.19 There were other matters raised during the consultation that are not directly related to the 

use of chlorine, themes include:  

 Concentration of nitrates level in water supply; 

 Current drinking water standards do not address pesticides in water supply; 

 Concerns of 1080 in water supply; and  

 Consider the use of fluoridation in our water supply. 

4.20 Of note, two doctors (submitters 24607 and 24724) and one health policy advisor from the 

Nelson Marlborough Health (submitter 24922) were in support of the proposal. However, 

one retired medical laboratory scientist (24915) was not in support or the proposal.  

4.21 The submission from the Nelson Marlborough Health notes that the Water Services Bill that 

has recently been presented to Parliament contained within Clause 57 the following 

statement – “Subject to subsection (5), the drinking water safety plan must provide for the 

use of residual disinfection in the supply”. Clause 57 is a clear signal that residual 

disinfectant such as chlorine may become mandatory for water supplies.  

 

5 Strategy and Risks 

5.1 The proposal to chlorinate all of our water supplies is primarily focused on protecting public 

health and managing the risk associated with a contamination event. It is crucial the 

community has confidence in the Council as a water supply authority to deliver safe drinking 

water, as it is an essential service.  

5.2 A proposal to chlorinate water supplies may cause division within the community. However, 

using chlorine as a residual disinfectant throughout all Council managed supplies will reduce 

the risk associated with a contamination event.  

 

6 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

6.1 The SCP used to consult on the proposal is compliant with Council’s legal obligations in the 

Local Government Act 2002. 

6.2 The proposal to provide residual disinfection using chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated 

water supplies is consistent with the Council’s:  

 Level of service related to compliance with the NZ Drinking Water Standards; and 

 Drinking Water Quality Management Policy.   
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7 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

7.1 The financial implications of the options available to the Council were addressed in a 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09) and are summarised in the 

Consultation Document.  

7.2 Costs for the consultation process were minimised and existing communication channels 

such as Council’s website, Newsline, and social media platforms were used as much as 

possible. Local media also covered the topic. Major costs (excluding staff time) comprised of 

the follow (excluding GST):  

 Production of video material $1100; 

 Printing consultation document $600; 

 Development and editing of consultation document $1300; and  

 Stuff advertising $800. 

   

8 Significance and Engagement 

8.1 Staff consider the proposal to permanently chlorinate water supplies to be of medium-high 

significance due to the level of public interest and the strategic nature of public water 

supplies. A thorough assessment of the significance of permanently chlorinating our 

remaining water supplies was discussed in Section 10 of the previous report  

(Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-9 Report Attachment 2).  

 

9 Conclusion 

9.1 This report summarises submissions on proposal to apply residual disinfection using 

chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated water supplies – Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, 

Motueka, Hamama and Upper Takaka. This report highlights the common themes and 

concerns received during the consultation process. 

9.2 Hearing, deliberating and making recommendations to the Full Council on all submissions 

received, is a critical part of the decision making process required to determine whether the 

Council will permanently chlorinate all water supplies in Tasman District.  

 

10 Next Steps / Timeline 

10.1 The next step in the process are outlined below. The last three steps are only needed if the 

Hearing Panel and then Council resolve to proceed with chlorination following the 

consultation and hearings.  

 

Date Process 

27 October 2020 Hearing date for submissions. Subcommittee will consider public feedback.  

12 November 2020  Deliberations meeting to consider feedback and make recommendations.  

3 December 2020 Recommendations adopted by the Full Council.   
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4 December 2020  Public notice on Council website  

18 December 2020 Public notice in Newsline  

TBC  Permanent chlorination comes into effect. 

   
 

11 Attachments 

1.  Attachment 1 Water Safety Consultation Submissioins  

2.  Attachment 2 RCN20-04-9 Delivering Safe Water  
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3.1  DELIBERATIONS REPORT ON WATER SAFETY CONSULTATION   

Decision Required  

Report To: Submissions Hearing 

Meeting Date: 12 November 2020 

Report Author: Helen Lane, Activity Planning Advisor (Water & Wastewater )  

Report Number: RSH20-11-1 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council recently consulted on a proposal to apply residual disinfection using chlorine in 

the Council’s five remaining unchlorinated water supplies (the Proposal). The Special 

Consultative Procedure (SCP) was used to consult the public.  

1.2 The consultation commenced on 4 August 2020 and closed on 3 October 2020.  Council 

received 102 written submissions. On 27 October 2020 eight submitters presented their 

submissions to the Water Safety Hearing Panel (the Panel).  

1.3 The majority of submitters did not support the proposal. There was wide ranging feedback 

about the reasons for not supporting the proposal, including concerns about: 

 health issues; 

 unpleasant odour and taste; 

 the need to add chemicals to water; 

 extras costs; and  

 the impact on the environment. 

1.4 Some feedback received was outside the scope of the consultation including concerns about 

contaminants in source groundwater and the addition of fluoride to supplies. These topics 

are not specifically addressed in the report.   

1.5 Staff comments on the matters raised in submissions were provided in report RSH20-10-1 

(Attachment 1). The Panel directed staff to provide further information on a range of matters 

raised during submissions to assist them in deliberations so they can make a considered 

recommendation to the Full Council. This report provides the additional information in Table 

1, except for expert advice on any possible link between use of chlorine in a water supply 

and an increased risk of cancer. This will be provided by Nelson Marlborough Health prior to 

the deliberation meeting.  

1.6 Staff have concluded that while unpopular with the majority of submitters, the use of chlorine 

to provide a residual disinfection is still the preferred way to continually provide safe water to 

customers connected to the Council Water Supplies. The proposal also aligns with Council’s 

Drinking Water Quality Management Policy.   
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1.7 Staff recommend that the Panel recommend to Full Council that Council provide residual 

disinfection using chlorine for all Council Water Supplies, including Richmond, 

Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Hamama and Upper Takaka.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Water Safety Consultation Hearing Panel  

2.1 receives the Water Safety Consultation Deliberations Report;  

2.2 recommends to Full Council that chlorine is used to provide permanent residual 

disinfection for all Council water supplies including Richmond, Riwaka/Kaiteriteri, 

Motueka, Hamama and Upper Takaka. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to:  

 Provide additional information to assist the Panel in deliberating on submissions received 

during the Water Safety Consultation; and  

 Seek a recommendation from the Panel to Full Council on whether to provide residual 

disinfection using chlorine in all the Council water supplies.     

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The Council recently consulted on a proposal to apply residual disinfection using chlorine in 

the Council’s remaining unchlorinated water supplies: 

 Richmond; 

 Riwaka/Kaiteriteri; 

 Motueka; 

 Hamama; and  

 Upper Takaka. 

4.2 The Water Safety Consultation was publically notified on 4 August 2020 and submissions 

closed on 3 October 2020.  Council received a total of 102 written submissions by the 

closing date. 

4.3 At the hearing held on 27 October 2020, eight submitters presented their submissions to the 

Hearing Panel. 

4.4 After listening to submitters, the Panel requested that staff investigate several matters. 

These matters are summarised in the table below:   

Table 1: Summary of matters to be considered in the deliberations process 

Matter to be 

investigated 

Staff comments  Staff 

recommendation  

Gather expert 

evidence on whether 

there is a possible link 

(causation or 

correlation) between 

use of chlorine in a 

water supply and an 

increased risk of 

cancer.  

Provide a brief 

summary of studies 

and medical evidence 

that supports the NMH 

or Ministry of Health’s 

position on this matter.  

Clarify whether there is 

any medical evidence 

Council staff are not in a position to offer expert 

advice on this matter and contacted Nelson 

Marlborough Health (NMH) for direction and 

guidance. NMH indicated that this request will take 

some time to collate and summarise. NMH confirmed 

they will provide more information before the 

Deliberations Meeting. Staff will circulate their 

response as soon as possible.  

A representative from Nelson Marlborough Health 

has also agreed to be present during deliberations to 

assist with any further questions.  

N/A 
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Matter to be 

investigated 

Staff comments  Staff 

recommendation  

to suggest that 

chlorine has a 

cumulative effect on 

the body and whether 

prolonged exposure to 

chlorinated water 

results in any health 

issues.  

Clarify what more can 

be done to remove 

E.coli from the 

Richmond supply 

including steps, costs 

and including 

comment on more 

frequent testing of the 

water supply network.  

 

Council employ a range of mitigation measures to 

ensure all water supplies remain as safe as possible 

by improving the condition of the network and 

mitigating likely sources of contamination. This is 

done through operations, maintenance, renewals and 

upgrade activities.  

Activities include: water source protection, backflow 

protection, leak detection programme, pipe renewals 

programme, reservoir upgrades, and regular water 

quality testing and monitoring.  

The frequency and schedule of testing is determined 

by the risk and size of community served. 

The Delivering Safe Drinking Water RCN20-04-9 

Report (Attachment 2) details the steps and costs of 

these mitigation measures.  

All mitigation 

measures to reduce 

the risk of 

contamination to the 

network come at a 

cost without the 

guarantee that the 

water supply is as 

safe as having 

residual disinfection 

(using chlorine).  

Relying on other 

mitigation measures 

(excluding the use of 

residual disinfectant) 

are unlikely to meet 

the requirements of a 

multi-barrier approach 

to ensuring a safe 

drinking water supply.   

 

Investigate whether a 

chlorine free drinking 

water supply can be 

made available where 

residents can fill up 

drinking water bottles 

(similar to what 

Hastings and Havelock 

North provide).   

Hastings District Council has installed chlorine-free 

water stations at five sites across their district. 3,000-

4,000 litres per day are supplied at their most popular 

sites.   

Installation of a four tap station as shown in the photo 

below cost about $55,000. Ongoing maintenance 

costs are in the order of $10,000- $15,000 per year 

for water quality monitoring, cleaning and filter 

replacement. These enable people to fill small 

containers.   

 

Do not provide 

chlorine free drinking 

water supply stations.   
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Matter to be 

investigated 

Staff comments  Staff 

recommendation  

 
Similar facilities could be provided in one or more 

settlements in Tasman.  

While the cost of installing and operating these 

facilities would be lower than the cost of managing an 

unchlorinated supply, the cost would still be 

substantial. If council were to provide this service in 

our main centres, the costs to install would be 

approximately $300,000 – 400,000, and cost up to 

$100,000 per annum to maintain. These costs are on 

the basis that the site is owned by the Council and in 

close proximity to existing power, water and drainage 

infrastructure.  This is a considerable cost to incur at 

a time when Council has many other challenges to 

manage and pressure on its financial caps.   

Council could choose to only provide this service in 

larger centres such as Motueka and Richmond to 

save costs. This may be viewed as unfair by other 

people in other centres with chlorinated water 

supplies, such as Mapua, Brightwater, and Wakefield 

which have been supplied chlorinated water for many 

years without such a facility.  

Home based alternatives for removing chlorine from 

drinking water taps are available already (see next 

item). These can be taken up by households wishing 

to remove chlorine from their drinking water supplies, 

and provide a more convenient service than a single 

facility managed by Council.    

Those using these facilities to fill larger containers 

could also achieve a similar benefit by filling 

containers at home and letting any remaining 

chlorine gas-off.  
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Matter to be 

investigated 

Staff comments  Staff 

recommendation  

Provide more 

information about the 

supply, cost and 

effectiveness of 

activated carbon 

filters.  

Investigate whether 

Council can bulk order 

filters to provide a 

subsidy.  

 

Activated carbon filters are excellent at removing 

chlorine and related taste and odour characteristics. 

High quality activated carbon filters can remove 95% 

or more of the free chlorine. These are readily 

available from suppliers and plumbers.  

Staff sought information from local suppliers on 

different activated carbon filter options for domestic 

purposes: 

 Under bench systems  

 Whole of house systems  

The capital cost of the ‘under the bench’ equipment 

ranges from $200-$400 for a filter at the faucet or a 

separate drinking water tap. Installation costs range 

from $100-$150  

The capital cost for the ‘whole of house’ system 

ranges from $600 (for a filter installed on the lateral 

water pipe) to $1500 (for an automated backwash 

cylinder). Installation costs range from $200-$450.  

Both options would require a filter change about 

every 12 months depending on volume. Filters cost 

about $100-150. 

These costs depend on the equipment and 

configuration of pipe work at each house. There is 

also a cheaper option to self-install a carbon filter that 

sits on top of the bench for about $180. A simpler 

and cheaper option is to put water in a jug in the 

fridge overnight to help the chlorine dissipate.  

If Council purchased filters for on-sale, it would be 

entering into an already well established private 

market with plenty of competition in an area that is 

not our core business.  

It is unlikely to save householders much but is likely 

to involve considerable administration from staff and 

risk if our supplies do not meet customers’ needs.   

Do not bulk purchase 

activated carbon 

filters for on-sale.  

Clarification on a 

practical solution on 

the Hamama supply.   

Staff are pursuing classification of Hamama water 

supply as a Rural Agricultural Drinking-Water Supply 

(RADWS) with the local Drinking Water Assessor.   

To achieve RADWS status, it must be proved that 

>75% of water supplied is used for agricultural 

purposes.  

An assessment is being undertaken to collect 

metering data to demonstrate the majority of water is 

used for agricultural purposes.  

If Hamama is confirmed as a RADWS and the 

regulator accepts end point water treatment for each 

home, there will not be a requirement for chlorine to 

be used on the Hamama scheme.  

Staff recommend 

waiting for 

confirmation of 

RADWS classification 

and acceptance of 

end point treatment 

by the regulator.  

Staff will keep the 

Council up to date 

with any relevant 

information.  

 

4.5 Using chlorine to treat water has been used around the world for over a century and is 

proven by science as a safe and effective water disinfectant. Chlorine deactivates bacteria 
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and some viruses that may be introduced to water as it flows through the reticulated network 

(from source to tap) and reduces the risk of a contamination event.  

4.6 Staff recommend providing residual disinfection using chlorine as part of a multi-barrier 

treatment approach because it is the most cost effective way to achieve a safe water supply 

and it is the preferred method to continually provide safe water to all customers. 

4.7 Having residual disinfection was one of the recommendations from the Government’s inquiry 

into the Havelock North Campylobacter outbreak caused by contaminated drinking water. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 Council has two main options, summarised in Table 2. Staff recommend option 1. A full 

assessment of the pros and cons of chlorinating water supplies was addressed in RCN20-

04-9.  

5.2 The Panel may also wish to recommend that Council pursue some of the initiatives 

discussed in Table 1, although staff do not recommend this.  

 

Table 2: Options assessment summary  

Option 1: Provide residual disinfection using chlorine in all council water supplies, including 

the remaining unchlorinated water supplies. 

Advantages  Ensures compliance with DWSNZ 

 Will be a requirement to get approved  

 Aligns with Council’s Drinking Water Quality Management Policy 

 Conforms with national and international best practice  

 Provides a consistent level of service in Council managed water supplies 

Risks and 
Disadvantages 

 Potentially some adverse reactions related to taste and smell. This will likely 
subside as pipes are flushed with chlorine and biofilms removed 

Option 2: Do not provide residual disinfection using chlorine to the remaining unchlorinated 
water supplies. 

Advantages  No adverse reactions related to taste and smell 

Risks and 
Disadvantages 

 WIll not get Water Safety Plans approved with residual disinfection 

 Significant costs related to additional mitigations measures  

 Does not aligns with Drinking Water Quality Management Policy 

 Risk of customers becoming ill if there is an E.coli contamination  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 As a water supplier, the Council needs to provide multiple barriers to prevent contamination 

and ensure water remains safe for the community. Residual disinfection using chlorine is 

one of several barriers.  

6.2 Despite some opposition, the proposal to chlorinate all of our water supplies is primarily 

focused on protecting public health and managing the risk associated with a contamination 
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event. It is crucial the community has confidence in the Council as a water supply authority 

to deliver safe drinking water, as it is an essential service.  

6.3 The Council must balance the concerns raised during the consultation against the costs of 

not chlorinating water supplied, and the risks of a contamination event. 

6.4 Recommendations in this report support the Tasman District Council Community Outcomes 

–  water is safe to drink 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

 

Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

Is this activity associated with 

one of the goals in Council’s 

Climate Action Plan?   

Climate Change 

considerations are not 

relevant to this report 

Not part of the Action Plan.  

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

This decision will 

increase resilience to 

Climate Change. 

To the extent that climate change 

presents a risk to our source water or 

infrastructure (through increased 

storm intensity for example), 

chlorination will help provide 

protection against the impact of a 

contamination event.   

A very small amount of chemical 

(chlorine gas) is used to chlorinate 

the supply. By-products produced as 

part of the residual disinfection are 

negligible and not classed as 

greenhouse gases. Permanent 

residual disinfection would require 

less samples to be taken from the 

networks, resulting in fewer traffic 

movements.  

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The discussion on policy, legal requirements and plan were thoroughly addressed in a 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09). See attachment 1.  

8.2 The SCP was used to consult on the proposal and is compliant with Council’s legal 

obligations in the Local Government Act 2002. 
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8.3 The proposal to provide residual disinfection using chlorine in our remaining unchlorinated 

water supplies is consistent with the Council’s:  

 Level of service related to compliance with the NZ Drinking Water Standards; and 

 Drinking Water Quality Management Policy.   

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 The financial implications of the options available to the Council were addressed in a 

previous report (Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-09) and were also summarised in the 

Consultation Document. In summary, the ongoing costs of chlorination are modest. For 

example, the extra operational cost is approximately $4,000 a year for Kaiteriteri and 

$12,000 a year for Richmond. 

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Staff consider the proposal to permanently chlorinate water supplies to be of medium-high 

significance due to the level of public interest and the strategic nature of public water 

supplies. A thorough assessment of the significance of permanently chlorinating our 

remaining water supplies was discussed in Section 10 of the previous report  

(Delivering Safe Water RCN20-04-9 Report Attachment 2). 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 Providing safe and secure drinking water is the primary focus of the Council’s water supply 

activity. The Council is legislatively responsible as a water supplier for providing safe 

drinking water and has obligations under the Health Act 1956. 

11.2 Providing residual disinfection using chlorine is part of a multi-barrier treatment approach 

and is considered to be the most cost-effective way to achieve a safe water supply.  

