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8 REPORTS 

8.1 GOLDEN BAY RECREATION PARK GRANDSTAND  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Lindsay McKenzie, Chief Executive 

Report Number: RCN17-07-01 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 In 2016, as part of the development of the new recreational facility, Council decided to 

remove the grandstand at the Golden Bay Recreation Park. All necessary approvals were 

obtained including an archaeological authority from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

(Heritage NZ). The Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust (the Trust) took three sets of 

court proceedings in December 2016 to try to prevent the Council removing the grandstand. 

The Trust was unsuccessful in all three proceedings. There is no legal impediment to 

removing the grandstand in accordance with the terms of the archaeological authority. 

1.2 In early 2016 Council sought proposals from grandstand supporters (who later formed the 

Trust) to restore and/or remove the grandstand. The opportunity was repeated several times 

throughout 2016 and 2017 and on 4 July 2017, the Trust submitted a draft proposal to 

Council (Attachment 1). We met the Trust on 11 July 2017 to discuss it. 

1.3 That proposal is not feasible, primarily because it does not set out how the Trust plans or 

intends to preserve and restore the grandstand.  It may be that an amended proposal will be 

submitted to the Council for its consideration but one had not been received at the date of 

writing this report. 

1.4 There is a bigger issue than a proposal per se. At the meeting on 11 July 2017 we asked 

about the Trust’s resources and ability to take on the project to preserve and restore the 

grandstand. We did not get the information that the Council needs to give it confidence that 

the Trust could deliver a workable and affordable preservation and restoration plan.  

1.5 It follows that if the grandstand is to be preserved and restored, onsite or elsewhere, it is 

more likely than not that Council will end up being responsible. 

1.6 Based on what was known when this report was written it is recommended that Council re-

confirm its June and December 2016 decisions to remove the grandstand. If there is a 

credible late proposal Council could give the Trust more time to consider its options and to 

‘resource’ up for a project. In that case an alternative resolution would need to be drafted. 

1.7 To that end we discussed the possibility with the Trust that one option they may like to 

consider is proposing is that the Council could remove the grandstand’s appendages (other 

than the rugby club rooms which are holding it up) then allow the Trust three months to 
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assess what has been revealed of the remaining structure and propose a preservation and 

restoration plan.  At the date of writing, we have not heard anything further from the Trust. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Golden Bay Recreation Park Grandstand report, RCN17-07-01; and 

2. notes the Environment Court Decision 2017 NZEnvC92 on the Golden Bay Recreation 

Park Grandstand; and 

3. notes that unbudgeted expenditure of approximately $150,000 has been incurred on 

legal and consultant fees to defend the proceedings and provide related support in 

response to the action taken by the Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust in the 

Environment Court; and 

4. confirms, as previously resolved by the Full Council on 9 June and 15 December 

2016, the decision to remove the grandstand including the associated structures; 

5. notes that the removal of the structures will be in accordance with the conditions of 

the Heritage NZ Archaeological Authority dated 21 November 2016; and 

6. agrees to the option of the grandstand roof being removed intact for potential future 

restoration and/or reuse subject to the removal being practical, feasible and within the 

budget provided in resolution 8 below; and  

7. agrees that other grandstand materials may be made available to interested parties 

who may wish to salvage or use them, subject to those parties meeting the cost and 

removing them from the reserve within a reasonable timeframe; and  

8. authorises staff to arrange and complete the work to remove the grandstand and to 

set aside the roof within a budget limit of $100,000; and 

9. requests a report back for further decision of Council in the event that the outcomes 

these resolutions seek cannot be achieved 

 

 

  



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 27 July 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 7 
 

It
e
m

 8
.1

 

 

3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to: 

3.1.1 provide an overview of the Environment Court decision on the Golden Bay Grandstand 

Community Trust’s (the Trust’s) three sets of proceedings against the Council and 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (Heritage NZ) to try to stop Council removing 

the grandstand; and 

3.1.2 ask Council to re-confirm its previous decisions to remove the grandstand.  

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The background to and context for the decisions that Council needs to consider are in the 

sections of the report that follow. The decision that you are being asked to make is whether 

or not to confirm your previous decisions to remove the grandstand or to accept a proposal 

from the Trust to preserve and restore it. 

4.2 On 7 April 2017 I wrote to the Trust’s solicitor to reiterate the Council’s standing offer to 

consider any workable proposals from the Trust regarding options for the future of the 

grandstand. That offer was made regardless of the outcome of the Environment Court 

proceedings. The Trust submitted a draft proposal dated 4 July 2017 (Attachment 1). Several 

of us met with the Trust in Takaka on 11 July to discuss it.  

4.3 The Trust’s draft proposal is not feasible or one that can be adopted or implemented. The 

main issue with it is that it focuses on the matters that the Council raised in the Court in 

defence of its processes and previous decisions (such as car-parking) rather than focusing 

on how the Trust plans to meet its objectives – which are to preserve and restore the 

grandstand. 

4.4 The parts of the proposal that do address the building are not logical and rely heavily on 

Council support, for example, there is a proposal to paint the squash courts then 

subsequently demolish them and to the request for Council support with a Demolition and 

Health and Safety Plan. 

4.5 At the meeting in Takaka on 11 July 2017, we set out what the Council would be looking for 

in a proposal. This included the Council being satisfied that –  

4.5.1 the Trust was properly constituted and operating in accordance with its constitution 

and/or deed; 

4.5.2 the Trust was solvent, was able to meet any award of costs against it, was able to fund 

the obligations it would take on under an agreement with Council and had a fundraising 

plan;  

4.5.3 the Trust had the necessary advisers, legal and professional and fund raising 

assistance to support it;  

4.5.4 the Trust had the quality relationships that would enable it to work effectively with 

Council and Heritage NZ among others to enable it to meet its objectives; 

4.5.5 consideration had been given to the costs of preparing and resourcing a Conservation 

Plan for the grandstand; 
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4.5.6 consideration had been given to the level of investment needed to restore the 

grandstand and make it operational again especially having regard for Amanda 

Coates’ evidence to the Environment Court; 

4.5.7 the Trust had the ‘where with all’ to take ownership of the grandstand and a lease 

interest in the ground if that was the path Council went down. 

4.6 The Trust advised that it was operating in compliance with its constitution/deed. Beyond that, 

I was unable get the assurances I sought. Unless something dramatic happens between now 

and the Council meeting on 27 July 2017 I have a duty to advise Council that the Trust does 

not have the resources to partner with the Council and community in preserving and 

restoring the grandstand. It is inevitable that the Council will be left to pick up the pieces. 

4.7 That is not to say that the Trust has not been effective – far from it. The strength of their 

advocacy and passion for the building was evident at the meeting. It was also evident in their 

approach to the legal proceedings, ability to garner support and supporters and to their use 

of social media. 

4.8 All of that noted, the Trust faces some practical difficulties. Until the squash courts and rear 

lean-to are removed, it does not know what it is up against if it plans to restore and preserve 

the building.   

4.9 At the meeting on 11 July 2017 we discussed the option of the Council removing the 

‘appendages’, making the building weather-tight and giving the Trust three months to decide 

if it still wanted to proceed. We invited the Trust to present that option to the Council to 

consider. That presentation is likely at the Council meeting. 

4.10 The Trust will still have its challenges. It is not open to any option other than leaving the 

grandstand in situ. They also consider the challenge of making the grandstand operational is 

limited to some cladding, paint and replacing the stairs. They do not accept Amanda Coates’ 

evidence about the work and the cost of making the grandstand operational again despite 

her evidence going unchallenged by the Trust’s experts in the Environment Court. 

4.11 There are uncertainties for the Council as well. There will be implications for the existing 

Gibbon’s contract which includes the demolition of the grandstand. The cost is likely to 

increase if demolition is further delayed or phased. Without a firm proposal it is hard to 

estimate what the likely cost to demolish the squash courts and toilet/kitchen lean-to will be 

or what the cost will be of closing in and making safe the parts of the grandstand which will 

be affected by the removal of the squash courts and lean-to.   

4.12 We do not yet know what the building consent requirements will be if the remaining 

grandstand/rugby clubrooms are to be made fully operational and brought up to building 

code. This includes car parking, toilets and so on. 

4.13 Those matters should be part of the Trust proposal in any event; unless the Council decides 

to undertake the work itself. 

 

Background to previous decisions 

4.14 Throughout the last 18 months, Council has received numerous reports on the issue of the 

grandstand at the Golden Bay Recreation Park. The reports containing the most relevant 

background information to the decisions sought in this report are: RCN16-06-03, RCN16-09-

19, RCN16-12-01 and RCN16-12-17. 
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4.15 Active planning for a community recreation facility on the Golden Bay Recreation Park began 

in 2010. A user group called the Golden Bay Shared Recreation Facility (GBSRFC) Inc. took 

the lead in planning and local fundraising, with the Council and Community Board taking a 

role in a working group. The new facility is 80/20 Council/direct community funded.  The 

building is a Council asset. The plans showed that the grandstand would need to be 

removed from the Recreation Park from the initial stages of the project onwards. The 

reasons for the grandstand being identified for removal were discussed in previous reports to 

the Council and in the Environment Court’s decision.  

4.16 Consultation has occurred at various stages in the project since before active planning for 

the project started in 2010, through until the Council’s Tenders Panel let the contract for the 

new facility to Gibbons Construction on 13 October 2015. For details of the consultation 

undertaken, please refer to report RCN16-06-03 considered by the Full Council at its 

meeting on 9 June 2016.  

4.17 Early in 2016, concerns from some members of the Golden Bay Community arose about the 

proposal to remove the grandstand to make way for the new building and a carpark. Despite 

the clear understanding of the majority of those close to the project and what the 

consultation plans showed, it came as a surprise to some that the grandstand was to go.  

Efforts from a sector of the Golden Bay community to retain the grandstand were made and 

continue.  

4.18 In March 2016 the Golden Bay Community Board asked the Council to call for proposals 

from the community to retain but relocate the grandstand. The Council was to consider any 

proposals before the end of August. Council advertised the opportunity to remove the 

grandstand in April 2016. No proposals were received. Advocates for retaining the 

grandstand then began e-mailing, letter writing and threatened legal action.   

4.19 In June 2016 Council considered a report discussing the future of the grandstand. The report 

recommended that Council confirm that the grandstand be removed at the end of the local 

rugby season. The report noted that “this is not a case of saying that the arguments put 

forward for retaining the grandstand have no merit. Rather it’s a case of making a choice 

when resources are limited. While it appears that the grandstand may have been 

constructed in 1899 and therefore qualifies as an archaeological site under the Heritage New 

Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014, building the new facility and restoring the former Golden 

Bay County building should be the priority. Their combined cost is over $5 million and that 

will give the community best value in terms of its recreational needs and respect for its built 

heritage”. 

4.20 At that meeting, a number of reasons were put forward as to why the grandstand should be 

removed including:  

 the ongoing costs associated with retaining the grandstand on site (e.g. ongoing 

maintenance, pan charges, electricity charges); 

 the potential costs of seismic upgrade of the grandstand, including what impact the 

possible removal of the squash courts, toilets and rugby clubroom would have – 

estimated cost in excess of $580,000 (consultant’s estimate); 

 provision of carparking occupied by the grandstand and required for the grandstand if it 

stays;   

 stormwater drainage issues; 
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 aesthetics; 

 access and public safety; 

 impact of the grandstand on function room use; 

 fire rating of the grandstand; and 

 financial implications for the new facility if the clubroom underneath the grandstand is to 

be retained.  

4.21 The Council passed the following resolution at the meeting:  

CN16-06-8  

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Grandstand Removal report RCN16-06-03; and 

2. confirms that the grandstand building at the Golden Bay Recreational Park will 

be removed at the end of the 2016 rugby season to enable the clubroom and 

toilet facilities to be used until the end of the season; and 

3. notes that part 2 of this resolution is subject to the granting of an authority to 

modify or destroy the grandstand under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014; and 

4. declines the request to reinstate the southern stairs at the grandstand. 

4.22 The grandstand was also discussed by Council at its meeting on 22 September 2016 

through the Chief Executive’s report. This discussion followed a resolution from the Golden 

Bay Community Board, which was: 

GBCB16-08-4 

That the Golden Bay Community Board 

1. receives the Takaka Grandstand Report to Golden Bay Community Board: 

Report RGB16-08-07; and 

2. recommends to Council that no demolition order, in respect of the grandstand, 

will be given until Full Council have had the opportunity to receive the 

grandstand decision from Heritage New Zealand; and 

3. recommends that the Grandstand Group and any other significant stakeholders 

be given the opportunity to make a full presentation to Full Council as part of the 

meeting at which the Heritage decision regarding the grandstand is received. 

4.23 At the Council meeting on 22 September 2016, I recommended that the Council advise the 

Board that the course of action they recommend is likely to be the course of action followed. 

The Council passed the following resolution: 

CN16-09-32  

That the Full Council advises the Golden Bay Community Board that the course of 

action the Board seeks in relation to the demolition of the Takaka grandstand is likely 

to be the course of action Council takes. 
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Heritage New Zealand Decision  

4.24 In November 2016, Council received Heritage New Zealand’s decision on our request for an 

archeological authority to remove the grandstand. The decision was to grant Council 

authority to remove the grandstand subject to certain conditions.   

4.25 Council agreed not to appeal the conditions at its meeting on 1 December 2016, as follows: 

CN16-12-3  

That the Full Council 

1. receives the A&P Association's Request for the Takaka Grandstand Stairs to be 

Re-Instated report RCN16-12-01;  

2. notes that the grandstand building has received an initial engineering 

assessment of “potentially earthquake prone” with a “provisional rating of 31% 

of new building standard”; and 

3. notes that the decision of Heritage New Zealand that the grandstand can be 

removed is still subject to an appeal period of 15 days from Monday 21 

November 2016; and 

4. declines the request dated 28 October 2016 from the Golden Bay A&P 

Association to reinstate the stairs to the grandstand at the Golden Bay 

Recreation Park, whether or not the decision of Heritage New Zealand is that the 

grandstand can be removed once the appeal period has elapsed; and  

5. agrees not to appeal the conditions contained in the Heritage New Zealand 

authority number 2017/389: N26/308 for Council to remove the grandstand.  

4.26 The Council considered a further report at its meeting on 15 December 2016. The primary 

purposes of that report were for Council to provide an opportunity for key stakeholders to 

present their views to Council; and to seek a decision from Council on whether to act on the 

authority received from Heritage New Zealand to remove the grandstand. At that meeting, I 

also advised Council that the Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust had appealed the 

decision to the Environment Court. Council resolved as follows: 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Golden Bay Recreation Park Grandstand decision from Heritage 

New Zealand report RCN16-12-17; and 

2. receives the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) decision authority 

number 2017/389: N26/308 for Council to remove the grandstand; and 

3. notes that the Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust Inc has appealed 

HNZPT’s decision to grant an archaeological authority to Council to demolish 

the grandstand (the Archaeological Appeal); and 

4. agrees, as previously resolved by the full Council on 9 June 2016, to demolish 

the grandstand: 

(a) in accordance with the conditions of the HNZ Archaeological authority 

dated 21 November 2016; and 

(b) subject to the resolution, strike-out or withdrawal of the Archaeological 

Appeal; 

5. notes that the removal of the grandstand may occur in a manner that enables the 

materials to be made available to interested parties who may wish to salvage or 

rebuild the grandstand elsewhere, subject to external funding. 
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Environment Court Proceedings and Decision 

4.27 The Trust took three sets of proceedings against Council in the Environment Court: 

4.27.1 Declaration application: an application for a declaration that Council failed in its 

consultation obligations under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA). This 

application was struck out by the Court as consultation obligations under the LGA 

were not within the Environment Court’s jurisdiction; and 

4.27.2 Archeological appeal: an appeal against the decision by Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga to grant Council an archaeological authority to remove the 

grandstand; and   

4.27.3 Enforcement order application: an application for an enforcement order under the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) constraining the Council from removing 

(among other things) the grandstand.  

4.28 Council was the respondent to the proceedings, along with Heritage New Zealand for the 

archaeological appeal. It has cost Council approximately $150,000 (incl GST) on legal and 

consultants fees as a consequence of the proceedings. This was unbudgeted expenditure.  

I am asking Council to note this expenditure.  

4.29 The Environment Court heard the proceedings on 10-11 March 2017. Judge Dwyer 

presided, along with Commissioners Kernohan and Mills. The Court issued its decision on 29 

July 2017.   

4.30 The decision is attached for Councillors’ information (Attachment 2).   

4.31 The Court found in favour of Council and Heritage NZ and dismissed the archeological 

appeal (with costs reserved) and declined the application for enforcement orders (with no 

reservation of costs). There is a 15 day appeal period on the decision to decline the 

enforcement order application, which ends on 20 July 2017. At the time of writing this report, 

the appeal period for the decision had not expired. I have outlined further details on the 

decision below. 

Appeal against Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga decision to grant Council approval 

to remove the grandstand 

4.32 The Environment Court dismissed the appeal on the ground that the Trust had no status to 

bring the appeal, and in the alternative, that the appeal fails on its merits. Accordingly the 

decision of Heritage NZ stands. Amongst other things, the Court noted:: 

“We do not propose to discuss the merits of the Trust’s appeal against the HNZ 

determination in any detail. The Trust has failed to present any case at all on the 

archaeological basis of HNZ’s decision and formally conceded that it did not challenge the 

archaeological evidence advanced in support of the application. We simply record that we 

accept the evidence on the merits of the application advanced on behalf of HNZ…” (para 23) 

 “We conclude that the Trust has failed to establish that it is a person directly affected by the 

application for an archaeological authority and accordingly had no status to appeal against 

the grant of the authority.” (para 33)  

4.33 In commenting on the consultation undertaken by the Council, the Court noted that they 

were satisfied from the evidence that “a wide ranging and comprehensive programme of 

consultation was undertaken as to the Facility proposal which clearly required removal of the 

grandstand…” (para 36). 
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Enforcement Order application 

4.34 Through the enforcement order application, the Trust sought to prevent the removal of the 

grandstand and the reinstatement of the external stairs previously removed by Council. The 

Trust contended that removal of the grandstand would be offensive and objectionable to 

such an extent that it would be likely to have an adverse effect on the environment in 

accordance with s 314(1)(a)(ii) of the RMA.  

4.35 The Environment Court concluded that it would be inappropriate to grant the application 

notwithstanding the national importance aspect of the historic heritage issue.  The Court 

noted, amongst other things: 

 “We consider that because it possesses these amenity and historic heritage values the 

Grandstand is a building whose demolition could potentially be found to be offensive and 

objectionable to the extent that it might cause anger or annoyance and/or be repugnant… 

However whether or not it is in fact offensive or objectionable or alternatively whether the 

Court should exercise its discretion to grant the Trust’s application require the Court to 

‘weigh all the relevant competing consideration and ultimately make a value judgment on 

behalf of the community as a whole’. That weighing requires us to have regard to a number 

of factors as well as the amenity and historic heritage values that we have identified.” (para 

86) 

“In reaching our decision it is appropriate that we have at least some regard to the 

consultation process undertaken in determining to proceed with the Facility in the form and 

position that it is.  We are hesitant to interfere with the outcome of that process solely on the 

basis of the loss of amenity arising from demolition of the Grandstand when that loss is 

counter balanced (and arguably outweighed) by the amenity value of the Facility.” (para 87) 

‘Insofar as historic heritage factors are concerned, we find that the historic heritage values of 

the Grandstand have been substantially diminished by the various unsympathetic additions 

which have been made to it over the years…” (para 88) 

“Her [Amanda Coates’] conclusion ‘that significant parts of the Grandstand would need to be 

reconstructed if it was going to continue to be used’ was not challenged in cross 

examination, nor was it directly contradicted by any other expert witness. We accept that 

conclusion.” (para 92) 

 Proposal by Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust – 4 July 2017 

4.36 Since about April 2016, Council had been saying to the grandstand supporters and latterly 

the Golden Bay Grandstand Community Trust, that if they wish to retain the grandstand then 

they should submit a proposal for its retention and restoration, including its potential 

relocation. In an email to the Grandstand Trust on 2 September 2016, Mayor Kempthorne 

concluded by stating “I hope that this sets out my thinking and provides you with a steer i.e. 

the Save the Grandstand team needs to develop its thinking and planning in the event that 

the grandstand is authorised to go, just as we are doing if it has to stay”. The Mayor, 

Councillors, Community Board members and executive staff also met with the Grandstand 

Trust and supporters on numerous occasions and requested a proposal from them. 

4.37 No proposal was received by Council prior to the release of the Environment Court decision 

in late June.  

4.38 In early July, the Trust submitted a draft proposal, contained in Attachment 1. The proposal 

has the grandstand remaining in its current location. It attempts to address some ancillary 

matters like carparking in order to enable the new facility to be opened. It provides for 
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unsealed carparking at both ends of the playing fields and down on the lower level by the 

tennis courts, both of which are not practical for a variety of reasons.   

4.39 The proposal requests Council support to: 

4.39.1 create a demolition and health and safety plan to demolish the add-on structures 

around the grandstand, using construction experts in this field; 

4.39.2 “spruce up” the grandstand; 

4.39.3 prepare a comprehensive report into the grandstand’s structural integrity. 

4.40 The proposal doesn’t address the key matter of who will ultimately upgrade and pay for the 

work on the grandstand and who will pay the ongoing operational and maintenance costs.   

4.41 As discussed earlier in this report, Council representatives and two members of the Golden 

Bay Shared Recreation Facility Inc. met with members of the Trust and their supporters on 

11 July 2017 to discuss their proposal.     

4.42 If Council decides to accept that proposal or a similar proposal to retain the grandstand in 

situ, you may have an obligation to further consult the community. That is because it is well 

established now, including by the Court, that the consultation undertaken to date has been 

based on the grandstand being removed. Also, if the Council wishes to enter into a lease to 

the Trust for the land occupied by the grandstand, the Council would need to go through a 

public notification process under the Reserves Act 1977.  