11.3 Written submissions on the Water Safety Consultation have been received and verbal 

submissions have been heard.  Staff have provided advice and recommendations to the 

Panel on a range of issues raised in submissions to assist in the development of 

recommendations to the Full Council. 

11.4 While unpopular with most of the submitters, staff still recommend that the Panel 

recommend to Full Council that it provide residual disinfection using chlorine in the Council’s 

five remaining unchlorinated supplies. This is the best way to ensure we continually provide 

safe water to customers connected to Council water supplies.  

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 The next steps in the process is outlined below. The last three steps are only needed if the 

Panel and then Full Council resolve to proceed with chlorination.  
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Date Process 

12 November 2020  Deliberations meeting to consider feedback and make recommendations.  

3 December 2020 Recommendations considered by the Full Council.   

4 December 2020  Public notice on Council website and advise larger consumers in affected areas. 

18 December 2020 Public notice in Newsline and through local media about decision  

TBC  Permanent chlorination comes into effect at different times for different schemes as 

some treatment plants will need to be upgraded.  This is expected to be completed 

within the next Long Term Plan and in time to meet the NZDWS deadline. 

Kaiteriteri will start summer time chlorination on 1 December as per recent practice 

and will remain chlorinated from that point on if Council resolves to make this 

permanent at their meeting on December 3.   

Richmond’s water supply will be chlorinated from early December while trunk water 

works are undertaken at the intersection of Champion and Salisbury Roads, and will 

remain chlorinated from that point on if Council resolves to make this permanent at 

their meeting on December 3.   

 
 

13 Attachments 

1.  Attachement 1 RSH20-20-10-1 Summary of Submissions on the Water Safety 

Consultation 
 

2.  Attachement 2 RCN20-04-9 Delivering Safe Water  
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8.2  HAMAMA WATER SUPPLY   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Becky Marsay, Water Engineer; Mike Schruer, Utilities Manager  

Report Number: RCN21-05-3 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 Tasman District Council owns the Hamama Water Supply Scheme and provides financial 

services by rating properties connected to the water supply to provide funding for the 

operations and maintenance of the scheme. 

1.2 At the Full Council meeting on 8 April 2021, it was resolved to proceed with undertaking the 

binding referendum process to transfer ownership and management of the Hamama Water 

Supply to the Hamama Water Supply Society Incorporated. 

1.3 The Chairperson of the Hamama Water Supply Committee raised concerns relating to the 

costs associated with the referendum and special consultative procedure. The Council 

resolution requested staff to have a further discussion with the Hamama Water Supply 

Committee.  

1.4 Staff attended a meeting with the Hamama Water Supply Committee on 3 May 2021 to 

discuss the process and the concerns raised. 

1.5 With the uncertainty surrounding the outcomes of the 3-waters reforms, staff and the HWSC 

are recommending the Council place the referendum process on hold until there is more 

certainty.  

1.6 A further meeting will be held with the Hamama Water Supply Committee around September 

2021 to review the water reform situation and agree a response. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council  

1. receives the Hamama Water Supply Report RCN21-05-3; and 

2. approves the deferment of the binding referendum process until there is greater 

certainty regarding the direction of the 3-waters reforms; and 

3. notes that staff and the Hamama Water Supply Committee will meet again in 

September 2021 to assess the situation; and 
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4. approves that, should the Hamama Water Supply Committee not pursue the 

transfer of the scheme, the referendum will not be required and the process will 

be stopped. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval from the Council to place the referendum on 

the divestment of the Hamama Water Supply process on hold until there is more certainty 

regarding the direction of the 3-waters reforms and to place on record the corrections to the 

previous report as identified by the Chair of the Hamama Water Supply Committee. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The background and discussion relating to the Hamama Water Supply is detailed in Report 

RCN21-04-2 presented to the Council on 8 April 2021 (Attachment 1). This report has been 

amended as attached to record corrections to errors identified by the Chairperson of the 

Hamama Water Supply Committee. 

4.2 The Hamama Water Supply Committee would like it noted on the record that they were not 

the initiators of the process seeking transfer of the scheme from Council. The Committee 

was approached by the Council when it became evident the status quo for management of 

the scheme was no longer appropriate. The two options would be the Council taking on 

management of the scheme or the Committee taking over the scheme. The Committee 

expressed the preference to take over ownership of the scheme.  

4.3 Staff met with the Hamama Water Supply Committee on 3 May 2021 to discuss the report, 

the concerns raised and the uncertainty around the direction that will be taken by Taumata 

Arowai with regards to the management of small water supplies. 

4.4 It was agreed that the recommendation be made to the Council that the ownership, 

operation and maintenance of the Hamama Water Supply maintain the status quo until such 

time as there is more certainty around the outcomes of the 3-waters reforms. 

4.5 The binding referendum which was approved to progress is recommended to be placed on 

hold during this time. 

4.6 Staff and the Hamama Water Supply Committee will meet again in September 2021 

reassess the situation. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 All options from the previous report are still relevant and have therefore not been included in 

this report. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 All strategy and risks from the previous report are still relevant and have therefore not been 

included in this report. 

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

.7.1 All policy, legal requirements and plans from the previous report are still relevant and have 

therefore not been included in this report. 
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8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 Consideration of financial or budgetary implications from the previous report are still relevant 

and have therefore not been included in this report. 

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 The significance of Council decisions sought in this report are considered low. Community 

engagement and consultation was undertaken with a survey in July 2018 and through 

discussions with the Hamama Water Supply Committee on 3 May 2021. 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1.

 

Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

 Low There is local interest in the community 

of Hamama, but there is not a wide 

interest across the District 

2.

 

Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

 Low   

3.

 

Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

 Low   

4.

 

Does this activity contribute or detract 

from one of the goals in the Tasman 

Climate Action Plan 2019? 

 Low   

5.

 

Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

 Low Water supply is a strategic asset but this 

is a small scheme and the decision 

effects a very small part of the 

community 

6.

 

Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

  The Council will no longer provide a 

service, but it is not substantial. 

7.

 

Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

  Impact on the water rates taken for the 

Hamama Water Supply Scheme is a 

minor part of the water supply activity 

and is a closed account. 

8.

 

Does the decision involve the sale of 

a substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

 NA   

9.

 

 Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

 Low No  

https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

10

.

 

Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

 High Exiting from the ownership of the 

Hamama Water Supply  

11

.

 

Does the proposal require inclusion of 

Māori in the decision making process 

(consistent with s81 of the LGA)? 

 NA   

 

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 Until there is more certainty surrounding the direction of the 3-waters reforms, it is sensible 

to place the binding referendum process on hold.  

10.2 Once there is certainty about the impact of the reforms on the Hamama Water Supply, the 

Hamama Water Supply Committee will make a decision on whether to proceed with the 

referendum.  

10.3 If the Committee decides they do not want to pursue with ownership of the Hamama Water 

Supply, the request will come back to the Council that no further action is to be taken with 

regards to the referendum process. 

10.4 There are no immediate significant implications with not proceeding with the transfer of the 

Hamama Water Supply Scheme, however, once the 3-waters reforms take effect it is likely 

that significant upgrades will be required to treat the water to the required standards. 

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 The Hamama Water Supply Committee will meet with Council staff in September 2021 to 

review the current status with the 3-waters reforms. The outcome will be reported to the 

Operations Committee. 

 

12 Attachments 

1.⇩   Hamama Water Supply Referendum FC Report_8 April 2021 111 
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8.1  HAMAMA WATER SUPPLY REFERENDUM   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 8 April 2021 

Report Author: Mike Schruer, Utilities Manager; Becky Marsay, Water Engineer  

Report Number: RCN21-04-2 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 The Tasman District Council owns the Hamama Water Supply Scheme and provides 

financial services by rating properties connected to the water supply to provide funding for 

the operations and maintenance of the scheme.  

1.2 Under an outdated maintenance agreement and bylaw, the Hamama Water Supply 

Committee is mandated to be responsible for the day-to-day management, operations and 

maintenance of the scheme.  

1.3 The scheme users and the committee were approached by Council with the option to either 

have the scheme fully taken over by Council or have the scheme transferred to the 

Committee as the status quo was no longer appropriate.. There have been past efforts to 

start the process to divest the scheme to the users but the process has been delayed.  

1.4 The Hamama Water Supply Users have established a legal entity called the Hamama Water 

Supply Society Incorporated. 

1.5 This report seeks the Council’s approval to undertake a binding referendum with the 

Hamama Water Supply users with the intention of handing ownership of the Hamama Water 

Supply to the Hamama Water Supply Society Incorporated. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council  

1. receives the Hamama Water Supply Referendum report RCN21-04-2; and 

2. approves proceeding with undertaking a binding referendum to transfer ownership and 

management of the Hamama Water Supply to the Hamama Water Supply Society 

Incorporated; and  

3. subject to a successful outcome of the referendum, undertakes a special consultative 

procedure to cease rating users on the Hamama Water Supply Scheme; and 

4. notes that rating could only cease from 1 July 2022 because of the timing required to 

undertake the binding referendum and the special consultative procedure. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval from the Full Council to undertake a binding 

referendum of Hamama Water Supply users and if successful continue the process of 

transferring the scheme from the Council to the Hamama Water Supply Society 

Incorporated.  

 

4 Background and Discussion 

Background 

4.1 Hamama is small rural settlement in Golden Bay and located between Upper Takaka and 

Takaka. It is a basic water supply scheme providing water to local farm properties. It is 

mainly for stock purposes but there are numerous connections to houses where it is likely 

that the water is being used for drinking water and domestic purposes (refer Figure 1).  

4.2 The water supply scheme consists of a surface intake from Gold Creek that is surrounded by 

native bush. The stream catchment is an 80-hectare area of land owned by the Council and 

is designated as a water supply reserve area. The water is not treated but there are two 

settling tanks used to settle out large particles before water enters the reticulation that 

delivers water to farm properties.  

4.3 The scheme was originally designed for 10 farms but demand has grown considerably with 

rural subdivision and now it is reported that the system operates at its maximum capacity in 

the dry periods during the milking season. The scheme is closed to new connections outside 

of the existing supply area. New connections within the existing supply area must first be 

approved by the Committee. 

4.4 There are currently 28 connections registered in the Council’s billing database. When 

Hamama Road was resealed in 2007, all of these connections were upgraded with new toby 

boxes and double check valves. The population of Hamama served by the water scheme is 

approximately 60 people. 
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Figure 1 - Hamama Water Supply Extent – general area 

Scheme History  

4.5 The Hamama Water Supply Scheme was proposed in 1957 when a group of farmers applied 

to the then Department of Agriculture for an assessment to make an application through the 

marginal lands grant scheme to set up a water supply scheme. The Golden Bay County 

Council made an application to the Ministry of Works for a 1:2 subsidy, which was approved 

by Treasury. The water supply reserve was gazetted in 1959, the construction contract 

tendered in 1960 and the Hamama Water Supply Scheme commenced operation in 1960 

with a formal opening on 23 November 1960. 

4.6 The Hamama Water Supply Bylaw came into operation in 1979. It outlines how the Hamama 

Water Supply will be managed.  

4.7 The Hamama Water Supply Committee (the ‘Committee’) was formed in 1979 and the 

Committee operates the supply under this Golden Bay County Council bylaw.  

4.8 The following year the Golden Bay County Council and the Committee entered into a 

maintenance agreement for the Hamama Water Supply Scheme, which came into effect on 

18 June 1980. The maintenance agreement sets out that the Council has delegated some of 

it powers in that any maintenance work required of the water supply scheme shall be carried 

out by, or for, the Committee. 

4.9 The Local Government Act 2002 (Sections 158 and 160) requires a bylaw to be reviewed 

every five years. If this review does not occur, the bylaw expires two years after the final 
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review period. There is no record of any review being undertaken, so it can be assumed that 

the Hamama Water Supply Bylaw has expired.  

4.10 The Committee negotiated two loans through the Council to pay for major upgrades to the 

Hamama Water Supply Scheme;  

4.10.1 The first, in 1984, paid for the replacement of the pipeline from the crossroads to 

Spring Brook.  

4.10.2 The second, in 2004, paid for the replacement of the original concrete pipeline with 

a 100 mm diameter uPVC water main from the crossroads to 50m from the end of 

the new seal.  

4.11 The Hamama water supply users funded these two projects. It was either by payment of a 

lump sum or by a targeted rate spread over 20 years. Of the 25 users connected to the 

scheme at the time, 16 opted to pay their portion of the loan through a targeted rate over 20 

years with an interest rate of 8%. The final payments for this will be made in 2024/25. 

4.12 The Committee has undertaken further significant upgrades; replacing most of the 

galvanised pipe on the lower section of Hamama Road with alkythene pipe and upgrading all 

the draw-off points.  

Existing Maintenance Agreement  

4.13 Under the maintenance agreement, the Committee manages the day-to-day operations and 

maintenance of the scheme. Traditionally, this has been done using a retired plumber or if 

more major work is required, a registered plumber and drain layer, with appropriate traffic 

management certification and qualifications. 

4.14 The Council only provides financial services to the Hamama Water Supply Scheme, which is 

operated as a closed account. The Council rates users and provides the funds to the 

Committee to undertake the maintenance and operations.   

4.15 The scheme is funded by three separate rates, as follows: 

4.15.1 A targeted rate to pay off the existing loans; [0.165c/$LV] (total income of $7,780 for 

2020/21). Final payment of this targeted rate is 2024/25; and 

4.15.2 A fixed charge on each connected property; [$244.18/property] (total income of 

$6,158 in 2020/21); and  

4.15.3 A variable charge based on each property valuation [0.045c/$LV] (total income of 

$7,934 in 2020/21). 

4.16 Water charges are not based on water usage and the connections are not metered, 

however, three meters have been installed recently to record demand. 

4.17 The operational account currently has a surplus of $25,445. 
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Process of Divestment  

4.18 The current agreement between the Council and the Committee is outdated. It poses an 

ongoing risk to the Council in that it does not comply with current legislation. This specifically 

relates to compliance with the Health and Safety Act and with the Drinking Water Standards 

New Zealand. 

4.19 In 2016, the Council began to consider the possible divestment of the scheme to its users.  

4.20 In June 2016, a Ministry of Health Drinking Water Assessor evaluated the scheme to 

determine whether it met the Rural Agricultural Drinking Water Supply (RADWS) Guidelines 

2015 criteria. The guidelines stated that to qualify as a RADWS, at least 75% of the water 

had to be for stock purposes. At the time of that assessment there was insufficient data to 

determine the split between rural/agricultural water and domestic purposes.  

4.21 In December 2016, staff investigated what process needed to be followed to transfer the 

Hamama Water Supply (HWS) Scheme to a community entity using the process to transfer 

a small water scheme, which is set out in Part 7 of the Local Government Act.  

4.22 In 2017, the Committee installed a flow meter to determine flow volumes and scheme usage, 

a requirement of the resource consent. 
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4.23 In February 2018, a report was presented to the Engineering Services Committee (ESC18-

02-04). The following resolution was passed: 

4.23.1 Instructed staff to undertake consultation with the Medical Officer of Health; 

(Attachments 1 and 2). 

4.23.2 Instructed staff to consult with the HWS users to determine if they supported the 

transfer of the HWS Scheme to them; (Attachment 3). 

4.23.3 Requested that the outcome of the consultation with the Medical Officer of Health 

and the HWS users be reported back to the Engineering Services Committee.  

4.24 In July 2018, Tasman District Council conducted a survey of all properties connected to the 

HWS and all property owners indicated support of the transfer of ownership from the Council 

to an entity owned and operated by the HWS users (Attachment 3) 

4.25 In November 2018, a meeting between Ministry of Health (MoH), HWS Committee and 

Tasman District Council discussed the transfer process. Several outcomes were agreed: 

4.25.1 Collect data to establish volume and percentage of water used for domestic 

purpose. 

4.25.2 Develop a Water Safety Plan to assess and mitigate risk. 

4.25.3 Develop legal supply agreements. 

(Meeting notes from Tasman District Council and MoH are included in Attachments  

1 and 2) 

4.26 In 2019, the Committee renewed focus to obtain RADWS status and transfer the scheme. 

4.27 In July 2020 staff supplied the Committee with three water meters to capture and monitor 

water usage in the attempt to illustrate typical domestic water usage in a bid to obtain 

RADWS status. 

Discussion 

4.28 The 2018 report to the Engineering Services Committee (Attachment 4) summarises and 

discusses the eight key points of the existing maintenance agreement. These are detailed 

below: 
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4.29 The water supply scheme has now been approved as a RADWS and was registered as such 

in February 2021. Analysis of the data collected from the scheme flow meter and the 

domestic use meters indicates that greater than 90% of the water taken from the intake is 

used for rural/agricultural purposes.  

4.30 A draft Water Management Plan is currently in development by the Committee and is based 

on the HWS having RADWS status. 

4.31 The HWS Committee are working towards a more formal and established management 

system and in March 2021 the Hamama Water Supply Society Incorporated was registered 

with the New Zealand Companies Office. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 The Council has three options which are summarised in the table below:  

Option  Pros Cons  

Option 1 Recommended: 

Approve a binding 

referendum on the intention 

to transfer ownership and 

 The users operate and 

maintain their own water 

supply scheme. 

 No Council Operations 

and Maintenance 

involvement. 



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 20 May 2021 

 

 

Agenda Page 119 
 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.2

 

Option  Pros Cons  

operations and maintenance 

of the Hamama Water 

Supply Scheme to the 

Hamama Water Supply 

Society Incorporated.  

The Incorporated Society is 

aware of and will be 

responsible for ensuring the 

Hamama water supply 

meets the outcome 

requirements of the 3 Water 

Reforms. 

 Legal entity has been 

created to own the 

scheme. 

 Legal entity employs, 

operates, maintains and 

charges for water and 

pays own invoices. 

 Existing operations 

knowledge is retained. 

 Funding and budgeting 

retained by community. 

 The Hamama Water 

Committee already has 

easements for the 

infrastructure on and 

through private land. 

 The Council will not 

collect water rates and 

there is no statutory 

authority for the new 

entity to require 

invoices be paid.  

 The Hamama Water 

Supply Society 

Incorporated will need 

to obtain its own Public 

Liability insurance. 

 Depending on the 

outcome of the current 

3-waters reforms, there 

is a question over the 

ability to comply with 

the Water Services Bill 

compliance reporting 

requirements, with the 

potential that the 

Council would need to 

take over full control of 

the water supply in the 

future should the 

community struggle to 

meet compliance 

requirements. 

However, this would be 

the same for all of the 

other community 

owned and managed 

water supplies 

throughout the District. 

 The Incorporated 

Society would need to 

obtain a ‘licence to 

occupy’ for the water 

assets within the 

roading corridor. 

 The targeted rate for 

the 2004 upgrade will 

not end until 2024/25. 

 Costs for the 

referendum 

(approximately 

$10,000) will need to 
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Option  Pros Cons  

be met by the 

Hamama community. 

 A Special Consultative 

Procedure (SCP) will 

be required before the 

rate can be stopped. 

Option 2: Status quo. The 

Council owns the Hamama 

Water Supply, but 

management, operation and 

maintenance are carried out 

by the Hamama Community  

The Council will be 

responsible for ensuring the 

Hamama water supply 

meets the outcome 

requirements of the 3-

Waters reforms.  

 Retains the Council’s 

statutory authority to 

ensure rates are paid 

and to access public 

reticulation on private 

property. 

 The Council remains 

responsible for the 

compliance of water 

quality without having 

any control over the 

scheme. This is not 

acceptable to the 

Council and is unlikely 

to comply with the 

Water Services Bill. 

 The H&S risk 

associated with work 

managed by the 

Committee exposes 

the Council as owner 

of the scheme. 

Option 3: The Council 

takes on full responsibility of 

ownership, management, 

operation and maintenance 

of the Hamama Water 

Supply and operates the 

water scheme through the 

Utilities Operations and 

Maintenance contract.  

The Council will be 

responsible for ensuring the 

Hamama water supply 

meets the outcome 

requirements of the 3-

Waters reforms.  

 Compliance with Health 

& Safety 

 Retains the Council’s 

statutory authority to 

ensure rates are paid 

and to access public 

reticulation on private 

property. 

 Compliance with all 

legislation. 

 Staff skills relating to 

compliance with the 

Health Act. 

 Operated as part of the 

Councils ‘Water Club’. 

 Operated in accordance 

with the Council’s current 

Water Supply Bylaw. 

 Repairs undertaken by 

suitably qualified and 

experienced operators. 

 O&M history recorded. 

 Funds full depreciation 

costs. 

 Water costs could 

increase. 

 Loss of direct 

community input into 

operations and 

maintenance. 

 Potential loss of 

knowledge from 

existing operators. 



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 20 May 2021 

 

 

Agenda Page 121 
 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
 

 
 

It
e
m

 8
.2

 

Option  Pros Cons  

 The Council has 

mandatory reporting in 

place to meet 

requirements for the 

operation of water 

supplies. 

5.2 Council staff recommend Option 1. At the time of the 2018 report, there was  a  strong push 

from the users to take over the scheme rather than it be fully taken over by Council. Staff 

can accept this on the basis that the scheme will meet all the requirements of the Water 

Safety Bill and the operators of the scheme are able to meet the compliance and monitoring 

requirements. 

5.3 If the community is unable to comply with these requirements, then it is possible the Council 

may have to take back the scheme. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Council staff have discussed the transfer of ownership, operation and maintenance of the 

water supply scheme with the Medical Officer of Health and the Hamama Water Supply 

Committee.  

6.2 Major water reforms are ongoing and present the risk that despite going through the process 

to hand the scheme over to the community, the regulator might require that the operation of 

smaller water schemes, which are unable to comply with DWSNZ, be undertaken by a water 

supply company capable of meeting the requirements.  

6.3 It is likely that all large schemes (serving greater than 500 people) will need to comply with 

the Water Services Bill within one year. This does not apply to the Hamama Water Supply 

Scheme. However, provided the scheme is operated properly and is safe, it is likely that it 

could have up to five years to become fully compliant with the Water Services Bill. 

6.4 It is likely that the regulator (Taumati Arowai) will need to be assured that whoever is 

responsible for running the HWS Scheme has the appropriate qualifications, skills and 

experience to operate and maintain the scheme to provide drinking water to the appropriate 

standard. This is the same as for many other private water supply schemes within the 

District and throughout New Zealand. 

 

7 Climate Change Impact Assessment 

 

Climate Change 

Consideration 

Assessment Explanation of Assessment 

Is this activity associated 

with one of the goals in 

Council’s Climate Action 

Plan?   

No Climate Change considerations 

are not relevant to this report. 

Will this decision affect the 

ability of Tasman District to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change?  

No This decision will not affect the 

ability of the Council to 

proactively respond to the 

impacts of climate change. 
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8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The process to transfer the HWS Scheme to a community entity is set out in Section 

131(2)(d) of the Local Government Act 2002. 

 

8.2 Changes in the drinking water legislation may have a significant impact in the long term on 

the ownership of the scheme. 

8.3 The Hamama Water Supply Users have established and registered an incorporated society 

(Hamama Water Supply Society Incorporated) to take on the ownership of the HWS 

Scheme.  

8.4 The rates are set as part of the Long Term Plan process and are based on the ten year 

financial projections. Transferring ownership of the scheme to the Incorporated Society may 

require an amendment to the Revenue and Finance Policy (RFP). It will also require an 

amendment to the Financial Impact Statement (FIS). This is because it involves removing 

three rates currently being levied for the HWS. Any amendments to the RFP and FIS 

documents will require public consultation through a Special Consultative Process (SCP).  

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 There are cost implications associated with this decision. Costs to undertake the referendum 

are in the region of $7,000-$10,000, which would need to be met by the HWS Scheme. 

These costs would not be recovered if ownership of the scheme were to change as a 

consequence of the 3-waters reform. The referendum documentation will need to highlight 

this risk.  
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9.2 In addition to the referendum costs, there are costs associated with potential amendments to 

the Revenue and Financial Policy (RFP) and definite amendments to the Funding Impact 

Statement (FIS). These are in the region of $7,000-$10,000 and would also be funded from 

the closed HWS Scheme account or met directly by the HWS. 

9.3 If the transfer of the HWS to the HWS Society Incorporated is approved, then the Council 

would no longer levy rates on the HWS. Given the timeframes for the referendum and SCP, 

this would not be implemented until 1 July 2022. The HWS Society Incorporated  would have 

to take on the responsibility of recovering the balance for the targeted rate for the 

outstanding loans from the 16 users.  

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 The significance of Council decisions sought in this report are considered low. Community 

engagement and consultation was undertaken with a survey in July 2018.  

 

Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? 
Low 

There is local interest in the community of 

Hamama, but there is not a wide interest 

across the District 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
Low   

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

Low 

Water supply is a strategic asset but this 

is a small scheme and the decision affects 

a very small part of the community 

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
Low 

The Council will no longer provide a 

service, but it is not substantial. 

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

Low 

Impact on the water rates taken for the 

Hamama Water Supply Scheme is a 

minor part of the water supply activity and 

is a closed account 

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO? 

NA  

Does the proposal or decision 

involve entry into a private 

sector partnership or contract to 

carry out the deliver on any 

Council group of activities? 

Low No 

Does the proposal or decision 

involve Council exiting from or High 
Exiting from the ownership of the 

Hamama Water Supply 
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Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

entering into a group of 

activities?   

Does the proposal require 

inclusion of Māori in the 

decision making process 

(consistent with s81 of the 

LGA)? 

NA  

 

11 Conclusion  

11.1 The Hamama Water Supply users have requested that the ownership, management, 

operation and maintenance of the Hamama Water Supply Scheme be handed over to the 

HWS Society Incorporated . 

11.2 A decision to hand over the scheme needs to be made as the current agreement is outdated 

and provides an ongoing risk to the Council. This is specifically related to compliance with 

the Health & Safety Act and the Drinking Water Standards New Zealand. 

11.3 Staff recommend that the Council approve the request to hold a binding referendum on the 

ownership of the Hamama water supply and subject to the outcome that referendum 

undertake an SCP to cease levying the three rates on HWS users. 

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 A binding referendum has an 89-day timetable. 

12.2 The next steps of the referendum process are set out below. 

12.2.1 Arrange for the Council’s electoral officer to prepare a special roll of persons eligible 

to vote in the binding referendum, Section 133(2) Local Government Act. 

12.2.2 The electoral officer must make a copy of the Electoral Roll available at the 

principal office of the Council and any other place that the electoral officer and the 

occupier of that place agrees as a place at which the roll may be kept. 

12.2.3 The electoral officer must give public notice of the place where the roll is kept and 

keep it open for public inspection for a period of not less than 21 days before 

closing of the roll, Section 42 Local Electoral Act. 

12.2.4 The electoral officer must give public notice of the referendum in accordance with 

Section 52 Local Electorate Act 2001 not later than 28 days before the closing of 

the roll. 

12.2.5 The Council must make publicly available in a balanced and timely manner:  

12.2.5.1 The views of the Medical Officer of Health; and 

12.2.5.2 The information the Council has received in the course of preparing the 

Management Plan and the Section 135 Assessments (future capital 

operating costs and ability to operate). 
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12.2.6 Conduct a referendum under Section 9 of the Local Government Act using first past 

the post electoral system, by more than 50% of the votes cast, Section 131(2)(d)(ii) 

Local Government Act. 

12.2.7 Voting period and declaration of poll result. 

12.3 If the referendum approves the handover of the HWS to the HWS Society Incorporated then 

the Council would need to initiate a Special Consultative Procedure to amend the Revenue 

and Financing Policy, if required, and the Funding Impact Statement. This is likely to take up 

to three months as it will require one month of consultation, followed by hearings, 

deliberations and a final decision. 

12.4 The process following consultation will be as follows;  

12.4.1 Draft agreement to transfer assets, easements and consents to the community 

entity (consider benefit of transferring the water service to the community entity so 

as to coincide with the Council’s end of year processing as at 1 July 2022). 

12.4.2 Settlement pursuant to the agreement and handing over responsibility for operation 

and maintenance of the water service. 

12.4.3 Advise Medical Officer of Health of the change of ownership. 

12.4.4 Allow period for operational handover of water service. 

12.4.5 Adjust billing for water service so that individual scheme members are billed directly 

by the community entity. 

12.4.6 Arrange for water rates for affected parties to be amended. 

12.5 It is intended that all of this will be completed so that the Hamama Water Supply Scheme 

can be officially handed over to the HWS Society Incorporated on 1 July 2022. 

 

Attachments 

1.  Hamama Water Supply Notes from Meeting-23 November 2018  

2.  Transfer Meeting Notes  

3.  Survey Responses  

4.  ESC Report-February 2018  
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8.3  REPORT TO CLASSIFY EXISTING RESERVES IN MOUTERE-WAIMEA WARD   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Anna Gerraty, Policy Advisor  

Report Number: RCN21-05-4 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council is required to classify reserves vested in it in accordance with the Reserves Act 

1977. For some types of reserves (e.g. Crown land that is vested in Council), the Council 

has delegated authority from the Minister of Conservation to carry out this function.  

1.2 Classification determines the principal or primary purpose of a reserve and is used to guide 

the control, management, use and preservation of the reserve. Classification also guides 

decision-making during the management planning process (e.g. leasing). 

1.3 The Council’s proposals to classify existing reserves in the Moutere-Waimea Ward were 

publicly notified on 20 November 2020, with submissions closing on 15 March 2021.  

A total of 51 submissions were received on the proposals and 14 people spoke to their 

submission at a hearing held in Richmond on 13 April 2021. 

1.4 This report requests that the Council resolves to classify existing reserves within the 

Moutere-Waimea Ward in accordance with the recommendations from the Hearing Panel, 

which has considered all submissions received on the proposals. 

1.5 In summary, the Hearing Panel recommendations are to classify reserves as per the original 

proposals that were publicly notified on 20 November 2020, with the exception of Aranui 

Park, Dominion Flats and the Scenic Reserve parts of Faulkner Bush and Robson Reserve. 

The Panel recommends amending the classification of the latter reserves in response to 

objections raised by submitters.  

1.6 The Hearing Panel recommends that the Council classifies Aranui Park and Dominion Flats 

as Scenic Reserve under section 19(1)(b) [amended from the original proposal to classify 

both areas as Recreation Reserve] and classifies the Scenic Reserve parts of Faulkner 

Bush and Robson Reserve as Scenic Reserve under section 19(1)(a) [amended from the 

original proposal to classify these areas as Scenic Reserve under section 19(1)(b)]. 

1.7 The Hearing Panel also recommends utilising delegated authority from the Minister of 

Conservation to authorise the retention of some exotic flora species at Faulkner Bush (i.e. 

the three exotic trees that are protected under the TRMP and other exotic specimens near 

the site of the Faulkner homestead). 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council:  

1. receives the Report to Classify Existing Reserves in Moutere-Waimea Ward  

RCN21-05-4; and 

2. notes the recommendations of the Hearing Panel relating to classification of existing 

reserves in the Moutere-Waimea Ward and submissions on the proposals to classify 

these reserves, contained in the minutes of the deliberations meeting held on 13 April 

2021 (refer Attachment 3 to this report RCN21-05-4); and 

3. agrees to amend the proposed classification of Aranui Park, Dominion Flats and the 

Scenic Reserve parts of Faulkner Bush and Robson Reserve as per the Hearing Panel 

recommendations contained in the minutes of the deliberations meeting held on  

13 April 2021 (noting that these amendments have been incorporated into the tables of 

recommended classifications appended as Attachment 1 to this report RCN21-05-4); 

and 

4. in accordance with Section 16(1), 16(2), 16(2A) and 16(11b) of the Reserves Act 1977 

and delegated authority from the Minister of Conservation (dated 12 June 2013), 

resolves to classify the land listed in Tables 1-5 of Attachment 1 to this report RCN21-

05-4 for the purposes specified in the recommended classification column of those 

tables; and 

5. instructs staff to prepare and submit notices to the New Zealand Gazette outlining the 

reserve classifications agreed to under resolution 4 above; and 

6. in accordance with Section 19(2)(a) of the Reserves Act 1977 and delegated authority 

from the Minister of Conservation (dated 12 June 2013), resolves to determine that, at 

Faulkner Bush Scenic Reserve, the three protected trees (all exotic species) and the 

exotic species near the site of the Faulkner homestead shall be retained; and 

7. instructs staff to consider the other matters raised by submitters that relate to future 

management of reserve areas during preparation of the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward 

Reserve Management Plan. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purposes of this report are for the Council to consider the recommendations of the 

Hearing Panel appointed to consider all submissions received on the proposals to classify 

existing reserves within the Moutere-Waimea Ward and to agree to classify these reserves 

as per the amended proposals (appended as Attachment 1).  

  

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 A total of 207 parcels of Council-administered land in the Moutere-Waimea Ward (refer 

Attachment 1) have already been declared reserve but have not yet been classified for a 

specific purpose, as required by the Reserves Act 1977 (the Act). 

4.2 These existing reserves have been vested in the Council at various points in time over the 

past century or so. While the majority have been acquired through subdivision, others have 

been gifted to, or purchased by the Council or its predecessors, or are Crown land but 

vested in the Council for management. 

4.3 Classification protects the reserves for the use and enjoyment of current and future 

generations and provides the community with certainty as to the types of activities that can 

take place on the land. 

Public consultation on the proposals to classify existing reserves in the Moutere-Waimea 

Ward 

4.4 At the meeting on 5 November 2020, the Strategy and Policy Committee approved the 

release of the proposals to classify existing reserves located in the Moutere-Waimea Ward 

(‘proposals to classify reserves’) for public consultation (refer to report RSPC20-11-4). The 

Committee also delegated the role of hearing and deliberating on submissions on these 

proposals to a Hearing Panel. 

4.5 Submissions were open between 20 November 2020 and 15 March 2021. 

4.6 A total of 51 written submissions were received and 14 submitters spoke to their 

submissions at the hearing held in Richmond on 13 April 2021. A statistical summary of 

submissions received, a list of submitter details and schedule of submitters heard at the 

hearing are included as Attachment 2 to this report. 

4.7 Staff prepared a report (RSH21-04-3) for the Hearing Panel providing them with a summary 

of the submissions received and discussing a range of matters raised in the submissions on 

proposals to classify reserves. A copy of staff report RSH21-04-3 and other information 

about the proposals, including maps showing reserve locations, is available on the Council’s 

website. 

4.8 The majority of submitters opposed the proposed classifications of Faulkner Bush and/or 

Robsons Reserve in Wakefield, and Aranui Park and/or Dominion Flats Reserve in Māpua. 

Alternative classification types were suggested for these and a few other reserves, including 

those bordering the Waimea Inlet.  

4.9 Some submitters provided general support for classifying reserves in the Ward, or supported 

proposals to classify specific reserves (e.g. Lord Rutherford Memorial Reserve, Brightwater 

School Recreation Reserve, Wakefield Recreation Reserve, local purpose parcels at 

Faulkner Bush, the recreation area at Robson Reserve, Dawson Road Walkway, Dominion 

Flats Walkway, Māpua Recreation Reserve and Grossi Point Recreation Reserve). 
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4.10 Wakatū Incorporation made a submission that included a general statement that “There are 

no specific issues other than highlighting the customary significance of those reserves from 

Kina to Māpua, particularly within the coastal area.” Staff met with Wakatū twice during 

recent months, to discuss the proposals to classify existing reserves. While not explained in 

detail in their written submission, Wakatū staff told us that almost all of the reserves 

adjoining/near the coast between Kina Peninsula and Māpua peninsula (inclusive) were 

highly significant to iwi. There are several pā and other occupation sites, battle, burial and 

wāhi tapu sites along this part of the coastline, many of which coincide with reserves 

managed by the Council. Wakatū advocate that appropriate management objectives and 

policies be included in the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve Management Plan to 

protect and maintain these significant cultural values. 

4.11 No submissions were received from any of the iwi Trusts. Staff held a hui with iwi Taiao staff 

in February 2021 on the proposals to classify reserves and draft content of the Moutere-

Waimea Ward Reserve Management Plan (RMP). At this hui, the Taiao staff advised that, 

while classifying reserves is of great interest to iwi, due to their high workloads and capacity 

issues they would prefer to focus their efforts on ensuring that the content of the draft RMP 

contained appropriate objectives, policies and other text that outlines and protects cultural 

and other values of importance to iwi. We have already made a start on drafting this text and 

will continue to work with iwi Taiao staff on this over the next few months. 