 

5 Options 

5.1 Council has the following options to consider: 

5.1.1 Option 1: Remove the grandstand in accordance with the conditions of the Heritage 

New Zealand authority, subject to there being no appeal on the Environment Court’s 

decision; and  

5.1.2 Option 2: Remove the grandstand in a manner that enables the building to be re-built 

on an alternative site elsewhere, subject to an alternative funding source being 

available; and 

5.1.3 Option 3: Accept a proposal from the Trust to preserve and restore the grandstand in 

situ or elsewhere. Such a proposal could be the one appended to this report or the 

Trust may suggest an amended staged proposal as noted in para 4.9. 

5.2 Option 1 – the advantages of option one are that this option would have the least cost to 

Council and ratepayers; it would be the easiest option to achieve; it is consistent with 

proposals Council has previously consulted with the public on; and it would enable the new 

facility to be opened at the earliest time. Some organisations and members of the public will 

be happy with the decision to remove the grandstand.  

5.3 The disadvantages of this option are that the grandstand will not be available for use by 

spectators in the future, any heritage values that the grandstand has will be lost (although an 

archaeologist will be present during the demolition to record any heritage information) and 

there will be some organisations and members of the community that will be unhappy with 

the decision. 

5.4 Our recommendation is to adopt option 1 with the Council volunteering to salvage the 

grandstand roof subject to that being practical, feasible and within budget. 
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5.5 Option 2 – the advantages of this option are that there is a possibility that any heritage 

values of the grandstand may be able to be retained by re-erecting and upgrading the 

building on an alternative location, possibly at the Recreation Park. Some members of the 

community will be happy with the decision to provide the opportunity for the grandstand to be 

relocated. The disadvantages of this option are that: 

5.5.1 there will be additional costs in dismantling the building carefully to enable it to be re-

erected, which may need to be borne by Council; and 

5.5.2 there is uncertainty that the building will have sufficient integrity to be re-erected; and 

5.5.3 an alternative location will need to be found for the building; and 

5.5.4 an organisation will need to agree to pay for the re-erection of the building and its 

ongoing maintenance costs (unless Council agrees to fund these aspects of the work).   

5.5.5 there is uncertainty as to whether another organisation could raise the funds needed 

for this work; and 

5.5.6 there will be additional time required to do this work; and  

5.5.7 the additional time is likely to lead to delays in the new facility being open for use; and  

5.5.8 Council resources and project management consultants will be needed to continue 

working on the project at unknown and unbudgeted costs; and  

5.5.9 the history of the grandstand being connected to the Golden Bay Recreation Park and 

the A&P Show will be lost if the grandstand is not relocated elsewhere on the Park. 

5.6 Option 3 – the advantages of this option is that it offers the possibility of retaining the 

amenity and heritage values of the grandstand in situ or elsewhere. If the Trust can deliver 

this option then the costs to ratepayers generally are minimised. The disadvantages mostly 

relate to the impact of the new facility and the cost of needing to find ‘workaround’ to enable 

the new facility to function as intended. As advised, this option is likely to require community 

consultation. A staged proposal is likely to extend the period of uncertainly for and conflict 

within the community. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Council has changed its approach to its financial and asset management strategies. These 

changes are set out in the Long Term Plan 2015-2025 (LTP). While it is early days, there is 

good evidence that the strategy is achieving its financial objectives based on rates and debt 

levels. 

6.2 Investment in community facilities was acknowledged to have been at a high level in the 

past. The Golden Bay Community Recreation Facility remained a priority. Other projects 

were deferred.  

6.3 I advise Council to adhere to its strategy. If there is to be a departure through agreeing 

additional funding towards the grandstand, then any investment in the grandstand should be 

assessed against other calls to bring spending forward and other Council priorities. 

6.4 A decision on the future of the grandstand carries risks whatever is decided. The financial 

risks of retaining it, as well as the risks to the new facility, are covered in this report.  

6.5 Other key risks include: 
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6.5.1 reputational risks as a result of supporting or failing to support the GBSRF and/or the 

Trust and its supporters; and  

6.5.2 being seen as a vacillating unreliable principal to a contract; and  

6.5.3 further delays to the full opening of the new facility if the grandstand stays in its current 

location, as the carparking required to meet the conditions of the building consent will 

not be constructed; and  

6.5.4 the risk of fire transfer between the grandstand and the new facility should a fire break 

out, due to the close location of the grandstand and the new facility; and  

6.5.5 if Council agrees to allow re-erection of the grandstand at an alternative location (if this 

is feasible) there is the risk that the community group responsible may not be able to 

raise sufficient funds to undertake the work and to do any seismic upgrade required for 

the building to be used; and  

6.5.6 litigation, protests and threats.  

6.6 It is Councillors’ role to make fact and value based judgements in such circumstances and 

your duty is to consider the best interests of the district when you do. 

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 Over the years, there has been a great deal of consultation on the Golden Bay Community 

Recreation Facility project, which included the removal of the grandstand. It has been 

contained in Council’s Long Term Plans since at least 2009. In the Draft Annual Plan 

2014/2015 Council proposed removing the project from the work plan. Following strong 

support from the Golden Bay community for the project, Council decided to put the project 

back into the final Annual Plan.   

7.2 The feasibility study for the new facility project undertaken in February 2013 noted that “The 

feasibility study confirmed the need for the facility, that it was supported by the community 

and that it should be operationally viable. The feasibility study noted that the new facility 

would replace the ageing grandstand and clubrooms at the Golden Bay Recreation Park”.   

7.3 Since the early beginnings of the project, the concept plans have shown that the grandstand 

would no longer be on the site.  

7.4 Much of the consultation on the project has been undertaken by the local Golden Bay 

Shared Recreation Facility Committee (GBSRFC), which includes representatives from 

many of the groups that use the Recreation Park. Consultation on the facility project, 

including its location on the Park, had been undertaken with local sporting clubs and the with 

the wider community (e.g. at Golden Bay A&P Shows).   

7.5 In 2014 Council (itself) also undertook a wider community consultation exercise on the 

concept plans for the new facility. The facility design and location largely conforms to the 

concept plans consulted on at that time, which also included the removal of the grandstand.   

7.6 The Council should have been able to rely on all the consultation that has been undertaken 

for its decision making processes. The Environment Court’s decision recognises this 

situation. The people currently expressing concern over the grandstand removal had the 

opportunity to engage in the consultation processes undertaken but did not do so.  
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7.7 The decision to remove or demolish the grandstand was subject to the granting of an 

authority to modify or destroy the grandstand under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014, which was received by Council.  

7.8 Here is a recap on the Council’s legal obligations in relation to planning, decision making and 

accountability. 

7.9 Consultation that the Council undertakes must –  

7.9.1 provide persons affected of interested in the decision with reasonable access to 

relevant information; 

7.9.2 encourage people to present their views and provide a reasonable opportunity for them 

to do so; 

7.9.3 give clear information about the purpose of the consultation; 

7.9.4 receive views with an open mind; 

7.9.5 leave a clear record of the decisions;  

7.9.6 provide processes for Maori. 

7.10 It is up to the Council to decide the extent to which these principles are observed in any 

circumstances taking into account the extent to which the current views and preferences of 

persons who will or may be affected or have an interest in the decision are known to the 

Council. So there is no legal obligation to further consult in this case if your earlier decision is 

unchanged and as you will know, there is no obligation to take a position that is advocated to 

you – even one that has majority support.  

7.11 However if the Council changes its position and agrees to leave the grandstand in its current 

location, it may need to re-consult, given it is a change to its stated position and that it 

reached this position following extensive public consultation.  

7.12 There are other factors that the Council must have regard to in complying with the decision 

making provisions in the Local Government Act including the principles in s.14 of the Act, 

Council’s resources and the extent to which the nature of the decision, or the circumstances 

in which it is taken allow the Council the scope to consider options, or the views and 

preferences of persons. 

7.13 Among the s 14 principles that are relevant here are –  

7.13.1 Openness; 

7.13.2 The views of all communities; 

7.13.3 Your (strategic) priorities and desired outcomes; 

7.13.4 Collaboration with other bodies; 

7.13.5 Prudent stewardship of resources; and 

7.13.6 Effective future management of assets. 

7.14 While you can never be sure, the law as it now stands and the extent of consultation 

undertaken by the Council, GBSRFC and the Community Board involvement should give you 

confidence that your current position is beyond successful legal challenge. 
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8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 The financial implications of the options are not currently known. Given the time that the 

Court case has taken, the contract with Gibbons for removing the grandstand will need to be 

re-negotiated. Exactly what needs to be renegotiated and what the costs will be depends on 

what the Council decides the path forward should be. 

8.2 In late 2016, estimates were obtained to remove the structure in accordance with the 

Heritage NZ authority. The estimate was ~$40,000 excluding GST. The estimate to demolish 

the associated buildings and remove the grandstand for later reconstruction was ~$92,000.   

8.3 We recommend that a $100,000 budget limit be set for removal of the grandstand with the 

possibility of retaining the roof intact. 

8.4 The unbudgeted operational costs of defending the Council’s position in the Court has been 

charged to the Community Facilities area – Grandstand. 

8.5 It is proposed that the cost of removing the structure be loan funded. 

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 The decisions being sought in this report are of moderate significance overall in the Golden 

Bay area, but of low significance in the rest of the district. As noted above, Council has 

already consulted extensively and it has a good understanding of the views of the groups 

that seek to retain the grandstand through the consultation it has undertaken. I consider that 

further consultation is not required prior to making a decision to demolish the grandstand.  

However, if Council wishes to consider retaining the grandstand, it may wish to consult the 

community, as it is a change from the previous proposal consulted on.  
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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? Moderate in 

Golden Bay, 

low in the rest 

of the District 

There are some members of the public in 

Golden Bay that have a high degree of 

interest in this matter, whether the decision 

is to remove the grandstand or retain it.  

There does not seem to be much interest in 

the matter from elsewhere in the district.  

However, if the costs of this project 

increase, it could get much wider interest.  

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 

High 

The decision to demolish the grandstand will 

mean that the building will be removed 

permanently.  

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

Low 

The grandstand is not a strategic asset in 

Council’s Significance and Engagement 

Policy.  

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level of 

service provided by Council? 

Low 

The removal of the grandstand will mean 

that people will not be able to view the A&P 

Show or games at the Recreation Park from 

a grandstand.  There will be some limited 

viewing of the Park from the mezzanine floor 

of the new Facility.   

This matter does not affect Council’s stated 

levels of service.  

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 It is clear from the consultation material and information that has been in the public domain 

that the grandstand was to be removed, even if that is not accepted by some people.  

10.2 There is no need to consult on the decisions that are recommended as in the past year the 

issue has had a major airing in the community and the feedback from that further informs 

your decision. 

10.3 Council is therefore advised to confirm that the grandstand is to be removed.    

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 If the Council adopts the recommendations and that no acceptable proposal is tabled by the 

Trust and adopted by Council, staff will secure a contract to remove the grandstand in the 

manner agreed and will complete the site works. 
 

12 Attachments 

1.  Draft Proposal by Golden Bay Grandstand Trust  21 

2.  Environment Court Decision  27 
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8.2 HARRY RANKIN STREET STORMWATER UPGRADE  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Mike Schruer, Utilities Manager 

Report Number: RCN17-07-02 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 Surface flooding has affected the private property at 40 Staples Street, Motueka for a 

number of years. The flooding is now impacting on the hazelnut trees and storage sheds on 

the site. 