4.12 Several other suggestions made by submitters related to the ongoing management of the 

land rather than the proposed classification. The Hearing Panel recommends that these 

suggestions be considered during development of the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve 

Management Plan. 

4.13 The Hearing Panel completed their deliberations on 13 April 2021. Minutes from the 

hearings and deliberations are appended as Attachment 3. 

Summary of Hearing Panel recommendations 

4.14 The following summary briefly outlines the Hearing Panel recommendations to the Council 

(refer to the minutes in Attachment 3 for further details). 

4.15 The Hearing Panel recommends that: 

a) The Council resolves to classify the land listed in Tables 1-5 of Attachment 1 of this 

report, for the purposes specified in the recommended classification column of those 

tables. Note that this includes recommendations to classify Aranui Park and Dominion 

Flats as Scenic Reserve under section 19(1)(b) [amended from the original proposal to 

classify both areas as Recreation Reserve] and classifying the Scenic Reserve parts of 

Faulkner Bush and Robson Reserve as Scenic Reserve under section 19(1)(a) 

[amended from the original proposal to classify these areas as Scenic Reserve under 

section 19(1)(b)]. These are the only amendments to proposed classifications that the 

Hearing Panel recommends the Council make, after considering all submissions.  

The two types of scenic reserves each have a different purpose: 

Scenic Reserve (Natural) (s.19(1)(a)) Scenic Reserve (Modified) (s.19(1)(b)) 

Purpose  

Area of land (or land and water) 

possessing significant qualities of scenic 

interest or beauty or significant natural 

features or landscapes. 

Purpose  

A suitable area of land (or land and water) 

which by development and the 

introduction of flora, whether indigenous 
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or exotic, will become of significant scenic 

interest or beauty 

Another key difference in the two types of scenic reserve classifications is s19(2)(a), 

which includes a clause that: “.. except where the Minister otherwise determines, exotic 

flora and fauna shall as far as possible be exterminated”. 

b) in accordance with Section 19(2)(a) of the Reserves Act 1977 and delegated authority 

from the Minister of Conservation (dated 12 June 2013), the Council resolves to 

determine that, at Faulkner Bush Scenic Reserve, the three protected trees (all exotic 

species) and the exotic species near the site of the former Faulkner homestead shall be 

retained; and   

c) instructs staff to consider the other matters raised by submitters that relate to future 

management of reserve areas during preparation of the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward 

Reserve Management Plan. 

Additional matters  

4.16 Two submitters suggested that the recreation area of Robsons Reserve be reclassified as 

Local Purpose Reserve. However, this request is out of the scope, as this part of Robsons 

Reserve was correctly classified as Recreation Reserve in 2005. 

4.17 In addition to the 207 parcels being classified, there are another 47 parcels of land used as 

parks/reserves in the Moutere-Waimea Ward that will also be covered by policies in the draft 

Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve Management Plan. 

4.18 As outlined in paragraph 4.11 above, staff will continue working together with iwi Taiao staff 

to prepare the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve Management Plan. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 The options are outlined in the following table. 
 

 Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Resolve to classify 

existing reserves within 

the Moutere-Waimea 

Ward in accordance 

with the 

recommendations from 

the Hearing Panel (i.e. 

as set out in the five 

tables included in 

Attachment 1 to this 

report).   

 

This option supports the 

Council’s statutory 

obligation under the 

Reserves Act 1977 to 

classify existing reserves 

prior to notifying a draft 

Moutere-Waimea Ward 

Reserve Management 

Plan. Classification 

determines the principal or 

primary purpose of a 

reserve and is used to 

guide the control, 

management, use and 

preservation of the 

reserve. 

Under this option, if the 

Council disagrees with any of 

the Hearing Panel 

recommendations it could not 

make major amendments to 

the proposed classification of 

one or more of the existing 

reserves. 
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 Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

2. Resolve not to 

complete the process of 

classifying existing 

reserves within the 

Moutere-Waimea Ward.  

 

If the Council wished to 

make major amendments 

to the recommended 

classification of one or 

more of the existing 

reserves, this option could 

be chosen.   

Note that any 

amendments to the 

proposals would need to 

be referred back to the 

Hearing Panel in the first 

instance. If the proposed 

changes were not 

requested by a submitter, 

the proposals may need to 

be publicly notified (i.e. 

trigger the full public 

consultation requirements 

under the Act). 

This option does not support 

the Council’s statutory 

obligation under the 

Reserves Act 1977 to classify 

existing reserves prior to 

notifying a draft Moutere-

Waimea Ward Reserve 

Management Plan.   

 

5.2 Option 1 is recommended.  

  

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Classifying existing reserves is a statutory requirement under the Reserves Act 1977.  There 

is a small risk that submitters who disagree with the recommended classifications may 

challenge the process (i.e. request a judicial review). We have been through a full public 

consultation process where all proposals were publicly notified, submissions were open for 

almost four months (the Act only requires them to be open for one month), a hearing was 

held for all submitters who asked to speak to their submissions, the Hearing Panel 

considered and deliberated on all submissions received, and the Council is now being asked 

to classify the reserves as per the Panel’s recommended amendments to the proposals. The 

risk of a judicial review being successful is therefore considered to be low.   

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The reserve classification process is being undertaken in accordance with the Reserves Act 

1977 and the Local Government Act 2002. Reserve classification is required by section 16 of 

the Reserves Act.  

7.2 The Council has the ability to make the decisions sought through this report, some of which 

involve utilising the delegated authority from the Minister of Conservation (dated 12 June 

2013).  
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8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 The costs associated with classifying reserves are absorbed within the Community 

Development Department.  

8.2 There will be minor costs associated with completing the process to classify reserves (i.e. 

publishing notices in the New Zealand Gazette). Provision for these will come from existing 

Community Development budgets. 
 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 As outlined in the following table, we consider that classifying reserves is of low to medium 

significance to most residents of the Moutere-Waimea Ward/Tasman District, but of high 

significance to some iwi/Māori. The proposals have, however, been through a full public 

consultation process, where we received 51 submissions including one from Wakatū Inc.      
 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1.  Is there a high level of 

public interest, or is 

decision likely to be 

controversial? 

 Low-Medium The proposals to classify reserves will be of 

interest to iwi, nearby residents, community 

groups and other parties/organisations. 

Moutere-Waimea Ward residents are likely to be 

more interested than those in other parts of the 

District. Some iwi/Māori are likely to have a high 

level of interest in these proposals. The 

proposals, however, have been through a full 

public consultation process where iwi/ Māori and 

the community’s views have been heard. 

2.  Are there impacts on the 

social, economic, 

environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of 

the community in the 

present or future? 

 Low Classification protects the reserves for the use 

and enjoyment of current and future generations 

and provides the community with certainty as to 

the types of activities that can take place on the 

land. 

3.  Is there a significant 

impact arising from 

duration of the effects 

from the decision? 

 Medium This report encourages the Council to complete 

the process of classifying reserves in Moutere-

Waimea Ward.  

The implications of resolving to classify existing 

reserves (and publish notices to that effect in the 

New Zealand Gazette) are:   

(i) classification would formalise the principal 

purpose of the reserve; and 

(ii) classification of reserves would provide 

ongoing guidance for the development of 

future RMPs. 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Reserves can be re-classified if needed in the 

future provided the correct process under the 

Reserves Act is followed.  

4.  Does this activity 

contribute or detract from 

one of the goals in the 

Tasman Climate Action 

Plan 2019? 

 N/A Classification of reserves is of no relevance to 

the Tasman Climate Action Plan. 

5.  Does the decision relate 

to a strategic asset? 

(refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for 

list of strategic assets) 

 N/A   

6.  Does the decision create 

a substantial change in 

the level of service 

provided by Council? 

 N/A   

7.  Does the proposal, 

activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, 

rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more 

of the LTP? 

 N/A   

8.  Does the decision involve 

the sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or 

CCTO? 

 N/A   

9.   Does the proposal or 

decision involve entry into 

a private sector 

partnership or contract to 

carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of 

activities? 

 N/A   

10.  Does the proposal or 

decision involve Council 

exiting from or entering 

into a group of activities?   

 N/A   

11.  Does the proposal require 

inclusion of Māori in the 

decision making process 

 Medium The Mayor appointed two Mātauranga Māori 

experts to the Hearing Panel. An overview of 

consultation undertaken with iwi and Wakatū Inc 

https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

(consistent with s81 of 

the LGA)? 

is outlined in paragraphs 4.10 and 4.11 of this 

report. 

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 The Hearing Panel has considered all submissions received. Suggestions by submitters 

have been taken on board and the proposals to classify reserves have been amended 

where practicable and reasonable.   

10.2 The Hearing Panel recommends that the Council now exercises its delegated authority from 

the Minister of Conservation and classifies the existing reserves in the Moutere-Waimea 

Ward, as outlined in the five tables contained in Attachment 1 to this report.  

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 If the Council resolves to classify the reserves, staff will publish notices in the New Zealand 

Gazette notifying the reserve classifications. 

11.2 Staff will respond to each of the submitters advising them of the outcomes of the reserve 

classification process and the decisions relating to their submissions. 

11.3 Public notification and consultation through the draft Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve 

Management Plan (RMP) process to outline how existing reserves will be managed and 

used, in accordance with the purposes for which they are classified. The draft RMP will also 

provide management guidance to park/’reserve’ areas within the Motueka Ward that are not 

formally protected under the Reserves Act 1977. 

 

Attachments 

1.  Tables of recommended reserve classifications (Under Separate Cover)  

2.  Statistical summary of submissions received, Submitter details, and Schedule of 

submitters heard at hearing (Under Separate Cover) 

 

3.  Draft minutes of hearing and deliberations on proposals to classify reserves (Under 

Separate Cover) 
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8.4  REPORT TO ADOPT THE SAXTON FIELD RESERVE MANAGEMENT PLAN   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Susan Edwards, Community Development Manager  

Report Number: RCN21-05-5 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 This report asks Tasman District Council to consider the recommendations of the Hearing 

Panel appointed to hear submissions on the Draft Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan 

and then adopt the amended Plan as the final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan.   

Nelson City Council considered a similar report at its meeting on 11 May 2021 and made 

one change to the final Plan. 

1.2 The Draft Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan was approved by the Saxton Field 

Committee on 18 September 2020 for public consultation. The Draft Plan was released for 

public submissions on 8 October 2020, with 13 submissions received by the 10 December 

2020 closing date. Two submitters wished to be heard.   

1.3 A Hearing Panel comprising the Saxton Field Committee members and a Mātauranga Māori 

expert, Aroha Gilling, heard the submissions and deliberated on them. Hearings and 

deliberations took place on 10 February 2021.  

1.4 While there was general support in the submissions for the content of the Draft Plan, some 

submitters requested a number of changes to some wording and policies in the document.   

1.5 The Hearing Panel considered and deliberated on the submissions and recommended a 

number of changes to the Draft Plan. The minutes of the deliberation meeting  

(Attachment 1) outline the Panel’s recommended changes. Following the deliberations, 

staff have amended the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan in accordance with the 

Panel’s recommended changes. A copy of the amended Plan is now being presented to the 

two councils for adoption as the final Plan (Attachment 2).  

  

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1.   receives the Report to Adopt the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan, RCN21-05-

5; and 

2.   notes the submissions on the Draft Plan and the recommendations of the Hearing 

Panel relating to the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan contained in the minutes 

of the deliberations meeting held on 10 February 2021 (Attachment 1 to this report 

RCN21-05-5); and 
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3.   agrees to amend the wording of the Draft Plan as per the Hearing Panel 

recommendations contained in the minutes of the deliberations meeting held on 10 

February 2021 (noting that these amendments have been incorporated into the 

version of the final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan 2021); and 

4.  in accordance with Section 41 of the Reserves Act 1977 and the delegated authority 

from the Minister of Conservation (dated 12 June 2013), resolves to adopt the Saxton 

Field Reserve Management Plan 2021 (Attachment 2, dated April 2021, to this report 

RCN21-05-5) with any minor amendments; and  

5.   authorises Councillor Tuffnell along with Councillor Edgar, who has been appointed 

by Nelson City Council, to approve any minor edits or changes to the Plan, prior to 

publication; including: 

 reference to the Community Outcomes of Nelson City and Tasman District 

Councils in the vision section. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purposes of this report are for the Council to consider the recommendations of the 

Hearing Panel appointed to hear submissions on the Draft Saxton Field Reserve 

Management Plan and to adopt the amended Plan (Attachment 2) as the final Saxton Field 

Reserve Management Plan 2021.  

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The previous management plan for Saxton Field was adopted by Nelson City Council on 28 

August 2008 and by Tasman District Council on 17 September 2008. 

4.2 The intent to prepare the revised Plan was advertised on 1 November 2019. One hundred 

and twenty (120) groups and individuals provided initial feedback. Earlier workshops with 

sport clubs established a set of objectives and draft vision for the revised Plan. 

4.3 All Te Tau Ihu iwi were contacted directly in October 2019. Most wished to be only kept 

advised of progress, but Ngāti Koata, Ngāti Tama and Ngāti Rārua delegated input to Frank 

Hippolite and a meeting was held with Te Atiawa. Mr Hippolite made contributions to the 

preparation of the first and second drafts of the Plan. The first draft was forwarded to Te Tau 

Ihi iwi in March 2020 and the second draft in July. The pre-release draft was sent to all Te 

Tau Ihu iwi in October 2020 with editorial input made by Te Atiawa. 

4.4 The first draft of the Plan was prepared in May 2020 and reviewed by staff from both 

councils and the Saxton Field Committee. The second draft was considered by the Saxton 

Field Committee at a workshop on 4 September 2020. The Draft Plan was approved by the 

Saxton Field Committee on 18 September 2020 for public release. The Draft Plan was 

released for public submissions on 8 October 2020 with 13 submissions received by the 

closing date of 10 December 2020. Two submitters wished to be heard (Sport Tasman and 

Nelson Marlborough District Health Board).  

4.5 A Hearing Panel comprising the Saxton Field Committee members and a Mātauranga Māori 

expert, Aroha Gilling, heard the submissions and deliberated on them. Hearings and 

deliberations took place on 10 February 2021.   

4.6 There was general support in the submissions for the content of the Draft Plan. The low 

number of submissions received on the Draft Plan can be taken as support from the general 

public for the overall direction and content of the Draft Plan. There were some issues and 

proposals raised in submissions and some specific policies that submitters wanted 

amended. A summary of the submissions is contained in Attachment 3, along with the staff 

recommendations provided to the Hearing Panel deliberations meeting in relation to the 

submissions. The full submissions can be viewed in the attachments to the Submission 

Hearing report (RSH21-02-1) for the 10 February 2021 hearing and deliberations meeting 

(contained in the Joint Committees folder in Diligent).   

4.7 The Hearing Panel considered and deliberated on all the submissions and recommended a 

number of changes to the content of the Draft Plan. The minutes of the deliberation meeting 

(Attachment 1) outline the Panel’s recommended changes. Following the deliberations, 

staff have amended the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan in accordance with the 

Panel’s directions and recommended changes. The Hearing Panel delegated checking of 

the amended plan to Derek Shaw (Chair, Saxton Field Committee and Hearing Panel 

member) and Judene Edgar (Nelson City Council Deputy Mayor, Saxton Field Committee 
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member and Hearing Panel member). They have reviewed the amended plan. A copy of the 

amended Plan (Attachment 2) is now being presented to the two councils for adoption as 

the final Plan. 

 

5 Key amendments made to the Draft Plan resulting from Hearing Panel deliberations 

5.1 A copy of the amended Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan is contained in 

|Attachment 2. A tracked-change version of the amended Plan is available on request 

(please contact Tara Fifield).   

5.2 The main changes incorporated into the amended Plan (i.e. that differ from those proposed 

in the Draft Plan) are summarised below: 

5.2.1 changes to reflect that the plan has been finalised including removing references to 

the “Draft” Plan, removing references to calling for submissions through the 

consultation process and making additions noting the submission and hearing 

processes; 

5.2.2 adding into the Vision section of the Plan that the development and use of Saxton 

Field will encourage behaviours that uphold and enhance the mana of the Saxton 

Field whenua and wai and a method requiring an audit of access provisions for those 

with limited mobility; 

5.2.3 adding into the commercial activities and signage section of the Plan a note that the 

Saxton Field Committee will develop guidelines to assist with design and location 

decisions for commercial signs, particularly for internal facing signage; 

5.2.4 adding into the commercial sponsorship and signage section of the Plan a reference 

to the Major Events Act 2007 requirements in relation to signage for declared major 

events; 

5.2.5 adding conditions into the use and occupation agreements section of the Plan the 

types of conditions that would need to be applied to approvals for camping activities 

based on the conditions imposed for the Bay Dreams event; 

5.2.6 making changes to the alcohol policies and methods and the smoke and vape free 

policies and methods to reflect the changes required by the Hearing Panel in relation 

to the submission by the Nelson Marlborough District Health Board; 

5.2.7 making changes in the Development of New Built Features and Facilities section of 

the Plan noting the expectation that any code or organisation applying for a new or 

enhanced facility at Saxton Field will have considered Sport New Zealand’s National 

Sporting Facilities Framework, relevant National Sport Organisation facility 

strategies, the Regional Facilities Strategy and the latest regional sports and 

recreation facility plans, and the need for any funding of regional facilities to be 

considered by the joint councils’ Regional Funding Forum (or other committee formed 

for that purpose); 

5.2.8 adding into the buildings and structures section of the Plan the expectation that the 

sporting/recreational codes who wish to construct new facilities will have to fundraise 

at least 20% of the costs of those facilities with the councils contributing the 

remaining amount if approved by both councils; 

5.2.9 adding in the buildings and structures policies and methods section of the Plan that 

the councils may support existing users where they identify the need to develop 
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amenities which provide shade, water and other community safety and comfort 

requirements;  

5.2.10 amending Appendix 7 of the Plan to summarise the various community feedback and 

consultation processes undertaken during the preparation of the Saxton Field 

Reserves Management Plan 2021; and 

5.2.11 making various other wording changes to reflect the aspects of the submissions the 

Hearing Panel agreed with.   