1.2 At its meeting on 29 June 2017, the Engineering Services Committee recommended to the 

Full Council that the Engineering Services Manager review the stormwater flooding situation 

at 40 Staples Street and determine what is required, and that he be given delegated 

authority to implement a solution with funding up to $200,000. 

1.3 Subsequent to the Engineering Services Committee meeting, a solution has been found that 

could be implemented for under $150,000. 

1.4 This report recommends that the Full Council approve the Engineering Services Committee’s 

recommendation (ESC17-06-08). 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Harry Rankin Street Stormwater Upgrade report RCN17-07-02; and 

2. agrees to upgrade the stormwater network in Harry Rankin Street at an estimated cost 

of $150,000, to be funded from the Secondary Flow Management Initiatives in the 

2017/2018 financial year.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To obtain funding approval from the Full Council to divert stormwater from the private 

property at 40 Staples Street, Motueka to the stormwater pipeline in Fearon Street. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 A private property at 40 Staples Street is experiencing extended periods of flooding following 

rain events. This is aggravated by the discharge from land drains previously installed by the 

Tasman District Council. This proposal is to behead the land drain and redirect the 

stormwater flows into the 1200mm stormwater pipe in Fearon Street. This is estimated to 

cost less than $150,000. 

4.2 Some flooding issues are likely to remain on the property once the stormwater from Harry 

Rankin Street has been diverted to Fearon Street. This is because part of the site at 40 

Staples Street has been excavated in the past creating a low spot which will need additional 

drainage. 

4.3 At the Engineering Services Committee meeting on 29 June 2017, the Council agreed that 

the Engineering Services Manager should review the stormwater flooding situation at 40 

Staples Street and determine what is required. The Council delegated authority to the 

Engineering Services Manager to implement a solution up to $200,000 once a funding 

source is identified.  

4.4 There is a budget of $148,302 for Secondary Flow Management Initiatives in the 2017/2018 

financial year but it is unlikely that this work will progress this financial year. Therefore, this 

funding is available to address the issue at 40 Staples Street. 

 

5 Conclusion 

5.1 It is recommended that the Full Council approve the upgrade of the stormwater network in 

Harry Rankin Street with funding from the Secondary Flow Management Initiatives in the 

2017/2018 financial year. 

 

6 Next Steps / Timeline 

6.1 Once the funding is approved by Full Council a variation order will be issued to a contractor 

on the Supplier Panel to undertake the work, subject to the receipt of a competitive quote 

from the selected contractor. 

 
 

7 Attachments 

Nil 
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8.3 REFERRAL REPORT - POOLE STREET, MOTUEKA - STORMWATER UPGRADE   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Robert Workman, Asset Engineer - Stormwater  

Report Number:  RCN17-07-03 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 At its meeting on 29 June 2017, the Engineering Services Committee recommended to the 

Full Council that the Poole Street stormwater upgrade works be bought forward – 

Attachment 1 (RESC17-06-03). 

1.2 This report recommends that the Full Council approve the Engineering Services Committee’s 

recommendation.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Referral Report - Poole Street, Motueka - Stormwater Upgrade report, 

RCN17-07-03; and 

2. agrees to bring forward the Poole Street stormwater upgrade construction works at an 

estimated cost of $600,000 to the 2017/2018 financial year.  
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4 Attachments 

1.  Report to ESC 29 June 2017, Poole Street Stormwater 67 
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9.3 POOLE STREET, MOTUEKA - STORMWATER UPGRADE   

Decision Required  

Report To: Engineering Services Committee 

Meeting Date: 29 June 2017 

Report Author: Robert Workman, Asset Engineer - Stormwater  

Report Number: RESC17-06-03 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade is programmed in the 2015-2025 Long Term Plan to 

be undertaken in 2018/2019. 

1.2 The Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade was considered by the Council to be of lower priority 

as no house floor levels were reported as being flooded up to that time. Since that decision, 

the rain events of March 2016, May 2016 and January 2017 did not result in houses being 

flooded in this area.  

1.3 To bring the completion date of the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project forward to 

2017-2018 would put extra pressure on the Council’s resources, which potentially could 

affect the delivery of the programme. 

1.4 The Engineering Services Department has recently increased its in-house capacity and 

capability. Therefore, this project could be constructed in 2017/18 if the Council wanted to 

reprioritise it. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Engineering Services Committee 

1. receives the Poole Street, Motueka - Stormwater Upgrade report, RESC17-06-03; and 

2. recommends to Full Council to bring forward the Poole Street stormwater upgrade 

construction works at an estimated cost of $600,000 to the 2017/2018 financial year.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report is in response to a resolution at the 11 May 2017 Full Council meeting: 

CN17-05-3  

That the Full Council request a report from staff to the 29 June 2017 Engineering Services 

Committee on the feasibility of bringing the Poole Street project forward, taking into 

consideration the matters raised in the discussion of the Notice of Motion. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The Engineering Services Activity Update report on 18 August 2016 commented on the 

Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade work as follows: 

 “The Poole and Wilkie Streets upgrade is already programmed with design in the next 

financial year and construction following in the first year of the next LTP (2018/2019). There 

are no works planned for Saxon Street in the AMP. I would recommend that these projects 

not be brought forward until the Motueka Catchment Management Plan, programmed for this 

year, is completed to determine how the overall stormwater issues in the catchment can be 

resolved and what the priorities are. There are areas of Motueka that should be a higher 

priority due to flooding of residential floor levels whereas flooding in this area is generally 

limited to surface flooding and one garage. The stormwater capital upgrade projects fund for 

this year is already committed and the Council has many stormwater priorities throughout the 

district.”  

4.2 A proposal to bring forward the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project was discussed at 

the Full Council meeting on 11 May 2017. The Council resolved not to confirm this proposal 

until the feasibility was outlined in more detail. The following resolution was passed: 

 CN17-05-3  

That the Full Council request a report from staff to the 29 June 2017 Engineering Services 

Committee on the feasibility of bringing the Poole Street project forward, taking into 

consideration the matters raised in the discussion of the Notice of Motion. 

4.3 The Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade is programmed in the 2015-2025 Long Term Plan as 

follows: 

 2017/2018  $45,000 (design) 

 2018/2019  $382,500 (construction), and  

 2019/2020  $22,500 (completion) 

4.4 The Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade was considered by the Council to be of lower priority 

as no house floor levels were reported as being flooded up to that time. Reports of property 

damage have not been received from this area. Since that decision, the rain events of March 

2016, May 2016 and January 2017 did not result in houses being flooded in this area.  

4.5 The frequency and impact of flooding events will be reduced but not fully eliminated from 

installation of this stormwater pipework. The pipe upgrade will bring the service level of the 

primary piped system up to a 5% Annual Exceedance Probability (or a 1-in-20 year return 

period). Rainfall intensities above the 5% Annual Exceedance Probability will still cause 

surface flooding similar to that being presently experienced in the area of Wilkie Street. 
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4.6 The initial design, drawings and tender documents were prepared for the Poole Street 

Stormwater Upgrade work in March 2012 to upgrade from High Street to Michael Myers 

Street. Work did not proceed at the time and the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade work was 

reprogrammed in the 2015-2025 Long Term Plan; the estimate for this was around 

$450,000. 

4.7 This scope and estimate did not include extending the reticulation from Michael Myers Street 

to Jocelyn Avenue. Including this additional work would add an extra $150,000 to the project 

costs, including scope and price risk.   

4.8 It is expected the work will take five to seven months to complete. Approximately two months 

to complete the design and prepare the contract documentation, one month for the tender 

process and three months for the construction phase. It is expected that the project 

management time required from the Programme Delivery team will be 120 to 160 hours to 

manage the delivery of these works through consultants and contractors. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 There are two options for the timing of the project work for the Poole Street Stormwater 

Upgrade.  

5.1.1 Option 1 - Bring the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project forward and complete 

the work in 2017/2018. 

5.1.2 Option 2 – Retain the present Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade programme of works 

as outlined for 2018/2019 in the Long Term Plan. 

Discussion 

Option 1 - Bring the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project forward and complete in 

2017/2018  

5.2 The advantage of Option 1 would be that the stormwater pipe upgrade would be installed a 

year earlier than presently programmed. 

5.3 Bringing the completion date of the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project forward to 

2017-2018 will affect the timing of other project works. It will put additional strain on 

resources to both manage and deliver the project within an earlier timeframe.  

5.4 The Programme Delivery team currently has 45 projects and 14 more being added into the 

programme for the 2017-2018 year. 

5.5 To give the Councillors some context, the stormwater projects planned for the next three 

years of the current Long Term Plan are shown in Attachment 1. These projects were rated 

with a High, Medium or Low priority subjectively based on risk. The Poole Street Stormwater 

Upgrade project was rated “Low” as there were no house floor levels reported as flooding. 

Flooding of garages has not been reported following the recent high intensity rainfall events.  

Many of the other projects are rated higher as they reduce the risk of flooding to house floor 

levels or require compliance with legislation, government guidelines or similar, such as 

obtaining discharge consents and improving freshwater quality. 

5.6 The Council does have other priorities, some of which are not in the current programme. For 

example, the Council is also being asked to consider funding for the investigation and design 

of the Mapua Water Supply and Wastewater upgrade project in the 2017-2018 works 

programme. The project is critical because of infrastructure capacity or failure causing poor 
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levels of service delivery. Properties presently have an unreliable water supply and there are 

wastewater overflows occurring during rain events so this project, therefore, has a high 

priority.  This is the subject of a separate report to this meeting. 

5.7 The Engineering Department, Programme Delivery team has recently increased its in-house 

capacity and capability. It now has two additional project managers and provided additional 

funding is made available for this project we believe this project could be done. 

Option 2 – Retain the present Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade programme of works as 

outlined for 2018/2019 in the Long Term Plan. 

5.8 Option 2 delivers the project as planned. The timing of the project would proceed as detailed 

in the current Long Term Plan.  

5.9 The increased capacity and capability within the Project Delivery team will give an 

opportunity to consider implementing Option 1. 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Any changes to the works programme can affect the delivery of other projects and interrupt 

the priorities agreed by the Council.   

6.2 There is an increased risk that adding this project to the 2017/2018 capital works programme 

could constrain the effective delivery of the already prioritised and programme projects.  

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The Long Term Plan is reviewed and updated every three years and sets the programme for 

the following three years until it is again reviewed and consulted on. However, the Council 

can, if it so wishes, alters its priorities and work programme as it sees fit.  

 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 There is little impact to financial and budgetary requirements other than paying for the work 

one year earlier than planned. 

8.2 The contract price market is presently unfavourable and may improve with time if the work is 

tendered prior to the construction season of 2018-2019. 

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 This decision is of low significance based on the table below: 
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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 Some local interest. 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? Low 

If the upgrade is not done, the risks are 

similar during a high intensity rainfall event 

where surface flows will still occur once 

the pipe capacity is full or blocked. 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

Low 
Upgrade improves upper catchment 

stormwater pipe system only. 

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
Med 

This could affect the delivery of more 

critical project work. 

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

Low Minimal impact on rates increases. 