5.3 Nelson City Council adopted the final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan at its meeting 

on 11 May 2021 but added a requirement that the Community Outcomes of Nelson City and 

Tasman District Council be included in the Vision section of the Plan. Staff consider that this 

change is acceptable and have added this change into the draft resolution for your 

consideration.  

5.4 There are a few other very minor amendments recommended by Nelson City Council and 

staff, which can be made under delegation by Councillors Edgar and Tuffnell following the 

adoption of the Plan by the two councils.  

 

6 Options 

6.1 At the 10 February 2021 deliberations meeting, the Hearing Panel considered all the 

submissions received on the Draft Plan. The Panel also formed recommendations on how 

the Draft Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan should be amended in response to 

submission points that they accepted in full or in part. The Hearing Panel recommendations 

are summarised in section 5 of this report and further details are included within the minutes 

of the deliberations meeting.  

6.2 The Hearing Panel recommendations of 10 February 2021 have been given effect to in the 

wording of the amended Plan. The Council is being asked to consider and then adopt this 

amended Plan as the final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan. 

6.3 Three options exist for the Council as follows: 

6.3.1 Option 1 - Agree to all of the changes recommended by the Hearing Panel and adopt 

the amended Plan (contained in Attachment 2) as the final Saxton Field Reserve 

Management Plan. This is the option recommended by staff. 

6.3.2 Option 2 - Agree to some of the changes recommended by the Hearing Panel, reject 

other changes and/or make further amendments to the Plan text before finalising and 

adopting the Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan. 

6.3.3 Option 3 - Adopt the Draft Plan as the final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan 

without amendment, other than the amendments necessary to change the Plan from a 

“draft” to a “final” Plan. This option is not recommended. 

6.4 The advantages of Option 1 are that it shows that submitter’s views have been considered 

by the Hearing Panel and, where appropriate, amendments have been made to Plan. The 

disadvantage is that not every submission point has been accepted. Some submitters may 

therefore be disappointed that their suggestions were not given effect to in the amended 

Plan. However, this is part of the public submission process and not all suggestions will be 

appropriate or can be adopted.  Any amendments of a minor nature and can be approved by 

the delegation to Councillors Edgar and Tuffnell. 
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6.5 Option 2 has similar advantages and disadvantages to Option 1. An additional advantage is 

that it would enable the Council to make amendments to the Plan before it is finalised if not 

all of the Hearing Panel’s recommendations are accepted. The disadvantage is that not all 

Council members were present to hear submitter views and were not part of the 

deliberations. Also, any more than minor amendments made by this Council will also need to 

be agreed by Nelson City Council.  

6.6 The disadvantage of Option 3 is that it ignores all the submissions received and the councils 

will be open to criticism for not listening to the community’s views through the public 

consultation process. There are limited or no advantages to this option. 

  

7 Strategy and Risks 

7.1 There are limited risks to the councils of adopting the amended Plan as the final Saxton 

Field Reserve Management Plan, as it takes into consideration the submissions received on 

the Draft Plan and the recommendations of the Hearing Panel. While some submitters may 

be concerned that not all of their suggestions were incorporated into the amended Plan, 

there has been general support for the direction and content in the Plan.   

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 The councils have undertaken the correct process for preparing the Saxton Field Reserve 

Management Plan as required under the Reserves Act 1977. This report contains a 

summary of the process, including the early consultation processes undertaken for the 

preparation of the Draft Plan and the consultation undertaken on the Draft Plan. 

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 The costs of preparing this Plan have been shared between the two councils and covered 

within the relevant operating budgets.  

9.2 There will be costs associated with implementing aspects of the Plan. The draft Long Term 

Plans of both councils include provision for managing and developing Saxton Field in 

accordance with this Plan. 

9.3 By adopting this Plan, the councils are not committing to funding all projects identified in the 

Plan, or to fund them by a particular date.  

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 The Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan is moderately significant for our regional 

community as it impacts on their use and enjoyment of the reserve. The community 

engagement and consultation procedures followed during the preparation of this Plan 

enabled the public to provide the councils with their views on the Plan and the processes 

meet the statutory requirement of the Reserves Act 1977.  

 



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 20 May 2021 

 

 

Agenda Page 143 
 

It
e
m

 8
.4

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1.

 

Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

 Medium The Plan is of medium significance 

to residents and visitors to Saxton 

Field because it sets policy direction 

for the use and management of this 

important regional reserve. 

2.

 

Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

 Medium The appropriate use and 

development of Saxton Field 

governed by this Plan, has the ability 

to enhance the social, cultural and 

economic well-being of the 

Nelson/Tasman regional community 

and enhance the environmental 

values of the reserve.  

3.

 

Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

 Medium 
The Plan is likely to be in place for 

10 years.   

4.

 

Does this activity contribute or detract 

from one of the goals in the Tasman 

Climate Action Plan 2019? 

 Low The Plan provides for environmental 

enhancements which are likely to 

have a positive impact on the goals 

of the Tasman Climate Action Plan. 

5.

 

Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

 N/A Saxton Field is not listed as a 

strategic asset.  

6.

 

Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 
Low 

The Plan will have some minor 

impact on the levels of service, 

however, no major changes are 

proposed.   

7.

 

Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 
Low 

Adopting the Plan will not in itself 

have an impact on debt and rates.   

Budget allocation decisions will be 

made separately, as part of future 

annual and long term plan 

processes.  

8.

 

Does the decision involve the sale of 

a substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

 N/A   

9.

 

 Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

 N/A   

https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

10

.

 

Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

 N/A   

11

.

 

Does the proposal require inclusion of 

Māori in the decision making process 

(consistent with s81 of the LGA)? 

 Yes Engagement with iwi has occurred 

during the preparation of this Plan.  

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 We have undertaken an extensive public consultation process, initially seeking ideas for 

inclusion in a Draft Plan and then hearing and deliberating on written and oral submissions 

on the Draft Plan which was publicly notified on 8 October 2020. 

11.2 The Hearing Panel recommends that the two councils adopt the amended Plan which 

incorporates amendments made in response to matters raised by submitters. 

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 The final Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan will come into effect following adoption by 

the two councils. 

12.2 Staff will publish the final Plan on both councils’ websites, send copies of the final Plan to the 

organisations we are required to under the Reserves Act 1977. Hard copies will be available 

in both councils’ offices and libraries. 

12.3 Staff will also respond to all submitters in writing, advising them of the two councils’ 

decisions on the matters they raised. 

 

Attachments 

1.  Unconfirmed Saxton Field Submissions Hearing Minutes 2021-02-10 (Under Separate 

Cover) 
 

2.  Saxton Field Reserve Management Plan (Under Separate Cover)  

3.  Summary of Submissions recieved on the Draft Plan (Under Separate Cover)  
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8.5  GRANT OF EASEMENT FOR ACCESS (LOCAL PURPOSE (ROAD) RESERVE)   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Robert Cant, Programme Leader - Property Transactions  

Report Number: RCN21-05-6 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to request that the Council approve an easement, providing a 

landowner with a ‘right of way’ (ROW) over a portion of Local Purpose (Road) Reserve. 

(Being Lot 5 DP 424010) to the adjoining legal road. The property that technically has no 

legal road frontage is at Pippin Lane, near Ruby Bay (see Attachment 1).  The easement 

would provide legal access from the property boundary through to a legal road, giving the 

landowner assurance. 

1.2 The Council’s approval is sought because the relevant legislative regime requires consent 

from the Minister of Conservation. The Minister of Conservation has delegated authority for 

the Council to provide such consent. (There is no staff delegation).  

  

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1. receives the Grant of easement for Access (Local Purpose (Road) Reserve) report 

RCN21-05-6; and; 

2. agrees under Section 48(3) of the Reserves Act 1977 that public notification is not 

required under Section 48(2) of the Act, prior to the Council considering granting 

this easement as: 

a. the reserve is not likely to be materially altered or permanently damaged; and 

b. the rights of the public in respect of the reserve are not likely to be 

permanently affected by the establishment and lawful exercise of the rights of 

way easement; and 

3. pursuant to Section 48(1)(f) of the Reserves Act 1977 agrees to grant a right of way 

easement over Lot 5 DP 424010 in favour of the land held in Record of Title 493764 

and; 

4. pursuant to Section 48(1)(f) of the Reserves Act 1977, acting as the Minister of 

Conservation’s delegate, consents to the Council granting the easement and; 

5. notes that parts 3. and 4. above of this resolution are subject to the owner of the 

land held in Record of Title 493764 covering all the costs incurred by the Council, 

associated with the granting of the easement; and 
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 6. delegates to the Corporate and Governance Services Manager the authority to sign 

all documentation needed to give effect to the above resolutions. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The subject landowner has sought an assurance from the Council that they were able to use 

land held by the Council as “Local Purpose (Road) Reserve” to provide legal access to the 

road from their neighbouring property. Staff recommended that, to remove any doubt, a ‘right 

of way’ easement could be granted over the relevant portion of the Local Purpose (Road) 

Reserve being Lot 5 DP 424010 (see Attachment 1). 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 Tasman District Council has a relatively small number of ‘Local Purpose (Road) Reserve’ 

properties. This particular case is at Pippin Lane near Ruby Bay. For your information, 

please refer to Attachment 1 for the plan. The relevant property boundary is shown outlined 

in blue, the legal road is shaded grey and the Local Purpose (Road) Reserve is shaded 

yellow. Note, that while the property contacts the legal road in some places, it does not have 

‘frontage’ along the whole boundary. Contact with the road is in two very specific points. 

4.2 The owner approached Council staff about a potential subdivision. The advice was that the 

fact the property only had frontage to a ‘Local Purpose (Road) Reserve’ would not be a 

problem from the Council’s perspective. However, Council staff could not guarantee that a 

potential buyer would not see it as a problem. Because part of the ‘Local Purpose (Road) 

Reserve’ was a small triangular land parcel (indicated with the yellow arrow in  

Attachment 1) a ‘right of way’ easement could be granted over that parcel, without the cost 

of a survey. This would provide the owner’s land with a ‘right of way’ to the legal road. Staff 

recommended that the owners seek a ‘right of way’ from the Council, with the landowner 

offering to pay the Council’s legal costs.  

4.3 This report seeks the Council’s consent to grant a ROW easement over the small triangular 

land parcel (Lot 5 DP 424010) under Section 48(1)(f) of the Reserves Act 1977: 

…..The administering body, with the consent of the Minister may grant rights of way and 

other easements over any part of the reserve for— 

(…(f) providing or facilitating access ………. of any other land not forming part of the reserve 

or for any other purpose connected with any such land. 

4.4 The proposed easement allows the landowner to construct one driveway on the easement 

area. It is not exclusive use, so the public retains the right to access the land. In practical 

terms, the triangular area is landscaped with the surrounding property. Please note that 

Tasman’s Great Taste Trail is adjacent to this property and utilises most of the rest of the 

Local Purpose (Road) Reserve. The public has never actively used the area of land marked 

with the yellow triangle on the plan so having it maintained by the owner is not considered 

an issue for the time being. In the very unlikely event the Council considered using the 

triangular Local Purpose (Road) Reserve for public access, there is nothing in the easement 

that would prevent that use. 

4.5 The Council is being asked to make two decisions:  

4.5.1 to grant the easement pursuant to Sec 48(1) (f) of the Reserves Act 1977, acting as 

the Council; and 

4.5.2 to consent to the Council granting the easement, acting under delegated authority from 

the Minister of Conservation. The Minister’s decision is not delegated to staff. 

4.6 In acting as the Minister of Conservation, the Council needs to consider whether the granting 

of the easement is in conflict with the intent of the Reserves Act 1977, and whether it is in 

conflict with the purpose of the reserve. Staff’s view is that the easement is clearly consistent 
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 with the reserve purpose in providing access and given that it is not exclusive use in any 

way, doesn’t conflict with the intent of the Reserves Act. Council staff do not consider there 

is any reason why the Minister’s consent should not be provided. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 The options are outlined in the following table. 

 Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Option 1: Approve the 

granting of the 

easements under the 

Reserves Act 

(Recommended). This 

will allow the easement 

to be registered to 

remove any doubt the 

property has legal 

access to a road. 

This removes any 

reputational risk to the 

Council and removes 

doubt about the ability to 

use the Local Purpose 

(Road) Reserve by the 

landowner. There is no 

cost to the Council. 

There is no obvious 

disadvantage in that the 

easement merely clarifies the 

implied right to use “Local 

Purpose (Road) Reserve” to 

provide access to private 

property.  

2. Option 2: The Council 

could choose to not 

grant the easement. 

(Not recommended) 

This could increase 

doubt as to whether the 

Local Purpose (Road) 

Reserve can be used 

for access as of right.   

Promoting good 

relationships in the 

community. Also setting a 

precedent, so the Council 

is not in the position where 

it was trying to negotiate 

with beneficiaries of 

easements.  

The disadvantage of not 

granting the easement would 

be risk to the Council’s 

reputation. This would 

potentially create doubt that 

“Local Purpose (Road) 

Reserve” is available for 

access by properties with 

frontage to this land status.   

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Whether the easement is granted or not is unlikely to change the use of the land in practice. 

We do not consider there to be any risks in granting the easement. 
 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The Council has delegation in using the powers available in Sec 48(1)(f) of the Reserves Act 

1977. 

7.2 The Reserves General Policy states at clause 4.1.1.5  

Access to and through reserves, esplanade areas and public access easements is enabled 

where it is cost-effective, is consistent with the purposes for which the land is managed, and 

where significant benefits can be gained for the community of interest. 

7.3 The proposed easement is considered to meet the criteria of being consistent with the 

reserve status. While it might be argued the use does not provide significant benefit to the 

community it will be a useful precedent to show that access can be guaranteed over Local 

Purpose (Road) Reserve, even if it is not considered a worthwhile process. Granting this 

easement is not considered to be a conflict with the Reserves General Policy. 

7.4 There is a requirement in Section 48 (2) for public notice for easements involving 
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reserves. However, under Section 48 (3) of the Reserves Act Public Notice is not 

required if the reserve will not be materially altered, nor the rights of the public 

permanently affected. This proposal meets both tests. 

 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.2 The landowner has agreed to meet all of the legal costs due to this specific site, no survey 

costs are involved. As such there are no financial or budgetary implications for the Council. 

Staff time has not been cost recovered due to the ‘trial’ nature of the process.  

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 Staff consider that the decisions sought in this report are of low significance. Even a decision 

to refuse to grant the easement (not recommended) would impact a limited number of 

ratepayers. As noted in section 7.4 above, the easement is not required to be publicly 

notified and there is a very low likelihood of the easement having any material impact on the 

public’s ability to use and enjoy this land or for it to impact on the Council’s operations.  

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1.

 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? 

 Low Nothing will physically change in the 

immediate future. In the medium future, 

a new driveway may be needed. 

2.

 

Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or 

cultural aspects of well-being of 

the community in the present or 

future? 

 No   

3.

 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 

 No   

4.

 

Does this activity contribute or 

detract from one of the goals in 

the Tasman Climate Action Plan 

2019? 

This decision will 

have no significant 

impact on climate 

change.   

  

5.

 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

 No While the Council’s roading/reserves 

networks are strategic assets, this 

decision will not materially impact on 

either. 

6.

 

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 

 No   

7.

 

Does the proposal or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year 

or more of the LTP? 

 No   

https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

8.

 

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial proportion 

or controlling interest in a CCO 

or CCTO? 

 No   

9.

 

 Does the proposal or decision 

involve entry into a private 

sector partnership or contract to 

carry out the deliver on any 

Council group of activities? 

 No   

10

.

 

Does the decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering 

into a group of activities?   

 No   

11

.

 

Does the proposal require 

inclusion of Māori in the decision 

making process (consistent with 

s81 of the LGA)? 

 No There will be no immediate change.  

Any driveway construction will be 

subject to RMA controls (if any) 

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 This easement is an effort to provide certainty to landowners who only have frontage to 

Local Purpose (Road) Reserve confirming that it is possible to provide certainty of access to 

a legal road by granting a formal ‘right of way’ easement. While staff are unlikely to 

recommend other landowners repeat this process, it will be useful to have a precedent. 

10.2 The easement itself will allow the owner to have certainty that they can use the relevant land 

(the small triangle shown with the yellow arrow) as a driveway. It is not exclusive use, so 

does not deprive the public of the right to use the land, albeit, they do not use the land now 

and are unlikely to in the future. 

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

The proposed easement agreement will be signed on behalf of the Council and the other 

parties and then registered on the relevant land titles held by the Council. No further action 

is necessary. 

Attachments 

1.⇩   Pippin Lane McDonald Grant of Easement 150 
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8.6  GRANT OF EASEMENT FOR ELECTRICITY SUPPLY UNDER POUTAMA DRAIN   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Robert Cant, Programme Leader - Property Transactions  

Report Number: RCN21-05-7 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 This report seeks the Council’s approval to grant an easement to Network Tasman and 

Waimea Plains Retirement Village Limited for an electricity cable installed on land the 

Council holds for drainage purposes. The approximate location of the infrastructure is shown 

in red on the attached plan (Attachment 1).  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council receives: 

1. the Grant of Easement for Electricity Supply under Poutama Drain report,  

RCN21-05-7; and 

2. agrees under Section 48(3) of the Reserves Act 1977 that public notification is not 

required under Section 48(2) of the Act, prior to Council considering granting this 

easement as: 

a. the reserve is not likely to be materially altered or permanently damaged; and 

b. the rights of the public in respect of the reserve are not likely to be permanently 

affected by the establishment and lawful exercise of the rights of way easement.  

3. pursuant to Section 48(1) of the Public Works Act 1981 agrees to grant an easement 

for the conveyance of electricity and associated services in favour of Network 

Tasman and Waimea Plains Retirement Village Limited; and 

4. pursuant to Section 48(1)(d) of the Reserves Act 1977 agrees to grant an easement for 

the conveyance of electricity and associated services in favour of Network Tasman 

and Waimea Plains Retirement Village Limited; and 

5. pursuant to Section 48(1)(d) of the Reserves Act 1977, acting as the Minister of 

Conservation’s delegate, consents to the Council granting the easement for the 

conveyance of electricity and associated services in favour of Network Tasman and 

Waimea Plains Retirement Village Limited; and 

6. notes that parts 3, 4 and 5 above of this resolution are subject to the owner of the 

Waimea Plains Retirement Village Ltd covering all the costs incurred by the Council 

associated with the granting of the easement; and 
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7. delegates to the Corporate and Governance Services Manager the authority to sign all 

documentation needed to give effect to the above resolutions. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To seek the Council’s approval to grant an easement for existing infrastructure for the supply 

of electricity and associated services. The electricity supply runs underneath the Poutama 

Drain and supplies electricity to buildings within the Waimea Plains Retirement Village 

(WPRV). 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The Council owns Poutama Drain; the drain runs parallel to Jubilee Park, then parallel with 

Lower Queen Street before linking into the Borck Creek drainage system. The majority of the 

Poutama Drain (and Borck Creek) is held under the Public Works Act 1981 (PWA) (being 

record of title 628093). The remaining part was acquired on subdivision and held under the 

Reserves Act 1977 (RA) (being record of title 821359). Please see the attached plan 

(Attachment 1), shows the PWA in blue and the RA in green. 

4.2 During the construction of the WPRV, a developer installed a mains power cable 

approximately 1.5m under the drain channel which has no impact on the purpose of the 

drain. The location is shown in red on Attachment 1. 

4.3 The cable has been in use for some time but with the most recent village development 

stage, Network Tasman (which now owns the cable) expressed concern that its 

infrastructure was not protected by an easement.  At one stage this threatened to delay new 

village residents being supplied with electricity. This was resolved when Council staff gave 

an assurance that a decision would be made on the easement (either to grant the easement, 

or not to grant it) prior to the next development stage (in early 2022).  

4.4 The terms of the draft easement were discussed at length and are reasonably unique. In 

discussions with the developer and Network Tasman, staff have been clear that the Council 

should not face any costs in the future, if the cable needed to be relocated. Network 

Tasman is similarly unwilling to face any cost, given it had not been a party to the decision 

to locate the cable under the drain. The easement document that has been conceptually 

agreed is routine in that it allows electricity and other services to be carried in the duct 

under the drainage channel. However, in the unlikely event that the channel needs to be 

deepened and thus the cable relocated, the cost of relocation is to be met by the landowner 

(currently Waimea Plains Retirement Village Limited). 

4.5 Staff have made enquiries as to how the cable came to be installed under Council land 

without any apparent permission from the Council, but have been unsuccessful. Network 

Tasman has been clear that contractors for WPRV installed the cable. Staff at WPRV have 

advised that they are not sure how it occurred. It is possible the cable was installed before 

the land was owned by the Council but there is no clarity to this question. 

4.6 While there is some frustration that staff were not consulted prior to the installation, the 

reality is that the cable has no impact on the operation of the drain and with the easement 

agreement removing any liability for costs if the cable needs to be relocated, staff 

recommend that the easement be granted. The cable provides electricity to a large number 

of residents at the retirement village and is very important to the development. 

4.7 Due to the fact the drainage channel is held under two different pieces of legislation, 

the legislative authority is quite complex. Section 48(1) of the PWA states: the local 

authority having control of the public work, as the case may be, may from time to time 
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grant to any person any easement. Coincidentally Section 48(1)(d) of the RA provides 

that the administering body (of a reserve), with the consent of the Minister 

…………………may grant rights of way and other easements over any part of the 

reserve for ……….. (d) an electrical installation or work…… 

4.8 There is a potential requirement for public notice for easements involving reserves, 

under Section 48 (3) of the Reserves Act Public Notice is not required if the reserve 

will not be materially altered, nor the rights of the public permanently affected.  This 

proposal meets both tests. 

4.9 The Council is being asked to make three decisions. 

4.9.1 to grant the easement pursuant to Sec 48(1) of the PWA, acting as the Council; 

4.9.2 to grant the easement pursuant to Section 48(1)(d) of the RA, acting as the Council; 

and 

4.9.3 to consent to the Council granting the easement, acting under delegated authority 

from the Minister of Conservation. 

4.10 In acting as the Minister of Conservation, the Council needs to consider whether the 

granting of the easement is in conflict with the intent of the RA and whether it is in conflict 

with the purpose of the Reserve. Because the cable is significantly underneath the drainage 

channel and the Council can require it to be moved if there ever is a conflict, staff feel the 

granting of the easement is not in conflict with either and so the Minister’s consent can be 

provided. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 The options are outlined in the following table. 

 

 Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. This is the 

recommended option. 

Approve the granting of 

the easements under 

the PWA and RA, and 

consent to the granting 

the easement under the 

RA, acting as the 

Minister of 

Conservation’s 

delegate. This will allow 

the cable to be 

protected by an 

appropriate easement, 

and give comfort to 

Network Tasman to 

continue to use the 

cable to supply 

electricity to the village. 

This will resolve the 

dilemma with Network 

Tasman refusing to 

upgrade the electricity 

supply when new stages 

of the retirement village 

are in place. This should 

allow the rest of the stages 

to proceed without this 

electricity supply 

easement complexity 

causing delays in the 

future. 

No obvious disadvantage 

given the landowner is 

responsible for all costs in 

the event the cable needs to 

be relocated due to any need 

to expand the drain.  
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 Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

2. The Council could 

choose to not grant 

the easement. This is 

not recommended. If 

the Council was to 

choose this option it 

would effectively be 

requiring the WPRV to 

remove the duct and 

cable and locate the 

supply elsewhere. 

While the cable could 

be located on the 

nearby bridge 

structure nearby, 

Network Tasman 

advised that option is 

both less efficient in 

terms of conveying 

the electricity and 

more dangerous. Staff 

have a good working 

relationship with staff 

at the WPRV and if 

the decision was to 

require the duct/cable 

to be removed, it 

would run a risk of 

that relationship 

deteriorating. The 

removal of the 

duct/cable would be 

more likely to cause 

issues with the 

drainage channel 

than allowing it to 

remain. 

This would eliminate any 

doubt as to any costs 

associated with relocating 

the cable if the drain 

capacity needed to be 

expanded. 

The relationship between 

the developers and Council 

staff is positive. A 

requirement to remove the 

cable would incur significant 

costs for the developer and 

run the very serious risk of 

a deterioration in what is a 

good relationship. 

It would also create a low risk 

of a disruption to Network 

Tasman’s supply of electricity 

to existing residents of the 

village, but a medium risk of 

Network Tasman refusing to 

supply electricity to new 

stages of the village until an 

alternative was in place. This 

could cause a delay in new 

residents accessing their 

units, which would cause 

them considerable distress. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 The main risk is a conflict in the future with the drainage channel needing to be deepened to 

increase capacity requiring the duct/cable to be relocated. If the requirement to move the 

cable originated due to a Council action, the Council could be asked to cover the cost. 

6.2 Staff have mitigated this risk to the Council by ensuring a clause in the easement 

agreement clearly stating that if the Council has a reasonable requirement to increase 

capacity for the drain the landowner must meet the cost of relocating the electricity supply. 
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6.3 Refusing to grant the easement is considered to create a higher risk than granting the 

easement. The electricity supply duct/cable would have to be relocated. This would risk a 

deterioration in the relationship between WPRV and Tasman District Council. It would also 

create a low risk of a disruption to Network Tasman’s supply of electricity to existing 

residents of the village, but a medium risk of Network Tasman refusing to supply electricity 

to new stages of the village until an alternative was in place. This could cause a delay in 

new residents accessing their units, which would cause them considerable distress. 

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 There is no formal policy on when to refuse or agree to grant easements over land held for 
a public work. 

7.2 The Reserves General Policy states at clause 4.1.1.5 

 Access to and through reserves, esplanade areas and public access easements is enabled 

where it is cost-effective, is consistent with the purposes for which the land is managed, and 

where significant benefits can be gained for the community of interest. 

7.3 The proposed easement is considered to meet the criteria of providing significant benefit to 

the community by making the supply of electricity more efficient and safer. While it could be 

argued that the use is not consistent with the use, it does not conflict with it. Granting this 

easement is not considered to be a conflict with the Reserves General Policy. 

7.4 Both the Public Works Act and Reserves Act provide for easements in this circumstance. 

7.5 Under Section 48(2) public notice of an intention to grant an easement over reserve land is 

generally required. However, Section 48(3) of the Reserves Act 1977 Public Notice is not 

required if the reserve will not be materially altered, nor the rights of the public permanently 

affected. This proposal meets both tests. 
 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 The WPRV has agreed to meet all of the Council’s legal costs in relation to granting this 

easement. 
 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 Staff consider that the decisions sought in this report are of low significance. Even a 

decision to refuse to grant the easement (not recommended) would impact on a limited 

number of ratepayers.  As mentioned earlier, the easement is not required to be publicly 

notified and there is a very low likelihood of the easement having any material impact on the 

public’s ability to use and enjoy this land or for it to impact on the Council’s operations. 
 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1.

 

Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

 No The granting of the easement will not be 

noticed by the public, given the cable is 

already in place 

2.

 

Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

 No   
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

3.

 

Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

 No   

4.

 

Does this activity contribute or detract 

from one of the goals in the Tasman 

Climate Action Plan 2019? 

No This decision will have no impact on 

climate change mitigation or adaption. 

5.

 

Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

 No While the overall drainage network is a 

strategic asset, this proposal will not 

impact the network. 

6.

 

Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

 No   

7.

 

Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

 No   

8.

 

Does the decision involve the sale of 

a substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

 No   

9.

 

 Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

 No   

10

.

 

Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

 No   

11

.

 

Does the proposal require inclusion of 

Māori in the decision making process 

(consistent with s81 of the LGA)? 

 No The cable is already in place. 

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 Staff consider that if permission had been sought prior to the cable installation, it would have 

been granted. Granting the easement will not have any noticeable impact on either the 

Council’s operations, or the public’s ability to enjoy the land. 

 

 

 

 

https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
https://tasmandc.sharepoint.com/sites/climatechge/Leadership/Decision%20Making%20and%20Reporting/Tasman%20Climate%20Action%20Plan%202019%20(final).pdf
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11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 The easement agreement will be signed on behalf of the Council and other parties, then 

registered on the relevant land titles.  As the infrastructure is already in place, no further 

action is necessary. 

 

Attachments 

1.⇩   Arvida Easement 159 
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8.7  NELSON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY - SIX MONTH ACTIVITY REPORT   

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Alan Bywater, Senior Policy Advisor  

Report Number: RCN21-05-8 

  

1 Summary 

1.1 COVID-19 has brought a range of new challenges to Tasman businesses and the 

community. The Nelson Regional Development Agency (NRDA) has responded to these 

challenges through an expanded work programme over 2020/2021. This report provides a 

six-month update on delivery of objectives as outlined in the Statement of Intent 

(Attachment 1). The Statement of Intent was approved by Nelson City Council (as the 

owner of NRDA). Tasman District Council staff provided input to the Statement of Intent prior 

to approval. Objectives have largely been met with some changes required to adapt to the 

impact of COVID-19 as outlined in the report. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. Receives the Nelson Regional Development Agency - Six Month Activity Report,  

RCN21-05-8. 
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3 NRDA six monthly report on Statement of Intent 2020/2021 

3.1 This report was prepared by Jessica Bensemann, Nelson Tasman Economic Portfolio 

Manager. 

3.2 The 2020/2021 Statement of Intent for the NRDA focused on the delivery of Project Kōkiri, 

the region’s economic response to the impacts of COVID-19. Project Kōkiri scaled up some 

of the NRDA’s existing activities such as business support, decreased others such as 

business events and international tourism marketing and launched a range of new initiatives, 

including the ‘We’ve Got This’ and ‘Pick Nelson Tasman’ campaigns to attract domestic 

visitors and seasonal labour to the region. 

3.3 The NRDA received increased funding from both local and central government sources to 

deliver Project Kōkiri and make up for the shortfall from private sector funding. Nelson City 

Council provided an additional $250,000 for the year 2020/2021 and Tasman District Council 

provided $200,000. The NRDA received $1.48 million this year from central government to 

provide a range of programmes including the Regional Business Partner Network’s Business 

Continuity Planning programme, Tourism Transition Funding, development of a destination 

management plan, establishment of a regional events fund and work in the education to 

employment space. In comparison over the last two years, NRDA has received $346,000 

and $396,000 from central government. Central government funding is currently due to be 

around $500,000 in 2021/2022. 

3.4 The NRDA has supported businesses during the significant uncertainty that COVID-19 has 

created. For many businesses in the tourism sector, such as hospitality and recreation, the 

last 12 months has required a change in approach to ensure ongoing viability. Businesses in 

the region’s primary industries have faced challenges including access to seasonal labour 

and supply chain disruptions, as well as adverse weather events such as the Boxing Day 

hailstorm. The outlook is still uncertain and business confidence to invest remains shaky 

throughout New Zealand.  

3.5 Some highlights of NRDA’s work for the six months include: 

3.5.1 Providing an additional $0.9 million in central government funding for the delivery of 

one-to-one Business Continuity Support services and Tourism Transition Funding 

across Te Tau ihu since March 2020 through the Regional Business Partners 

programme. 

3.5.2 Attracting $1.8 million to the Nelson Tasman region through NZTE/Callaghan funding 

for research and development and business mentoring. Around 80 business in 

Tasman are intensively case managed to support applications through this component 

of the Regional Business Partners programme. 

3.5.3 Engaging Co.Starters, a Nelson Based business development specialist, to deliver two 

rounds of workshops to groups of start-up businesses. A food and beverage sector 

focused group is currently underway with funding from the Provincial Growth Fund, 

partnering with the Food Factory. 

3.5.4 Instigating campaigns to attract seasonal labour to Nelson Tasman, such as “Pick 

Nelson Tasman” with a focus on Tasman’s horticulture harvest. This has been 

followed up with the recent release of “Catch a Job” targeting the hoki season. 
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3.5.5 Consulting with local tourism providers and the community regarding the development 

of a new destination management plan that will set out the strategic direction for the 

region’s visitor sector. 

3.6 Over the first six months of 2020/2021, the NRDA adapted to the changing situation and 

adjusted its work programme as necessary. Project Kōkiri workstreams have largely been 

delivered as expected over the first six months of the year, with some delays or changes due 

to the ongoing impact of COVID-19, as explained in the six-month report  

(Attachment 2). This adaptation process has been governed by the Project Kōkiri 

Leadership Team, made up of a range of government agency and industry representatives 

and the Mayors of both Nelson City and Tasman District.   

3.7 Key priorities expected to be delivered by the end of 2020/2021 include an Economic 

Development Strategy that will set out a range of strategic initiatives to attract investment 

and a destination management plan, which will provide strategic direction for the local 

tourism sector. Supporting completion of Tasman’s Great Taste Trail loop is one of the top 

six actions within the Destination Management Plan. 
 

4 Tasman District Economic Update 

4.1 Overall, Tasman’s Gross Domestic Product only took a small hit in the year ending 

December 2020 (provisionally down 0.9%) as consumer spending rebounded post lockdown 

and primary sector exports remained strong. House price values have increased 8% year on 

year in Tasman, slightly below the national average of 13%. This has reduced housing 

affordability. However, for property owners, the effect of rising house values has supported 

the consumption of goods and services, for example through carrying out property 

renovations. 

4.2 Tourism expenditure for Tasman to the year ended December 2020 was $134 million, down 

from $146 million the year before. The impact of border closures to international visitors was 

not completely offset with increased spend from domestic visitors. 

4.3 The economic impact of COVID-19 on people in the community has been mixed. Jobseeker 

numbers in Tasman rose throughout the second half of 2020, from around 1,100 in February 

to around 1,600-1,700 throughout the second half of 2020. This has since fallen to 1,480 as 

at the end of April 2021 as seasonal labour opportunities increased over summer. 

Accommodation supplement recipients have increased from 2,900 in March 2020 to 3,200 in 

March 2021.    

 

5 Attachments 

1.⇩   NRDA Statement of Intent 2020/2021 165 

2.⇩   Nelson Regional Development Agency Six-Month Shareholder Report - December 

2020 

219 
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8.8  MACHINERY RESOLUTIONS REPORT   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Claire Galsworthy, Executive Support Officer - Executive and Council 

Services  

Report Number: RCN21-05-9 

  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The execution of the following documents under Council Seal require confirmation by the Council. 

RECOMMENDATION/S 

That the report be received and that the execution of the documents under the Seal of Council be 

confirmed. 

DRAFT RESOLUTION 

 

That the Tasman District Council  

1. receives the Machinery Resolutions report   and that the execution of the following 

documents under the Seal of Council be confirmed:  

a) Loan agreement – Tasman Bay Heritage Trust (TBHT) – 270 Trafalgar Street, 

Nelson, 7010 – The Council has loaned the total amount of $1,200,000 to TBHT 

for managing and administering the Nelson Provisional Museum. TBHT has 

repaid part of this loan.  

b) Deed of Assignment of Lease – Paul Fraser and Carla Pirrett – Update to new 

lessees to Paul Fraser and Carla Pirrett for one of the Jackett Island garages at 

11 Massey Street, Motueka. 

c) Deed of Lease and Deed of Surrender – Waypoints Aviation – Mark and Margaret 

Woodhouse – New agreement of lease with Waypoints Aviation for hangar at 

Motueka Aerodrome from Frank Frost who has surrendered his lease. 

d) Deeds of Variations – Ministry for the Environment and Tasman District Council, 

Waimea Inlet Enhancement and Waimea Inlet Billion Trees – Payments in 

Advance is deleted; recipient will submit request for payment of Grant with each 

Quarterly report. 
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8.9  CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S UPDATE REPORT   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Janine Dowding, Chief Executive Officer; Richard Kirby, Engineering 

Services Manager  

Report Number: RCN21-05-10 

  

1 Purpose of the Report  

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Council with an update on some key activity 

since my last report on 8 April 2021. A copy of the Council Action sheet is attached for the 

Council’s reference. 