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 Bringing the completion date of the Poole Street Stormwater Upgrade project forward to 

2017-2018 will affect the timing of other project works. It will put additional strain on 

resources to both manage and deliver the project within an earlier timeframe. 

10.2 The Programme Delivery team has recently increased its in-house capacity and capability. It 

now has two additional project managers arriving this year and provided additional funding is 

made available for this project we believe this project could be done 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 The present programme in the Long Term Plan is to construct the Poole Street Stormwater 

Upgrade work in 2018-2019. 

 

4 Attachments 

1.  Stormwater Capital Projects for the next three years  67 
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Stormwater  Rating 
2017/2018 

($) 
2018/2019 

($) 
2019/2020 

($) 

06146216014. Richmond central improvements H 2,950,860 2,820,207 0 

0601610502G. Stormwater Land Purchase H 2,550,000 0 0 

06146216003. Lower Queen Street Pipework Upgrade H 1,708,500 0 1,136,930 

06146216047. Poutama Drain Upgrade H 510,000 0 0 

0601621637. Washbourn Gardens Stormwater Bypass H 408,000 1,300,000 0 

0601621634. Richmond - Deviation Bund Drainage H 153,000 788,000 0 

0601621633. Secondary Flow Management Initiatives H 148,302 377,559 0 

06146216046. Borck Creek/Poutama Drain Widening 16/17 M 1,062,840 0 0 

06316216001. Pohara Main Settlement flood works M 357,000 0 0 

06146216012. Richmond - Park Drive pipe M 153,000 985,000 0 

0601621632. UDA Discharge Consent M 127,594 0 0 

06146216048. Stormwater Modelling M 66,300 0 0 

0600621632. Occupational health & Safety Works M 15,949 16,589 17,054 

0601621629. Urban Flood Modelling for development M 10,632 11,060 11,369 

06146216017. Richmond South - Bateup Drain M 0 331,789 0 

0601621627. Growth Allowance for pipelines M 0 94,007 0 

0601621630. Quality Improvement Programme M 0 55,298 56,847 

06036216009. Mapua - Seaton Valley Stream - Stage 2 M 0 20,879 42,928 

06076216001. Murchison Neds Creek Flood Works M 0 16,589 213,174 

06036216005. Mapua - Seaton Valley Resource Consent 
Renewal 

M 0 12,000 0 

06146216034. Richmond Stormwater Quality Improvements L 53,164 55,298 28,423 

06146216032. Richmond Pipe Renewals L 51,000 55,322 0 

0602621610. Motueka drainage improvements (Poole Street 
Stormwater Upgrade) 

L 48,460 423,031 25,581 

0605621603. Wakefield  - Bank enhancement project L 31,899 0 0 

06026216001. Motueka Flap Gates renewal L 12,977 118,797 0 

06146216045. Borck Creek Planting Programme L 10,200 0 0 

06146216010. Richmond Middlebank Drive pipe L 0 995,367 2,202,065 

0621621601. Collingwood - Outlets Beach Road Drain L 0 22,119 0 

06026216008. Motueka Pah/Atkins Street Upgrade L 0 21,563 199,505 

0605621605. Wakefield Manholes L 0 1,721 0 

06036216002. Mapua - Langford, other small areas L 0 0 377,250 

06036216001. Mapua - Aranui road culvert L 0 0 121,451 

06046216002. Brightwater - Mt Heslington Stream Diversion L 0 0 113,693 

0604621605. Brightwater  - Flooding repairs L 0 0 34,108 

06036216007. Mapua - Crusader Drive L 0 0 25,479 

0607621606. Murchison Pipes - Fairfax Street L 0 0 22,739 

06036216008. Mapua - Stafford Drive pipes L 0 0 18,504 

 

High, Medium and Low (H,M,L) rating based on assessment 
of factors listed below: 

Present need for the work Growth 

Flooding house floor levels Stormwater Quality 
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Flooding effects Works in progress 

Safety Legal or Consent requirements 
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8.4 REFERRAL REPORT - MAPUA WATER AND WASTEWATER BUSINESS CASE  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Jenna Neame, Senior Activity Planning Advisor 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-04 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 During 2016, staff advised the Council that there was a need to better understand the issues 

that were occurring within the Mapua water and wastewater networks. These issues included 

ongoing water pipe breaks, pressure from private developers wanting to connect to a 

reticulated public water supply and a lack of water storage. The Council agreed to this work 

being undertaken and staff engaged MWH (now Stantec) to assist with the development of a 

programme business case. 

1.2 Following on from the business case, staff provided a report to the Engineering Services 

Committee meeting on 29 June 2017. At that meeting, the Engineering Services Committee 

recommended to the Full Council that it approve capital budgets in 2017/2018 to undertake 

design and land acquisition needed to enable the renewal of the Mapua water and 

wastewater network. The full report is available as Attachment 1 (RESC17-06-02). 

1.3 This report recommends that the Full Council approve the Engineering Services Committee’s 

recommendation.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council: 

1. receives the Referral Report - Mapua Water and Wastewater Business Case report, 

RFC17-07-04; and 

2. approves capital budgets in 2017/2018 of $200,000 for water, and $560,000 for 

wastewater to undertake design and land acquisition needed to enable the renewal of 

the Mapua water and wastewater network; and 

3. that the budget sought in Resolution 2 for water be funded by: 

a. offsetting $80,978 against the budget for the Church Street Water Main 

Replacement project and $80,000 against the budget for the McGlashen 

Avenue Re-Zoning project; and  

b. reallocating $15,949 from Mapua Growth Facilitation Works and $23,073 from 

the Waimea Water Treatment Plant Upgrade; and  

4. that the budget sought in Resolution 2 for wastewater be funded by: 
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a. offsetting $106,000 against the Growth Allowance for Pipeline Upgrades 

budget; and 

b. granting additional capital funds of $454,000; and  

5. that consultation on the above changes is not needed.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This purpose of this report is to gain the Full Council’s approval to advance work on Mapua 

water and wastewater infrastructure as identified from the business case approach.   

 

p4 Attachments 

1.  Report to ESC 2017-06-29 - Mapua Water and Wastewater Infrastructure  79 
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9.2 MAPUA WATER AND WASTEWATER BUSINESS CASE  

Decision Required  

Report To: Engineering Services Committee 

Meeting Date: 29 June 2017 

Report Author: Jenna Neame, Senior Activity Planning Advisor 

Report Number: RESC17-06-02 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council agreed to develop a programme business case to assess the issues that were 

being experienced on the Mapua water and wastewater networks. These issues included 

ongoing water pipe breaks, pressure from private developers wanting to connect to a 

reticulated public water supply and lack of water storage. 

1.2 The purpose of the business case was to take a holistic view of networks and identify an 

optimised programme of works to address the issues. 

1.3 Four problem statements were identified by the business case working group: 

 Poor quality water pipe network has a high risk of failure leading to supply disruptions. 

 Water supply has insufficient capacity to cater for increased usage, constraining the 

opportunity for Mapua to grow. 

 Capacity in the wastewater network is inadequate under wet weather flows leading to 

frequent pump station high level alarms and occasional overflows. 

 The current water and wastewater network configuration lacks redundancy and 

resilience with some particularly vulnerable locations leading to disruption to continuity 

of service. 

1.4 The business case identified a recommended programme of works which includes the 

following key critical projects: 

a) Aranui Road / Stafford Drive Water Main Renewal 

b) Waimea Treatment Plant to Mapua Water Trunk Main Renewal – between Best Island 

and Mapua Channel 

c) Stafford Drive New Wastewater Pump Station and Rising Main 

d) Mapua and Ruby Bay Wastewater Pump Station Storage Upgrades 

1.5 Throughout the development of the business case the issues have increased in frequency 

and significance, increasingly making the renewals a matter of urgency. Staff recommend 

undertaking design and land acquisition for projects a), b) and c) above in the 2017/18 

financial year. This will reduce the waiting time from four years to three years until 

construction is complete for key elements of the programme (assuming the works come 

forward, as is proposed for the Long Term Plan 2018-2028). 
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1.6 The design and land acquisition will require a capital budget of $200,000 from water, and 

$560,000 from wastewater. Staff expect to be able to accommodate some of this within 

existing budgets by reducing scope for other water projects and using the wastewater growth 

allowance budget, but will need additional funding of $454,000 for wastewater. This increase 

can be absorbed as the wastewater account is expected to post a $2.2m surplus for 

2016/2017.   

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Engineering Services Committee: 

1. receives the Mapua Water and Wastewater Business Case report, RESC17-06-02; and 

2. recommends to the Full Council that it approves capital budgets in 2017/2018 of 

$200,000 for water, and $560,000 for wastewater to undertake design and land 

acquisition needed to enable the renewal of the Mapua water and wastewater network; 

and 

3. recommends to the Full Council that the budget sought in Resolution 2 for water be 

funded by: 

a. offsetting $80,978 against the budget for the Church Street Water Main 

Replacement project and $80,000 against the budget for the McGlashen 

Avenue Re-Zoning project; and  

b. reallocating $15,949 from Mapua Growth Facilitation Works and $23,073 from 

Waimea Water Treatment Plant Upgrade; and  

4. recommends to the Full Council that the budget sought in Resolution 2 for wastewater 

be funded by: 

a. offsetting $106,000 against the Growth Allowance for Pipeline Upgrades 

budget; and 

b. granting additional capital funds of $454,000.  

5. recommends to the Full Council that consultation on the above changes is not 

needed.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report discusses the development and outcomes of the Mapua Water and Wastewater 

Programme Business Case and recommends that the Council advances design work to the 

2017/18 financial year. 

 

4 Background 

Background 

4.1 During 2016, staff advised the Council that there was a need to better understand the issues 

that were occurring within the Mapua water and wastewater networks. These issues included 

ongoing water pipe breaks, pressure from private developers wanting to connect to a 

reticulated public water supply and a lack of water storage. The Council agreed to this work 

being undertaken and staff engaged MWH (now Stantec) to assist with the development of a 

programme business case (refer previous reports, RESC16-04-03 and RESC 16-08-08). 

4.2 This programme business case is the first of its kind for the Council. The Council is using this 

business case to test the merits of the NZ Treasury’s Better Business Case process.  Staff 

will report to the Council at a later date on the findings of this pilot business case. 

4.3 The purpose of the business case was to take a holistic view of the infrastructure networks to 

identify key problems and prepare an optimised programme of works to address those 

problems. The programme of works will be used to update the Council’s Water and 

Wastewater activity management plans, and the Long Term Plan 2018-2028.   

4.4 The business case has been developed by a core working group that included: 

 Councillors Bryant, King and McNamara 

 Council’s water operations staff 

 Council’s wastewater operations staff 

 Council’s activity planning staff 

 MWH/Stantec NZ Ltd (Engineering Consultants) 

4.5 The working group also sought input from Downer (the Council’s utilities maintenance 

contractor), and Council’s Reserves and Facilities and Transportation staff. 

4.6 The key phases of the business case development were: 

 Pre-workshop between staff and maintenance contractors to identify operational and 

maintenance issues. 

 Workshop 1 – Identify problems, benefits, and investment objectives. 

 Workshop 2 – Identify long list options, and discuss the risks and dependencies of each 

option. 