1.2 This report also includes: 

1.2.1 a request that the Council approve the use of $40,000 from the 2020/2021 budget to 

implement the Tasman Climate Action Plan. This would be to insulate low-income 

homes in Tasman and to promote use of the Council’s bus service; and 

1.2.2 a request to form a joint Richmond Programme Business Case Panel with Waka 

Kotahi of eight members to:  

 approve engagement material on the Richmond Programme Business case 

including the emerging preferred programme;  

 hear any feedback on the emerging preferred programme; and  

 make recommendations to the Council and NZTA about the final preferred 

programme; and  

1.2.3 a request to provide delegations to the Golden Bay Community Board in relation to the 

Easter Sunday trading policy. 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1. receives the Chief Executive's Update Report RCN21-05-10; and 

2. approves a $20,000 funding contribution to the Warmer Healthier Homes programme 

within Tasman District in 2020/2021; and  

3. approves $20,000 expenditure to attract increased patronage of the Richmond to 

Nelson bus service via promotions and incentives, noting that the latter will include 

surveys collecting users’ feedback on the service; and  

4. notes the planned expenditure of $50,000 for producing and auditing a baseline 

inventory of Council’s greenhouse gas emissions; and 

5. notes the planned expenditure of $2,000 for promotion of the online FutureFit tool; 

and  

6. notes that the activities noted in the four preceding resolutions are to be funded 

from the Council’s Tasman Climate Action Plan budget for 2020/2021; and  

7. agrees to form a joint Richmond Programme Business Case Panel with Waka Kotahi 

of eight members to:  

a) approve engagement material on the Richmond Programme Business case 

including the emerging preferred programme;  

b) hear any feedback on the emerging preferred programme; and  

c) make recommendations back to Council and NZTA about the final preferred 

programme.   

8. appoints the following Councillors to the Panel: 

 Stuart Bryant (Chair), Dana Wensley, Mark Greening, Kit Mailing and Trevor 

Tuffnell; and 

9. notes that Waka Kotahi will appoint three of their key staff to the Panel. 

10. approves the request that the Tasman District Council delegate to the Golden Bay 

Community Board the power to propose and do all that is necessary to change the 

Local Easter Sunday Trading Policy as it relates to the Golden Bay Ward, up to but 

not including its adoption, under the Shop Trading Hours Act 1980. 
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3 Tasman Climate Action Plan Working Group  

3.1 The Tasman Climate Action Plan Working Group (the Group) has prepared a prioritised 

work programme for the 2020/2021 Tasman Climate Action Plan (TCAP) implementation 

budget. Staff from all departments are represented on the Group.   

3.2 Due to carryovers, the total TCAP budget for 2020/2021 is $207,704. To date, $48,590 has 

been spent on the LED light upgrade of the Richmond library building, $5,000 has been 

spent on an energy audit of Council’s activities, $3,000 has been used to purchase access 

to FutureFit software and $1,330 has been used as a contribution to the Climate Forum for 

venue hire. This leaves approximately $150,000 in the budget this financial year. From mid-

2021, funding to implement the TCAP will be incorporated within each of the relevant activity 

budgets across Council.  

3.3 The Group recommend the remaining 2020/2021 budget be allocated as follows:  

 Warmer Healthier Homes, $20,000  

 Bee Card promotions, $20,000  

 Measuring Council’s emissions baseline inventory and a one-off emissions scope and 

boundaries workshop, $50,000  

 FutureFit promotions, $2,000  

3.4 Each of these items is discussed further below. There is sufficient budget in 2020/2021 to 

complete all recommended actions. If the Council approves the recommendations in this 

report, the forecast underspend will be approximately $58,000.  

3.5 The Group have two proposals that require the Council’s approval:   

 Twenty thousand dollars ($20,000) to the Warmer Healthier Homes Programme; and 

 Twenty thousand dollars $20,000 to promote and survey Tasman residents on the use 

of the bus service.  

Warmer Healthier Homes Programme  

3.6 The Warmer Healthier Homes (WHH) Programme provides multiple benefits, including:   

 enabling qualifying low-income home owners to make their houses more 

energy efficient;   

 retrofitting of ceiling and underfloor insulation in these homes;  

 a reduction in use of firewood in wood burners, with a corresponding reduction 

in carbon emissions and winter time air pollution (from PM10); and   

 provision of warm, dry homes that contribute to community wellbeing as residents stay 

healthy, thus reducing the number of hospital admissions over winter.  

3.7 Tasman District Council has provided a total of $24,000 over the last two financial years to 

Warmer Healthier Homes and the programme has proven to be very popular. The Council 

contribution, along with other third-party funders (e.g. Network Tasman, Nelson Marlborough 

DHB, Rātā Foundation) has enabled 481 qualifying low income families in Tasman to live in 

warmer, drier and more energy-efficient housing.   

3.8 The Group recommends that the Council allocates an additional $20,000 towards the 

WHH programme. This aligns with the TCAP’s medium term action: 1(b)(iii) “Support local 
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Warmer Homes programme” over the years 2021-2024. An additional contribution of 

$20,000 from Council would enable the WHH Programme to leverage $180,000 of 

funding from the Efficient Energy Conservation Authority’s (EECA) Warmer Kiwi 

Homes Programme (a funding ratio of 1:9). All contributions from the Council will be spent 

within Tasman District.   

3.9 The Group note that, in response to early engagement on the Long Term Pan (LTP), the 

Council declined a request to include $50,000 per annum for Years 1-3 towards the WHH 

Programme within the draft LTP budgets. The WHH Trust has indicated in 

their recent submission on the LTP 2021-2031 that the programme has only approximately 

three years of work ahead, to complete insulation in all eligible homes (that they can 

identify). The Group therefore encourages the Council to support the 

programme now, while the opportunity to leverage such significant funding from EECA under 

the current 1:9 funding ratio is still available.   

Increasing Bus Patronage through Bee Card Promotion  

3.10 Post Covid-19 lockdown, bus patronage has declined and has not risen to its original 

numbers.   

3.11 The $20,000 proposed budget for this initiative will be used to research and promote use of 

the bus service. Our aim is to encourage new users to try the bus by providing free 

tickets. The free tickets (Bee Cards) would be accessed through completion of the 

survey. Staff hope that, by trying out the bus service, new passengers will recognise this as 

a feasible travel option for themselves and may continue to use the service in 

future. This proposal aligns with the TCAP action “...investigate options for increasing use of 

public transport...” Staff will use information from surveys to produce messaging to counter 

any misconceptions, and to help with reviews of the bus service.  

Council’s Emissions  

3.12 This financial year, the Group have set aside $50,000 for the scoping, measurement, 

reporting and auditing of Council’s baseline greenhouse gas emissions. Knowledge gained 

from the baseline inventory will be incorporated into a review of the TCAP. This work is the 

first action in the TCAP: 1(a)(i) (i) Undertake a baseline inventory by end of 2020; and then 

annual monitoring of Council's greenhouse gas emissions.  

FutureFit Promotions  

3.13 The Council has signed up to FutureFit for councils. This gives the Council insight into 

how residents are progressing with reducing their emissions. FutureFit measures and 

recommends actions to reduce a person’s carbon footprint, and allows them to form teams 

to compete for the biggest reduction in carbon footprint. Staff are trialling this tool this year, 

and will use the information to help form more targeted messaging around climate action for 

the District’s residents. The Group will use $2,000 to help promote and incentivise residents 

to use the FutureFit tool and partake in actions to reduce their carbon footprint. The TCAP 

action this aligns with is 4(a)(i) Promotion of innovations, changes and initiatives that 

individuals and businesses can take to reduce emissions, benefit from climate change and 

improve resilience.   
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4 Richmond Programme Business Case 

4.1 Engineering Services staff partnered with Waka Kotahi to form a project team for the 

Richmond Programme Business Case which is looking into the long term programme of 

work to address the transport issues in Richmond. 

4.2 The project team have been following Waka Kotahi’s Programme Business Case process 

which has included two workshops with key stakeholders.  Using feedback from the 

workshops and assessment of options, the project teams have identified an emerging 

preferred programme. The emerging preferred programme is made up of interventions on 

state highway, local roads and other operational activities. 

4.3 As part of the programme business case process, the project team would like to seek wider 

community feedback on the emerging preferred programme. It is intended that this 

community consultation will be undertaken in June 2021. 

4.4 Staff recommend that a joint panel, made up of Richmond Ward Councillors, the Regional 

Transport Committee chair and key Waka Kotahi staff, be created to provide governance for 

the pubic engagement process. The panel will approve engagement material, hear any 

feedback on the emerging preferred programme, and make recommendations back to staff 

and New Zealand Transport Agency about the final preferred programme. This process is 

expected to conclude in August.   

4.5 The final preferred programme will included for consultation via the future Long Term Plan 

and Regional Land Transport Plan. 

 

5 Strategic Workplace Taskforce 

5.1 The Council resolved at its December 2020 meeting that a Strategic Workplace Taskforce 

would be set up to respond to six resolutions and report back to Council within 12 months 

with findings and a recommendation on our future Richmond accommodation options. 

5.2 The Taskforce is well underway and there are five separate Workstreams tasked to respond 

to the various resolutions. We are: 

 Tracking the development of key changes to local government related to the Three 

Waters and RMA reform so that we may predict the impacts of these on our region 

and specifically on our organisation and therefore staffing needs for our future office 

accommodation. We have set ourselves a target of formulating our best forecast of 

how this may play out by June. 

 Reviewing and formulating a position on how we wish to work with a focus on a flexible 

workforce that can log in for work from anywhere and taking on board the lessons 

learnt from our response to the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 Reviewing the remote working policy as part of this Taskforce. 

 Identifying potential opportunities of co-locating with other organisations. 

 Identifying potential locations on either Council or privately owned land on which our 

future accommodation may be sited. 

5.3 I will provide regular updates on the Taskforce progress and if necessary seek early 

direction/support from the Council on key findings. We have set a date in October this year 

for a full workshop to report back and share the group’s findings. 
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6 Local Government Reforms  

6.1 Councillors will be aware of the announcement in late April from Hon Nanaia Mahuta 

regarding an independent review of local government. The purpose of the review is to: 

“identify how our system of local democracy and governance needs to evolve over the next 

30 years, to improve the wellbeing of New Zealand communities and the environment, and 

actively embody the Treaty partnership.”  

6.2 The terms of reference for this review are available on the Department of Internal Affairs 

website.  

6.3 We have set aside time for a Council workshop to discuss this review in the context of other 

reforms on 17 June at the conclusion of the Regulatory Committee meeting.  

 

7 Organisation Change 

7.1 In the last Chief Executive Report to Full Council on 8 April 2021, I provided an update that 

the four week consultation period for staff had closed and that the Leadership Team was 

preparing to deliberate on the submissions received. 

7.2 There were 65 submissions in total, made up of a combination of individual and group 

feedback, covering a range of topics and making constructive suggestions. There was a 

good level of support for change in order to better position the organisation to be agile and 

effective within a changing local government environment. The main themes of the feedback 

have been reflected in the final structure and a total of 17 changes to the proposed structure 

have been made as a result of staff feedback. A copy of the final structure is attached 

(Attachment 1).  

7.3 The Leadership Team have set a target date for implementation of the changes as 5 July 

2021 to align with the new financial year. A number of activities need to happen to put the 

new structure in place, largely in the Human Resources, Information Services and Finance 

areas of the Council. To ensure an efficient and timely transition, the Programme 

Management Office have been asked to coordinate and drive delivery of the operational 

tasks that need to be completed by 5 July in order for the organisation to transition to its new 

team structure. 

7.4 This transition is an important stage of the larger organisational strategy, which includes our 

refreshed vision, mission and values on which I provided a briefing to Councillors on 18 

February. Attachment 2 is the headline page of the Organisation Strategy for Councillors 

information. 

Human Resources Update  

7.5 The Human Resources statistics for the quarter ending March 2021 show that we have 340 

full time equivalent (FTE) and a headcount of 372. This has increased from the 330 FTE 

(headcount of 362) as at December 2020. Turnover for the quarter was 4.03% and the 12 

month rolling period is 10.8%. The new positions are listed below and have been off-set by a 

reduction in the number of fixed term employees which has reduced by 2 FTE.  

7.6 In October 2020, the Council established a Programme Management Office (PMO) to 

oversee the receipt and delivery of government economic stimulus funded project. This has 

resulted in additional Project Management staff.  

https://www.dia.govt.nz/Future-for-Local-Government-Review-Terms-of-Reference
https://www.dia.govt.nz/Future-for-Local-Government-Review-Terms-of-Reference
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Department New positions 

Community Development  Community Engagement & Outreach Specialist (fixed 

term 18 months) 

 Digital Learning & Digitisation Specialist (fixed term 18 

months) 

Corporate & Governance 

Services 

 Senior Legal Advisor   

Engineering Services  Transportation Planning Officer 

 Project Manager (fixed term 18 months) 

 Water Engineer - Treatment 

Environment & Planning  Consents Officer – Land Use 

 Principal Planner – Resource Consents 

 Project Manager – Jobs for Nature (fixed term 4 years) 

 Special Projects Analyst (fixed term 3 years) 

Information Services  Applications Specialist (Sharepoint) 

 Service Delivery Support Cadet (fixed term 12 months) 

7.7 Collective Agreement bargaining meetings with the Public Services Association Union have 

been scheduled for late June. Last year we negotiated for a two year term agreement and a 

zero salary increase for year one of the agreement. A minimum 1.5% mid-term salary grade 

increase was agreed for year two. Any increases above this will form the basis of the 

negotiations. We understand the Living Wage is expected to increase this year to $22.75 

gross per hour.     

7.8 Recruitment continues to remain consistent and we are currently at various stages of 

recruiting for a: 

 Consent Planner – Land Use (replacement)  

 Consent Planner – Subdivision (replacement) 

 Consent Planner – Natural Resources (replacement) 

 Senior Activity Planning Advisor – Water & Wastewater (new position) 

 Team Leader – Building Consents (replacement) 

 Team Leader – Building Compliance 

 Management Accountant (replacement) 

 Project Manager – Fish Passage Remediation, fixed term (new position) 

 Project Manager – Wetlands Restoration, fixed term (new position) 

 Maori Liaison Officer, fixed term (new position) 

 Building Support Officer (replacement) 
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 Library Assistant – Motueka (replacement) 

 Catchment Enhancement Officer (replacement) 

 Executive to Chief Executive (replacement) 

 Executive to Chief Operating Officer (new position) 

 Executive Assistant to Chief Information Officer (new position) 

 PMO Coordinator (replacement) 

 PMO Analyst (replacement) 

 PMO Manager (new position) 

 Chief Operating Officer (new position) 

 Administration Officer – Property Services (replacement) 

7.9 Since my last report, another 11 appointments have been made: 

 Digital Workplace Engineer (new position) 

 Building Compliance Officer – Pools, fixed term (replacement) 

 Enterprise Portfolio Manager (replacement) 

 Enterprise Portfolio Officer (new position) 

 Environmental Policy Administrator (replacement) 

 Team Leader – Water Supply & Wastewater (replacement) 

 Resource Scientist – Soils (fixed term 12 months) 

 Project Manager – Fish Passage Remediation, fixed term (new position) 

 Project Manager – Wetlands Restoration, fixed term (new position) 

 Maori Liaison Officer, fixed term (new position) 

 Building Support Officer  (replacement) 

 

8 Health and Safety  

8.1 There was an accident at Richard’s reserve in Motueka on 3 May where a child was injured 

due to a failure of a piece of sliding play equipment. The piece of equipment broke while the 

child was using it. He fell and the broken fitting fell on to his face. He received facial grazing 

and bruising and also hit his head when he fell. He was not seriously injured.   

8.2 Staff had discussions with the family and they were appreciative of staff contacting them.  

8.3 The contractor identified three other playgrounds that have the same equipment and that 

equipment was immediately decommissioned  

8.4 We are conducting an investigation into the matter and the contractor is re-checking other 

similar equipment throughout the District. I will provide an update once the investigation is 

complete.  
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9 People Management 

9.1 There have been four events reported by staff since my last report. Two events resulted in 

minor damage to a Council vehicle, one event was a near miss involving a Council vehicle, 

and one event was caused by sparking from a multi-plug box under a staff member’s desk.  

9.2 Through the recent Long Term Plan (LTP) consultation process we have noticed an 

increased number of submissions containing offensive remarks. Before the next LTP we will 

be developing a position on standards of submissions which may see those with offensive 

material rejected  

9.3 We are awaiting a date from our medical provider for this year’s flu vaccinations, and we’ve 

been advised that any staff over the age of 65 should be arranging to have their flu 

vaccination with their own doctor. This is because this year the vaccine for people over the 

age of 65 is different to the vaccine for people who are under 65. 

 

10 Golden Bay Easter Trading 

10.1 At its meeting on 13 April 2021, the Golden Bay Community Board considered the matter of 

Sunday Trading. The development of Easter Sunday Trading Policies is governed by the 

Shop Trading Hours Act 1990. This Act states that a council cannot delegate the power to 

make a final decision on whether to adopt, amend, revoke or replace a local Easter Sunday 

Trading policy. However, a council can delegate the steps in the process for preparing such 

a policy, provided the council makes the final decision. 

10.2 The wording of the Act follows:  

5D    Delegation of power in relation to local Easter Sunday shop trading policies 

1) A territorial authority may not delegate to a committee or other subordinate 

decision-making body, community board, or member or officer of the local 

authority the power to make a final decision whether to adopt, amend, revoke, or 

replace a local Easter Sunday shop trading policy, or to continue a local Easter 

Sunday shop trading policy without amendment following a review. 

2) Nothing in this section restricts the power of a territorial authority to delegate to a 

committee or other subordinate decision-making body, community board, or 

member or officer of the territorial authority the power to do anything before the 

exercise by the territorial authority (after consultation with the committee or body 

or person) of the power to adopt, amend, revoke, or replace a local Easter 

Sunday shop trading policy, or to continue a local Easter Sunday shop trading 

policy without amendment following a review. 

10.3 The Act also requires that a formal Special Consultative Procedure is followed in order to 

develop a local Easter Sunday Trading Policy.  

10.4 Council staff will be able to assist the Board to start preparing a local Easter Sunday Trading 

Policy after the Long Term Plan 2021-2031 is completed, with the formal process 

commencing in August 2021. The process should be able to be completed in time for Easter 

2022 if work commences about August.   