 Workshop 3 – Review potential programmes and select a preferred programme. 
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Problem Statements 

4.7 The four problem statements identified in the business case, along with the causes and 

consequences, are summarised below. 

“Problem 1: Poor quality water pipe network has a high risk of failure leading to 

supply disruptions.” 

4.8 The Mapua water supply network features mostly ‘blue brute’ PVC pipes that were installed 

in 1989. At the time of installation, the pipes were expected to have a useful life of 50-80 

years depending on the rate of growth. Blue brute is now known to perform poorly in terms of 

life expectancy and often prematurely deteriorates. This is true for the Mapua network where 

the pipes have shown they cannot handle the design operating pressures without risk of 

bursting.   

4.9 The main spine of the network between the Waimea Water Treatment Plant and the Pomona 

Road Reservoir is largely linear. This means that if a break occurs within this section there is 

no alternative supply route and the scheme can only rely on the water available in the 

reservoirs at the time. In October 2016, following a burst on the trunk main between the 

water treatment plant and Mapua, the reservoir was reduced to approximately one to two 

hours supply of water. A similar situation occurred in May 2017. In both of these instances, 

staff consider it was good fortune that the pipe was repaired in time before the reservoir ran 

dry. 

4.10 The inability of the pipes to handle higher operating pressures means that it is not possible to 

lift the operating pressure of the pumps to fill the reservoirs quicker after a break has 

occurred or to provide more water for additional users. 

4.11 The duration and response to these bursts can vary, depending on the location and extent of 

breakage. Burst water pipes along sections of Rabbit Island and Best Island can be difficult 

to isolate as pipes traverse mostly rural and forestry areas and are unlikely to be reported.  

Generally, these bursts are only found after telemetry data indicates an issue with reservoir 

water levels and the maintenance contractor then goes in search of the cause. A broken pipe 

within the Mapua Estuary could take days to repair as maintenance crews can only work at 

low tide, resulting in significant supply disruptions. 

4.12 In the case of major disruptions, a conserve water notice is placed on the scheme, the rural-

restricted part of the network is turned off, and water tankers are used to try to maintain 

minimum levels in the reservoir or supply water to key locations.  As the pipes continues to 

age and deteriorate, the frequency of these types of events is expected to increase. 

“Problem 2: Water supply has insufficient capacity to cater for increased usage 

constraining the opportunity for Mapua to grow.” 

4.13 Since 2001, there has been rapid residential growth in Mapua and the current market is still 

strong. The Council’s growth supply and demand model indicates that there will be sustained 

demand for residential development in Mapua over the long term.  

4.14 The existing water supply network was built almost 30 years ago and was designed to cater 

for limited growth based on forecasting knowledge and judgements made at the time. This 

growth has consumed the available water supply capacity for the area. The poor condition of 

the pipes and their inability to handle higher operating pressures exacerbates this issue. The 

existing network cannot supply any further development. 
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4.15 The existing storage capacity of 1,700m3 equates to approximately 24 hours supply for the 

current population, which complies with the Council’s minimum level of service performance 

measure target. However, storage capacity will need to be increased in order to provide the 

target level of service for the future community. 

“Problem 3: Capacity in the wastewater network is inadequate under wet weather 

flows leading to frequent pump station high level alarms and occasional overflows.” 

4.16 Under normal dry weather conditions, the wastewater system has sufficient capacity to meet 

current demand. Following large rainfall events, the wastewater system often experiences 

stormwater inflow that causes high level alarms and/or overflows.  

4.17 Between 2012 and 2016 there were 175 high level alarm incidents at the six pump station 

sites. If staff consider that the high level alarm incident is likely to result in an overflow, they 

will instigate tankering from the pump stations. Despite this, there were still four overflows in 

this period. In addition, over the past eight months, two overflow incidents affected the 

Mapua School, requiring its closure for the day.  

4.18 The frequency of these high level alarm incidents shows that there is insufficient storage at 

the existing pump stations.  

4.19 The existing configuration of the wastewater network in Mapua can be described as a ‘daisy-

chain’ because the pumps pump on to each other in series, meaning that the wastewater is 

double-handled in the system. This causes a delay in conveying the effluent through the 

system, which exacerbates the wet weather issues and increases the risk of odour during 

dry weather. 

“Problem 4: The current water and wastewater network configuration lacks 

redundancy and resilience with some particularly vulnerable locations leading to 

disruption to continuity of service.” 

4.20 As discussed above, the water and wastewater networks are configured lineally and there 

are very limited alternative routes or back-up systems in place to cope with pipe failures. 

Sections of the network are located in areas that are difficult to access due to their tidal 

nature e.g. the Mapua Channel and the crossings between Best Island and Rabbit Island. 

This means the network is vulnerable in the event of a failure, especially in tidal areas. 

Option Identification and Selection 

4.21 The working group identified a long list of options that included all potential solutions to 

address the above problem statements. Each option was then assessed for; how well it 

addressed the problem statements, feasibility, community acceptability, ability to support 

growth, and the ability to enhance network resilience in order to determine if it would be 

considered further. Options that were considered appropriate were compiled into six work 

programmes for further evaluation. Each programme contained a different combination of 

options and timing. The focus and timing of the different programme combinations varied 

from upfront expenditure to delayed expenditure, and from a focus on renewal for the current 

community to a focus on future-proofed upgrades for the future community.  

Recommended Programme 

4.22 Critical analysis determined the optimised programme included as Attachment 1.  This 

programme improves the level of service for the current community at the same time as 

providing capacity for the future. 

4.23 The following is a list of the key projects included in the preferred programme: 



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 27 July 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 84 
 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 8
.4

 

a) Aranui Road / Stafford Drive Water Main Renewal  

b) Waimea Treatment Plant to Mapua Water Trunk Main Renewal – between Best Island 

and Mapua Channel 

c) Stafford Drive New Wastewater Pump Station and Rising Main 

d) Mapua and Ruby Bay Wastewater Pump Station Storage Upgrades 

4.24 Attachments 4 and 5 provides a schematic overview of these projects. 

 

5 Discussion 

5.1 In 2016, in light of the recent pipe breaks and increasing development demands, staff were 

contemplating the need to advance the existing project budgets through the 2018-28 Long 

Term Plan process. Staff initially thought that the works may need to be brought into the first 

three years of the 2018-28 Long Term Plan without any further work being undertaken prior 

to this. 

5.2 The issues that concerned staff at the time have since been confirmed by the business case 

and have increased in frequency and significance. Examples include: 

a) Pipe breaks have been occurring at an increasing rate and the Mapua community has 

experienced critical water shortages. In May 2017, the scheme very nearly ran dry and 

staff consider it a matter of good fortune that the pipe was repaired in time. 

b) Tasman District is experiencing a shortage of supply of residential sections during a 

time of high demand; and Mapua is one of the three main settlements experiencing the 

highest growth demands across the District. 

c) Overflows from the wastewater network have continued to occur during wet weather 

events and have resulted in the closure of the Mapua School on two occasions. 

5.3 There are two critical parts to the programme in the business case which are the renewal of 

the Aranui Road/Stafford Drive water main, and the renewal of the trunk main between Best 

Island and the Mapua Channel. Completion of these works will address the frequent pipe 

bursts and restore the agreed level of service to the community. The upgrade of the Stafford 

Drive wastewater rising main is to be programmed at the same time as the water main 

replacement so that the pipes can be placed in a shared trench to minimise costs. 

5.4 The preferred programme identified in the business case has design for these works being 

undertaken in 2018/19 and construction completed by 2020/21. Based on this timing, staff 

expect that the Mapua community will need to prepare for and accept the increasing risk of 

pipe breaks and water outages for the next four years.  

5.5 Over this time, staff are concerned Mapua’s water supply reliability will fall below reasonable 

service levels. The importance of a reliable water supply should not be underestimated. 

Water is critical to maintaining a community’s economy, sanitation and well-being. 

Community feedback indicates that the Mapua community is fast running out of patience with 

frequent water breaks and wastewater overflows.  

5.6 Staff therefore recommend that the design work be advanced to 2017/18 to reduce the 

waiting time from four years to three years until construction is complete. A programme with 

amendments to reflect this strategy has been included as Attachment 2. 
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5.7 For comparison, the timing and budgets of the corresponding projects from the 2015 Activity 

Management Plan have been included as Attachment 3. 

 

6 Options 

6.1 The Council has the following options: 

Option Description Discussion 

1 Advance design and land 

acquisition, bringing these into the 

2017/18 financial year.  

 The risk of pipe breaks and critical water 
shortages is expected to increase. 

 Will allow the Council to achieve the 
programme set out in Attachment 2, 
completing the most important works within 
three years. 

 The Council will need to consider either 
deferring projects that are less urgent, or 
providing additional funding. 

2 Not advance any work into the 

2017/2018 financial year. 

 Mapua Community patience with increasing 
water disruption and wastewater overflows 
likely to evaporate without proactive action by 
the Council.   

 The work is likely to be completed within four 
years instead of three years, assuming the 
work still comes forward as proposed in the 
LTP 2018-2028.   

 Not undertaking design in 2017/18 will mean 
that other projects do not need to be re-
prioritised. 

6.2 Staff recommend Option 1. 

 

7 Strategy and Risks 

7.1 The risks associated with each problem statement and the options set out in this report are 

discussed in Sections 4 and 6 respectively. 

 

8 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

8.1 Design and land acquisition for the proposed programme is not currently part of the Annual 

Plan 2017/2018. The decision sought in this report effectively seeks an amendment to this 

Annual Plan.      

8.2 The longer-term programme of works will be input into the updated Activity Management 

Plans as part of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan process. 

 

9 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

9.1 The proposed budgets are included in Attachments 1 and 2.  The value of the design and 

land acquisition work that staff recommend advancing is $200,000 for Water and $560,000 

for Wastewater. 
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9.2 Staff have identified project budgets in 2017/2018 that could be re-prioritised or partially re-

allocated, but are also seeking some additional funding for wastewater.  

Water budgets  

9.3 To meet the water related design costs above, staff recommend partially reallocating 

budgets from projects a) and b), and fully reallocating budgets from projects c) and d) below: 

a) Funding of $80,978 from Church Street Water Main Replacement (total budget 

$337,554). This project has been combined with other stormwater works which has 

resulted in a scope change and expected cost savings due to consolidating works. 

b) Funding of $80,000 from McGlashen Avenue Re-Zoning (total budget $326,062). The 

length of this project has reduced resulting in expected cost savings.  

c) Funding of $15,949 from Mapua Growth Facilitation Works. This is directly related to 

the water trunk main renewal. 

d) Funding of $23,073 from Waimea Water Treatment Plant Upgrade. Staff propose that 

this project is deferred as it is dependent on other works. Consequently, the detailed 

design phase will not need to be undertaken in 2017/18.  

Wastewater budgets  

9.4 To meet the wastewater related design and land acquisition costs, staff recommend: 

a) Re-prioritising the full $106,000 budget for Growth Allowance for Pipeline Upgrades. 

This is largely a reactive budget that enables the Council to take advantage of 

opportunities that individual developments may present to upsize reticulation. Staff are 

not aware of any development projects where this budget will be needed in 2017/2018. 

There remains a risk that such a project could eventuate through the year. Staff 

consider this risk low. 

b) The Council approving additional funding of $454,000. This increase can be absorbed 

by the wastewater account, as the surplus in this account by the end of 2016/2017 is 

expected to be $2.2m. The Council will be considering a report on 22 June 2017 

proposing that $1.6m of this surplus be used to retire debt (with the rest held in 

reserve). The net impact of a decision to fund the additional $454,000 sought in this 

report, is that debt in the wastewater account will be reduced by approximately $1.1m, 

instead of $1.6m.   

9.5 The net operating impact in 2017/2018 is small and manageable given the overall size of the 

interest costs (around $12,000 in 2017/2018) compared to the size of the activity, or the 

account balance.   

 

10 Significance and Engagement 

10.1 Staff consider the design to be of medium significance as outlined in the table below. Staff 

believe the Mapua community is likely to support the proposal. The financial impact of the 

proposed expenditure (discussed above) has a material impact on the 2017/2018 capital 

programme for wastewater, but not on the overall account. The substantive programme and 

its timing will be consulted on as part of the Long Term Plan process next year.   

10.2 For these reasons, staff do no recommend consulting with the community on the proposals 

in this report. Should the Council instead elect to consult, it will diminish the value of bringing 
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the work forward, as it will erode time and staff resources that could otherwise be used to 

progress the design.    

 

Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? 
Medium 

The decisions included in this report relate 

only to the design stage of the project.  

Staff expect that the Mapua Community 

will have a high level of interest in the 

short-term future of the water supply. 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
Low 

Decision relates to advancing design fees 

by 12 months. 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

Low 

This decision relates to part of the water 

supply network.  The full network is 

considered a strategic asset. 

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
Medium 

Undertaking this work early enables the 

Council to restore the agreed levels of 

service sooner. 

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

Low 
The work will be debt funded as it is 

considered capital expenditure. 

 

11 Conclusion 

11.1 The Mapua water supply network is currently facing critical level of service failures due to 

pipe bursts and water shortages. 

11.2 The wastewater network has insufficient capacity during significant wet weather events.   

11.3 The business case has identified a programme of works that will rectify the current issues 

and enable future development. 

11.4 Staff recommend commencing design and land acquisition work in 2017/18 to enable the 

renewal works to be completed as soon as possible. 

11.5 This requires $200,000 for water and $560,000 for wastewater. Staff expect that the 2017/18 

water budget will accommodate the water portion of the works. Part of the wastewater works 

can be accommodated within the 2017/18 wastewater budget but the balance of $454,000 

will require additional funding. 

 

12 Next Steps / Timeline 

12.1 Staff are working with Stantec to finalise the business case in June and July 2017. 
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12.2 The recommended programme of works will be included in the Water Supply Activity 

Management Plan and Wastewater Activity Management Plan. 

12.3 With approval from the Engineering Services Committee, staff will report to Full Council 

recommending that the works be advanced to 2017/18. 

12.4 Staff will report at a later date on the merits of the business case approach. 

 
 

13 Attachments 

1.  Initial Preferred Programme 79 

2.  Advanced Programme  Error
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not 
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4.  Schematic - Wastewater Error
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8.5 HAVELOCK NORTH WATER SUPPLY - STAGE 1 ENQUIRY   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Mike Schruer, Utilities Manager; Gillian Bullock, Senior Water Quality 

Officer 

Report Number: RCN17-07-05 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 Numerous findings from Stage 1 of the Havelock North enquiry provide useful lessons for 

Council. The enquiry could also result in legislative changes affecting water supplies across 

the country. 

1.2 The two main findings from Stage 1 were:  

 Lack of communication between the various entities involved in monitoring and 

operating water supplies 

 Technical shortcomings around the bores and bore heads 

1.3 This summary has been put together by Engineering and Environment and Planning staff. 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Havelock North Water Supply - Stage 1 Enquiry report, RCN17-07-05; and 

2. proceeds with its intention to install emergency chlorine dosing in all future water 

treatment plant upgrades; and 

3. considers upgrading the remaining non-compliant water treatment plants to meet the 

Drinking Water Standards in the development of its Long Term Plan 2018-2028; and 

4. assesses and consults with users on water treatment options as required for rural 

agricultural water supplies; and 

5. notes that the security of all Council-owned water bores and reservoirs has been 

checked; and 

6. reviews and upgrades Council processes, systems and data to ensure appropriate 

monitoring, recording and accessibility is implemented; and 

7. undertake a risk assessment of the private water bores in Motueka regarding the 

potential contamination of aquifers and the corresponding implications to community 

water supplies. The assessment should include recommendations to ensure a secure 

urban water supply for Motueka; and 

8. review the permitted activity rules for bores/wells in regard to potential 

contamination; and 

9. note that staff intend to report routinely on compliance with Drinking Water Standards 

across the district. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To brief Council on the Stage 1 findings of the Havelock North enquiry and make 

recommendations on what Council should do in managing its water supplies and its 

monitoring of aquifers.   

 

4 Background and Discussion 

The Event 

4.1 Five thousand, five hundred (5,500) people in the town of Havelock North (40% of the town) 

became ill in August 2016 with campylobacteriosis, as a result of campylobacter in the water 

supply. 

4.2 Forty-five (45) people were hospitalised and three people died post this event. The deaths 

have not been directly linked to the event but it was considered contributory. 

4.3 Due to the extent of the outbreak, the Government established the Havelock North Enquiry.  

4.4 Stage 1 of the enquiry focused on how the failings occurred. This stage is complete. 

4.5 Stage 2 is due in December 2017 and will probably focus on how improvements can be 

made. 

4.6 The Havelock North Water Supply sources water from the Te Mata aquifer. This aquifer was 

thought to be confined. Two bores in Brookvale Road on the edge of town took water from 

this aquifer and pumped it directly into the reticulated network (pipes and reservoirs). There 

was no treatment in place. 

Summary of Major Findings 

4.7 Two main issues were identified:  

 Lack of communication between the various entities involved in monitoring and 

operating water supplies 

 Technical shortcomings around the bores and bore heads 

4.8 The majority of the focus is not on engineering issues, as might be expected, but on the poor 

communication between all of the entities that were involved with, or responsible for, the 

water resource as a whole. The main parties involved were the Hastings District Council 

(HDC), the Hawkes Bay Regional Council (HBRC), Consultants and the local Drinking Water 

Assessor (DWA).   

4.9 Investigations found that the aquifer was not fully confined, as assumed, and that 

surface/shallow groundwater was percolating down into the lower aquifer. The source of the 

campylobacter was determined to be sheep faeces and the route into the aquifer was via 

flooding from paddocks into a large pond on a farm upstream of the bores. There is a 

possibility that the aquifer used to be confined and that natural events, like earthquakes, or 

other interventions, like earthworks have changed this status.  

Hawkes Bay Regional Council 

4.10 It was found that a combination of numerous failings was the probable cause of the 

outbreak, not one person or action. 
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4.11 Prior to the contamination event, there were indications with the aquifer suggesting that it 

may no longer be confined and hence the bores were no longer ‘secure’. If there had been 

good communication between the two councils over these indications, the outbreak may 

have been avoided.  

4.12 The HBRC failed to meet its duties under the RMA to protect the aquifer. It had knowledge of 

the aquifer structure, its uses and the risk of contamination to the HDC water supply bores 

and it did not sufficiently relate this information to HDC or follow up on issues of concern that 

were raised. 

Hastings District Council 

4.13 There were some failings regarding the bore headworks that should have been remedied by 

HDC, instead they were considered ‘normal’ and no improvements were actioned. The bore 

headworks were in a chamber that leaked and flooding was known to occur around the site. 

A sump pump situated in the chamber to pump water out of the chamber did not work, and 

had probably not worked for years. This is not thought to be the primary or most likely source 

of contamination in this event. 

4.14 The response to the outbreak was generally well handled, however, there were significant 

gaps in ‘readiness’ i.e. having up to date contact lists, boil water notices drafted and easily 

available contingency plans. 

4.15 HDC failed to recognise previous transgressions at the bores as a significant risk to the 

water supply and as such breached the Drinking Water Standards.  

4.16 Managers at the HDC failed to adequately delegate tasks or supervise work.  

4.17 Plant maintenance records were not adequately kept by HDC.   A report on the bore 

headworks took time to locate. When it was finally located, it was determined to be of poor 

quality. It had not been adequately checked or signed off by management for many months. 

Drinking Water Assessor 

4.18 The local Drinking Water Assessors (DWA) were found to be too hands-off and should have 

been more diligent in pursuing previous transgressions and corresponding remedial actions. 

Consultants 

4.19 A consultancy firm that provided technical advice to HDC failed to competently assess the 

security of the bores.  

Risk of a similar event in Tasman 

Council Schemes 

4.20 There are currently two untreated water supplies in the Tasman District; these are Kaiteriteri 

and Motueka. 

4.21 The Dovedale water supply is chlorine-dosed but it is generally ineffective and the scheme 

has a permanent boil water notice. 

4.22 A tender for the Kaiteriteri water treatment plant upgrade is currently underway. This 

upgrade will include permanent Ultra-violet (UV) disinfection and emergency chlorine 

treatment, and is planned to start construction in late 2017.  

4.23 The bore for the Kaiteriteri treatment plant currently is the only Council bore in an 

underground chamber. A second bore has been drilled nearby and will have above ground 

headworks. The existing bore will most likely be replaced with a new bore in two-three years. 
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4.24 The Motueka water supply upgrade in Parker Street is currently being designed. Funding to 

undertake a full upgrade will be included in the next Water Supply AMP (2018/48). It is also 

included for consideration in the Long Term Plan 2018-28. Treatment will involve UV 

disinfection, filtration if necessary and emergency chlorine dosing.  

4.25 The Motueka Recreation Centre bore headworks was raised above ground in 2015 and it is 

intended that emergency chlorine dosing be added as well. 

4.26 Parts of Motueka do not have a reticulated water supply. They have shallow groundwater 

and some of the old bores that are still used have exposed boreheads. These are prime 

candidates for contamination e.g. bore set below ground in a chamber and susceptible to 

contamination from various sources including surface runoff and/or flooding.   

Improvements at Tasman District Council since the event  

4.27 Council were already undertaking a number of improvements when the Havelock North 

event occurred. These have now been given more urgency and are discussed in more detail 

below. 

4.28 It is proposed that emergency chlorine treatment be included in all upgrades to water 

treatment plants and Council has agreed to this in principle. This is to ensure that should a 

bacteriological contamination event occur it is possible to treat the complete network. UV 

cannot do this as it only treats the water at one location. In Havelock North the contamination 

came in via the bore but contamination can get in through the reticulation as well (e.g. 

reservoirs) and so having a disinfecting residual in the network is preferable.  

4.29 Potentially the Stage 2 report from the Havelock North enquiry could recommend; 

 Chlorination of all schemes 

 Changes to the DWS which could become mandatory. 

4.30 Engineering and Environment Planning staff at Tasman District Council have a good working 

relationship, however it is recognised that there is room for process improvements and 

knowledge sharing.  

4.31 Engineering, Planning and Consents staff (covering both Regional and District Council roles 

in our Unitary Authority) have been briefed by a former Drinking Water Assessor, who now 

provides advice to councils regarding security of water supplies. 