10.5 The Community Board passed the following resolution (GBCB21-04-1) at the 13 April 2021 

meeting: 
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Requests that the Tasman District Council delegate to the Golden Bay Community Board 

the power to propose, and do all that is necessary to change the Local Easter Sunday 

Trading Policy as it relates to the Golden Bay Ward, up to but not including its adoption, 

under the Shop Trading Hours Act 1980.  

10.6 The Council would need to grant the Board this delegation prior to the commencement of the 

policy development process. 

 

11 Waimea Community Dam inquiry/ review  

11.1 Staff have been asked to report back on a potential inquiry/review and have been working 

with an independent contractor to consider the scope.  

11.2 We anticipate being able to provide a report to the out of cycle Full Council meeting on 4 

June.  

 

12 Council Action Sheet 

12.1 The Council Action Sheet (Attachment 3) has been updated and is attached for Council’s 

information. 

 

Attachments 

1.⇩   Organisation Structure as of 5 July 2021 249 

2.⇩   Organisation Strategy Headlines 251 

3.⇩   Council Action Sheet 253 
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Action Sheet – Full Council as at 20 May 2021  

Meeting Date / Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

7 November 2019  

Moutere-Waimea Ward 

Reserves 

Report back to Full Council (in committee) 

including legal advice and other matters relevant 

to any decision to initiate the process to declare 

as reserve Council land not currently protected 

under the Reserves Act. 

Policy Advisor In progress. Kerensa Johnson presented to the 

Council at a briefing on 29 July 2020. Staff will 

meet with Wakatu as directed at that briefing 

and a further report will be presented at a later 

date.   

13 February 2020  

Appointment of Advisers to the 

Tasman Regional Transport 

Committee 

 Continue discussions with iwi and the NRDA 

regarding the appointment of advisers to the 

Tasman Regional Transport Committee 

Engineering 

Services 

Manager  

Economic adviser confirmed at Full Council 

meeting on 10 September 2020.  

Iwi discussions regarding an iwi representative 

are ongoing.  

22 October 2020     

Mayor’s Update Report  Keep the Council apprised of NPS 

Freshwater issues as they arise and are 

debated within the local government regional 

sector  

Environment & 

Planning 

Manager 

Ongoing - Update provided at the Regulatory 

Committee on 1 April 2021. 

Professor Skelton will provide an update on the 

planning processes on 24 June 2021 to the Full 

Council and relevant staff. This will include 

discussion on the plan development timetable as 

it relates to freshwater. 

25 February 2021    

Hangar Houses, Motueka 

Aerodrome  

 Timeline for review of the Motueka 

Aerodrome Development Plan 

Corporate and 

Governance 

Services 

Manager  
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Meeting Date / Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

Best Island – Access to 

Residential Properties  

 Report to Full Council regarding funding 

options including target rating 

Engineering 

Services 

Manager  

 

Chief Executive’s Activity Report  Standard process for Council workshops  Chief Executive A process has been developed and is ready to 

be implemented once it has been socialised with 

staff and elected members. 

Establishment of Golden Bay 

Recreation Park Management 

Committee 

 Appointment of Mayor’s nominee Mayor King  Will be discussed at the first meeting of the 

Recreation Park Management Committee. 

8 April 2021     

Golden Bay Marine 

Enhancement Group 

presentation  

 Report to Regulatory Committee focusing on 

how the Council may support the group’s 

aims.  

Environment & 

Planning 

Manager  

Presented to Regulatory Committee, 6 May.  

Complete  

Hamama Water Supply   Proceed with a binding referendum then 

consider a special consultative procedure 

regarding rating users on the Hamama Water 

Supply Scheme.  

 Undertake further conversations with the 

Hamama Water Supply Committee  

Engineering 

Services 

Manager  

Report to this meeting.  

Motueka Wastewater Treatment 

Plant – request for additional 

funding  

 Review the $380,000 shortfall from the 

NRSBU budget in the next two years as and 

when the NRSBU schedule the respective 

capital investment.  

Engineering 

Services 

Manager  

 

Treasury Report  Amend commentary in next report to reflect 

the Council’s non-exposure to the Emissions 

Trading Scheme.  

Finance Manager Completed and will be included in the next 

Treasury report to Full Council  
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Meeting Date / Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

Chief Executive’s Update   Utilisation of the roving camera in Chambers 

– ensure it is working  

Chief Executive  The technology is available and has been used 

at various meetings. Chairs will be reminded at 

meetings to consider use of the technology.  

Waimea Water Ltd – Draft 

Statement of Intent 2021-2022 

 Provide feedback to the Waimea Water Ltd 

Board asking them to consider their 

stakeholder engagement plan in terms of 

keeping the community informed and linking 

the plan to the performance targets within the 

statement of intent and to update the entity 

stakeholder informaiton to reflect current 

circumstances.  

Corporate and 

Governance 

Services 

Manager  

Completed 

Waimea Community Dam – 

Nelson City Council Funding 

Agreement  

 Advise Nelson City Council of the Council’s 

decision on the agreement 

Corporate and 

Governance 

Services 

Manager  

Completed 
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8.10  MAYOR'S UPDATE REPORT   

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 20 May 2021 

Report Author: Tim King, Mayor  

Report Number: RCN21-05-11 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 Welcome to today’s meeting.  

1.2 I would like to take this opportunity to thank both the Councillors and our staff for their 

marathon efforts over the past few weeks as we all read the 1709 submissions to the Long 

Term Plan and then met to hear those residents and ratepayers who chose to present their 

submissions to the hearings over four days.  

1.3 It was good to see so many people take an interest in the Council’s priorities for the next ten 

years. While many did not agree with how we are managing some of our big ticket items, it 

was great to see others support our strategy around growth, housing affordability, 

sustainability and climate change.  

1.4 We have some hard decisions to make when we finalise the plan at the end of next month.  

1.5 The Chief Executive and I are meeting with the chairs of the Top of the South iwi, along with 

Nelson Mayor, Rachel Reese and Marlborough Mayor, John Leggett on 14 May. I will 

provide a verbal update on those discussions at our meeting.  

1.6 Thanks to those Councillors who took the time to lay a wreath on behalf of the Council at the 

recent ANZAC Day services throughout the District. This is the first year that we have had a 

Council representative at every service in the District although, due to timing issues, we had 

to call on help from Carolyn Ellis from the Tapawera & Districts Community Council to do the 

honours on our behalf at the Tapawera event. Thank you Carolyn.  

1.7 I attach a letter from Hon Stuart Nash around the Government’s plans for freedom camping. 

Since then, the Minister has made some bold announcements on how he plans to tackle this 

issue on a national scale and I am sure any compliance will fall to us.  
 

2 Submission to the Nelson City Council Long Term Plan 2201-2031 Consultation  

2.1 Nelson’s Long Term Plan 2021-2031 Consultation Document was open for public 

consultation from Monday 22 March to 21 April 2021.  

2.2 On behalf of the Council, I signed a submission to the Nelson City Council Long Term Plan 

2021-2031 Consultation Document (see Attachment 1). The Council’s submission raises 

concerns on the level of investment Nelson City Council is planning for growth infrastructure 

and seeks additional funding from Nelson City Council towards the Waimea Community 

Dam.  
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2.3 The public consultation closed on 21 April 2021, prior to this Council meeting, meaning there 

was insufficient time for the Committee to approve the submission before the closing date. 

This report recommends that the Committee retrospectively approves the Council’s 

submission. 

 

3 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council:  

1. receives the Mayor's Update Report RCN21-05-11; and  

2. receives the Council’s submission to the Nelson City Council Long Term Plan 2021-

2031 Consultation (appended as Attachment 1); and 

3. agrees to retrospectively approve the Council’s submission to Nelson City Council 

(appended as Attachment 1); and 
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4 Mayoral Activity 

4.1 On 7 April, I opened the Under-13 national baseball competition held at Saxton Field. This 

included me taking a catch from one of New Zealander’s top pitchers. I’m happy to say I 

managed to catch the ball.  

4.2 Mayor Rachel Reese and I had our regular catch up meeting on 8 April 2021.  

4.3 The Chief Executive, Janine Dowding and I hosted the chairs of our District’s community 

associations on 9 April 2021. This was an opportunity for the chairs to meet each other, 

many for the first time, and to share their experiences with the wider group. We also 

provided some coaching on chairing meetings which was well received. Everyone 

appreciated the opportunity to network and to make contact so that in the future they can 

share any issues they may have with their peers.  

4.4 I attended and presented our future plans to most of the LTP consultation sessions held 

around the District. Thanks to Deputy Mayor, Stuart Bryant who filled in when we had two 

sessions at the same time.  

4.5 The Nelson-Tasman Civil Defence team held an exercise on 15 April at which many of our 

staff were involved. The exercise, “Ru Whenua” focused on a magnitude 8.2 earthquake 

which included a rupture of the Alpine Fault and caused the collapse of a number of 

significant buildings in Nelson City and Richmond along with landslips and rockfalls 

throughout the region. The scenario included Motueka being cut off from Richmond and 

Nelson due to bridge damage and the Takaka Hill road closed because of a large slip.  

4.6 I took the opportunity to visit the Civil Defence operations centre during the exercise and see 

many of our staff managing the response to the emergency as though it was the real thing. 

Congratulations to those who were involved including staff from both councils, iwi 

organisations and the emergency services. 

4.7 Daryl Wehner, outgoing chair of the Nelson Marlborough Institute of Technology was fare-

welled on 21 April 2021.  

4.8 I met with Ian Reade from FENZ on 22 April to discuss plans for the transition of rural fire 

services.  

4.9 Alsco opened their new $10 million building in Estuary Place, Richmond on 23 April. The 

company previously had two operations in Motueka and Nelson. The plant is carbon-efficient 

using a burner fuelled by wood pellets and a continuous batch washer that requires less 

water than other machines (5.4 litres of water per kilogram of washing compared with the 

previous 18 litres).  

4.10 There was a very good turnout at the ANZAC Day Service in St Arnaud where I laid a wreath 

on behalf of the Council.  

4.11 Building Assurance Manager, Ian McCauley, Team Leader – Land Use Consents, Katrina 

Lee and I met with the owners of Ruru Tiny Homes recently to learn about their business 

and their plans for expansion.  

4.12 I met with personnel from Fulton Hogan on 28 April 2021 to discuss the ongoing issue with 

the short supply of quarry material for roading and other infrastructure works.  

4.13 Chamber of Commerce Chief Executive, Ali Boswijk and I met for our regular catch-up on 28 

April 2021.   
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4.14 Julia Campbell the Regional Director of Kāinga Ora and I met on 29 April 2021. Julia was 

keen to see our plans for future housing development in Tasman District.  

4.15 The Project Kōkiri leadership team met on 29 April 2021 to discuss the first draft of the five-

year economic development plan for the region. The draft plan will be circulated more widely 

soon and I will share that with the Council when it is received.  

4.16 Mayor Rachel Reese and I met for our regular catch up on 3 May 2021.  

4.17 New ACT MP, Chris Baillie and I met on 3 May 2021. I took the opportunity to update him on 

our Long Term Plan and progress with the Waimea Community Dam.  

4.18 I spoke to the Council’s submission to the Nelson City Council’s Long Term Plan on 6 May 

2021.  

4.19 On 10 May 2021 I met with local developers to view their plans for a new development at 

Stagecoach Road near Mapua.  

4.20 The Cawthron Institute Trust Board meeting was held on 10 May 2021.  

4.21 I attended the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board meeting on 11 May 2021.  

4.22 Finally, I would like to acknowledge Reg and Vaila Hackwell who celebrated their 70th 

wedding anniversary with friends and family at their home in Brightwater recently. 

Congratulations to you both on an amazing achievement.  

 

Reg and Vaila with flowers from Tasman District Council 

Attachments 

1.⇩   Tasman District Council submission to Nelson City Council's Long Term Plan 261 

2.⇩   Letter from Hon Stuart Nash regarding Freedom Camping 265 
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20 April 2021 
 
 
Nelson City Council   
PO Box 645  
Nelson 7040  
  
submissions@ncc.govt.nz  
  
 

To the Mayor, Councillors and staff of Nelson City Council   
  
Submission to Nelson City Council Proposed Long Term Plan 2021 - 2031     
  
Our Councils have a long history of working together. This collaboration is particularly important in 
times of crisis, such as the response and recovery to natural disasters and Covid-19. Our 
partnership is also important in terms of strategic planning and economic investment for Nelson-
Tasman. Nelson and Tasman operate and function as a single economic market and business 
activity flows both ways across the Territorial Authority boundaries. The relative isolation of 
the Nelson and Tasman markets reinforces this interconnectedness. Nelson and Tasman rely to 
varying degrees on each other to sustain their respective economies, and generate significant 
economic benefits for each other.   
  
For these reasons, we are submitting on the Nelson City Council proposed Long Term Plan to 
raise our concerns on the level of investment Nelson City Council is planning for growth 
infrastructure and to seek additional funding from Nelson City Council towards the Waimea 
Community Dam.  
  
Investment in Growth Infrastructure and Housing Affordability  
  
We are concerned about Nelson City Council’s proposed population growth assumption 
for its 2021 Long Term Plan, especially the next three years. The assumed growth 
rate does not reflect what we are currently seeing across the region, or what we expect to see in 
the near future. The population growth assumptions are key to understanding the likely amount of 
future housing demand, planning appropriate infrastructure, and ensuring sufficient development 
capacity to meet that demand.  
  
Nelson City Council is assuming population growth of 4.5% over the next ten years, significantly 
lower than the 17% increase observed over the last ten years. Recent Stats NZ projections, which 
typically underestimate growth in our region, project growth for Nelson’s population over the next 
ten years of 6%, even under a medium growth scenario.   
  
According to the population assumptions adopted by Nelson City Council in November 2020, the 
low growth assumption means Nelson City Council has estimated demand for 35-80 new 
dwellings a year, for the next five years. This compares with actual figures of 348 new dwellings in 
2018/2019 and 264 new dwellings in 2019/2020. The significant proportion of holiday homes 
in Nelson and Tasman also creates additional demand for new dwellings, in addition to population 
growth.   
Given the link between the growth assumptions and the level of investment in growth 
infrastructure, we are concerned the Long Term Plan’s proposed infrastructure work programme 
will not supply a sufficient amount of serviced land. This increases the risk that Nelson will have a 
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shortfall in housing supply and that Tasman will continue to meet Nelson’s unmet housing 
demand, resulting in higher growth in Tasman than we have planned for in our Long Term Plan.   
  
The joint Urban Development Monitoring Report for the year ended June 2020 already highlighted 
the different development trends between the two Councils, with 491 new dwellings consented in 
Tasman (96 higher than the previous year), compared with 264 new dwellings consented in 
Nelson (84 lower than the previous year).   
  
Through our proposed Long Term Plan, Tasman is planning to invest more than $124 million in 
growth infrastructure over the next ten years to enable enough development capacity for a 14% 
increase in our population by 2031.   
  
We expect that Nelson-Tasman will continue to be an attractive location for both internal and 
international migrants, including New Zealander’s returning from overseas. If 
Nelson’s housing supply is unable to meet demand, this will result in a faster rate of 
development of Tasman residential land. Tasman District Council is likely to need to invest even 
more in growth infrastructure to continue to meet capacity requirements under the National Policy 
Statement for Urban Development. There is also a risk that growth pressures will require 
a greater amount of land to be serviced and zoned sooner than the zoning process or 
infrastructure programme determined by the Future Development Strategy.  
  
Any shortage in housing supply relative to demand will worsen the region’s housing affordability 
issues, detrimentally impacting our economy and overall community wellbeing. Median house 
prices increased by 60% in the past five years to June 2020 in our region, and Tasman and 
Nelson became the second and third least affordable areas in the country (behind Auckland). The 
last year has seen further significant increases in median house prices, with a 23% increase in 
Nelson, to $710,000, and a 13% increase in Tasman, to $750,000 (REINZ, February 2021).  
  
The potential shortfall in growth infrastructure and housing supply is inconsistent with 
your proposed Long Term Plan’s intent to focus on wellbeing by providing support to alleviate the 
housing crisis, and ensuring core infrastructure meets growing demand (two of the key issues in 
the Nelson City Council Long Term Plan Consultation Document).   
  
We ask Nelson City Council to review its growth assumption and its growth infrastructure work 
programme to ensure our regions continue to jointly meet demand, as agreed through the Future 
Development Strategy and the recommendations in the 2018 joint Housing and Business Capacity 
Assessment.   
  
Nelson City Council Funding Contribution to Waimea Community Dam  
  
Nelson City is a major beneficiary of Tasman District Council’s investment in the Waimea 
Community Dam, currently estimated to cost between $148 million and $164 million to complete. 
The dam will be completed in the first half of 2022, and then filled over the winter of 2022, 
becoming fully operational in October 2022. This will ensure it is ready to operate from the 
2022/2023 summer season. Businesses in Waimea and Nelson are already benefiting, directly 
and indirectly, from the transitional Tasman Resource Management Plan provisions which ensure 
that water restrictions are applied less often and are less severe than if the dam project had not 
proceeded.  Once the dam is operational, there will be both water supply security and additional 
water available, along with wider public benefits including improvements to environmental, cultural 
and recreational values.  
  
While we appreciate the $5 million Nelson City Council has agreed to provide, this amount was 
set at a time when the estimated costs for the project were $82.5 million. This contribution 
contributed to an equivalent of 515ha of extractive use capacity assigned to Nelson City 
Council. The original $5 million supported the assigned extractive capacity (76.6%) as well as a 
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contribution to the economic, environmental and community benefits (23.4%). This recognised 
that these wider benefits also flow to the Nelson City community, many of whom work in industries 
directly or indirectly connected to the economic activity in the Waimea area. Nelson City Council 
also benefits from the dividends it receives from Port Nelson and Nelson Airport, as these 
entities both benefit directly from the level of economic activity in Nelson and Tasman.   
  
We ask Nelson City Council to consider increasing your funding for the Waimea Community Dam 
project to $10.5 million. This would go a long way to realigning the Nelson City Council 
contribution with the benefits received by Nelson City, rather than having more of those benefits 
funded by Tasman ratepayers. This would ensure a more equitable outcome, especially in light 
of Tasman District Council’s cross-boundary funding of activities and institutions based in Nelson 
City.  
  
 

Yours sincerely  
  

  

  
  
Tim King  
Mayor, Tasman District Council 
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