4.32 Regular meetings between appropriate Council staff and the local Drinking Water Assessor 

have been programmed and this should lead to improved communication between the 

Regional and District Council sections of the Council and the DHB Drinking Water Assessors 

(Ministry of Health). 

4.33 Some discussion has started regarding the health risk posed by private bores. In particular 

borehead condition and backflow protection. The permitted rules within the TRMP for 

installing shallow bores probably need to be reviewed and changed. Where consents are 

applied for that include the use of fertigation for nutrient or effluent application there is a 

condition being imposed to have effective backflow prevention installed on the bore head.  

4.34 Bore head condition was an item for scrutiny this immediate past summer and “at risk” bores 

will be inspected again. It is expected that bore security will remain an assessment need 

during each summer’s water meter audit.  

4.35 Policy changes requiring the retrofitting of existing private bores with backflow protection, 

upgrading those bore heads to reduce floodwaters getting into the aquifer, and 
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decommissioning old bores would require specific attention by Council and would involve 

additional resources to complete effectively.   

4.36 Catchment-wide nitrate surveys are undertaken by Environment and Planning staff every five 

to 10 years in each of our major catchments. As part of these surveys a selection of sites in 

the unconfined aquifers are sampled for faecal coliform bacteria. Previous surveys indicate 

that the shallower wells generally have a higher risk of faecal contamination, compared to 

deeper drilled bores. If issues are identified then the bore/well owner is notified. To date 

there has not been a need to initiate catchment-wide sampling for faecal coliforms but it is an 

option to do so as part of each nitrate survey if it were required. Evidence so far does not 

suggest there is a need for this at present. As part of future surveys a selection of sites from 

confined aquifers could be sampled concurrently. 

4.37 Contingency plans for water events, i.e. poor quality water or lack of water, are currently 

included in the Water Safety Plan for each scheme. These contingency plans will need to be 

centrally located and include maps, diagrams and detailed descriptions to facilitate 

implementation. 

4.38 It is important that Environment and Planning, Engineering and any other interested parties 

in Council know where the Council’s water takes are located for consenting, compliance and 

civil defence emergency purposes. The current databases, systems and processes need to 

be upgraded and streamlined to improve access to the information. 

4.39 Engineering staff continue to work towards the completion of Water Safety Plans for all the 

Water Supply Schemes by the end of 2017. The inquiry has shown that getting the right 

person to do these assessments is important. Employing consultants who don’t have the 

skills to assess risks in detail can result in over-confidence of the Council.  

4.40 Council currently has engaged a consultant who is an ex-Drinking Water Assessor to write 

the draft of these documents. The draft then comes to the Council for completion by a 

Council staff member who has a good knowledge of both the water schemes and the 

drinking water standards.  An additional WSP is needed for the Mapua Rise treatment plant. 

4.41 The next version of the Water Supply AMP will include budgets to upgrade all the treatment 

plants to comply with the Drinking Water Standards. These are phased over a number of 

years.  Budgets for this work are already identified in the Long Term Plan 2015/25 however 

they are a few years out. It may be necessary to bring them forward to meet Council’s 

obligations.    

4.42 The bore chamber at Kaiteriteri has always had a sump pump and a high-level alarm.  

Improvements have recently been made to ensure pump performance is monitored and the 

equipment maintained.   

4.43 The civil defence and emergency management team have previously carried out exercises 

regarding earthquake/ tsunami/flooding.  Running a training exercise on a water outbreak 

scenario is being considered for 2018 and would be a good test of our processes and 

procedures. Significant planning would be required to make this worthwhile.  

Private Community Water Schemes (PCWS) 

4.44 Numerous PCWS exist ranging from a few households e.g. deep Moutere bores in 

unserviced areas, to the Lower Moutere Water Scheme, Totara Avenue, Tukurua, Pohara 

and DoC schemes in Abel Tasman and others. 
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4.45 As required for Council supply bores it is important that Environment and Planning and 

Engineering staff and any other interested parties in Council know where the private 

schemes exist and where water takes are located for consenting, compliance and civil 

defence emergency purposes. Currently some information is in our database and available 

on Explore Tasman; however, this is neither accurate nor comprehensive.  

4.46 In 2009, the MoH sent a dataset to councils with location data of all registered drinking water 

supplies. An enquiry was made to the Ministry of Health (MoH) in September 2016 to ask 

whether there was any intention of updating this information. The response was that there 

was no update planned. The Havelock North enquiry and the move of the WINZ database to 

being fully online might change this. 

Consenting  

4.47 Council is a Unitary Authority with both district and regional consent functions. The district 

function includes operating and maintaining the public water supplies. This improves the 

management of all consents where required and easy access to staff regarding the water 

supplies Council maintains.   

4.48 The National Environmental Standard (NES) for Sources of Human Drinking Water has been 

somewhat overtaken by the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management, at least 

at a high level. Objectives safeguard the health of people and communities and require the 

overall quality of freshwater to be maintained or improved. 

4.49 Council staff apply the NES for Sources of Human Drinking Water as part of the processing 

of consents. Activities that have the potential to affect a drinking water supply are screened 

to ensure that the risks associated with granting a consent/permit are understood. If a risk to 

any drinking water supply is “minor” or greater, further analysis is undertaken.  We consider 

this to be a higher test than the NES as we consider all drinking water supplies and the NES 

refers to the test “likely to”.  

 

5 Background and Discussion 

5.1 The Council could choose to: 

Option 1 – Receive the report for information only 

5.2 There have been a number of findings from the Havelock North event and the Council could 

choose not to assess these findings. 

5.3 This option is not recommended. 

Option 2 – Assess the findings of the Havelock North event 

5.4 The Havelock North event has resulted in a number of findings. Many are relevant to the 

Tasman District Council in the operation and management of its water supply schemes. Staff 

have reviewed the findings and where appropriate have made a number of 

recommendations to ensure a more secure water supply for consideration by the Council. 

5.5 Option 2 is the recommended option. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 Contamination of a water supply is a significant risk to customers, as has been demonstrated 

by the event in Havelock North. 
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7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007 amended the Health Act 1956 to require 

all drinking-water suppliers providing water to more than 500 people to develop and start to 

implement a Public Health Risk Management Plan (now called a Water Safety Plan) to guide 

the safe management of their supply before 2013. 

7.2 Safe drinking-water, available to everyone, is a fundamental requirement for public health. 

The Drinking-water Standards for New Zealand (DWSNZ) define the minimum standards for 

drinking-water in New Zealand. Every attempt has been made to ensure the DWSNZ: 

 protect public health 

 minimise unnecessary monitoring 

 are appropriate for large and small, publicly and privately owned water supplies. 

 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 There are cost implications associated with the recommendations and these will be either 

accommodated within current budgets or considered for inclusion in the next Long Term 

Plan 2018-2028 (LTP). 

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 The recommendations in this report are not considered to be significant in accordance with 

the Council’s Significance Policy.  

9.2 Any upgrades that require additional funding will be included in the draft Long Term Plan 

2018-2028. This will allow the affected communities to comment as part of the LTP 

consultation process.  

9.3 Although not significant, the consideration of improvements to the water supplies is important 

as they have the potential to impact on the community socially, culturally and economically 

and will be included in the next Activity Management Plans and draft LTP 2018-2028. 

 

Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? High 

Water treatment upgrades to the 

Drinking Water Standard are likely to 

impose cost, particularly for the rural 

agricultural schemes. 

Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 
Low 

Major decisions are more likely to be 

made through the LTP process. 
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Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Low 
Major decisions are more likely to be 

made through the LTP process. 

Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 
Low 

Major decisions are more likely to be 

made through the LTP process. 

Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Low 
Major decisions are more likely to be 

made through the LTP process. 

 

10 Conclusion 

Recommendations 

10.1 Continue installation of emergency chlorine dosing for all future water treatment plant 

upgrades. 

10.2 Include upgrades of all remaining non-compliant water treatment plants to the Drinking 

Water Standards for consideration in the Long Term Plan 2018-2028. 

10.3 Assess and consult with users on the implications should a rural agricultural water supply 

need improved water treatment. 

10.4 Confirm integrity and security of all Council owned water bores and reservoirs. 

10.5 Review Council processes and systems to ensure that relevant data is monitored, recorded 

and made easily accessible. 

10.6 Undertake an independent risk assessment of the private water bores in Motueka and report 

on possible implications to the community water supplies. Assessment to include 

recommendations to ensure a secure urban water supply for Motueka. 

10.7 Review the permitted activity rules in relation to bores and wells.  

10.8 The Chief Executive to write to the Ministry of Health to request an updated map of all the 

private and public water schemes in the district. 

10.9 Staff routinely report to Council on compliance with Drinking Water Standards across the 

district to raise governance awareness to ensure accountability and responsibility for 

providing a secure water supply in the district. 

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 Ensure the relevant recommendations are incorporated into the next LTP. 

11.2 Where possible within current operational funding, action the recommendations this financial 

year. 
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12 Attachments 

Nil 
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8.6 TRUNK MAIN FOR GROWTH - RICHMOND SOUTH   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Dwayne Fletcher, Activity Planning Manager; Dugald Ley, Development 

Engineer 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-06 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This is the second of two reports seeking additional funding to enable the Council to partner 

with developers to advance growth-related infrastructure works in Richmond. In this case, 

staff have approached developers to build portions of the Richmond South water trunk main 

adjacent to and through their subdivisions, as they develop.   

1.2 As mentioned in the earlier report to Full Council on 22 June 2017, Richmond has seen 

development much faster than anticipated by the growth demand and supply model used to 

inform the Long Term Plan 2015-2025. As a result, development has severely eroded 

Richmond’s supply of serviced land and a shortage in available sections is becoming 

apparent. 

1.3 Releasing significantly more land in Richmond South and West is dependent on the 

construction of the Richmond South water trunk main and reservoir. These works would be 

completed in around 10 years under the current Long Term Plan. The Long Term Plan 2018-

2028 is likely to bring these works forward significantly.  

1.4 Staff have progressed a proposal with developers and their contractors to construct 

approximately 850m of this water main along a portion of Bateup Road and through the 

Arizona subdivision. The cost of these works is estimated at $650,000. Staff propose to use 

existing growth-related budgets of $280,000, but seek to bring forward funding of $370,000 

to make up the balance. Staff recommend that the Council approves the additional funding 

for 2017/2018. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Trunk Main for Growth - Richmond South report, RCN17-07-06; and 

2. approves additional funding of $370,000 in 2017/2018 to enable early construction of 

the Richmond south trunk main in Richmond South; and  

3. agrees that the funding above does not require public consultation. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report seeks additional funding of $370,000 for 2017/2018 to enable the Council to 

partner with a developer to advance growth-related water infrastructure in Richmond South. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 Development in Richmond has been progressing at a much faster pace than anticipated by 

the growth demand and supply model used to inform the Long Term Plan 2015-2025. As a 

result, development has severely eroded Richmond’s supply of serviced land and a shortage 

of available sections is becoming apparent. 

4.2 Releasing significantly more land in Richmond South and West is dependent on the 

construction of the 4.3km long Richmond South water trunk main and associated reservoir, 

and on the continued development of Borck Creek. The current supply of serviced land, 

including the land that will be released as a result of the interim water supply recently 

approved by the Council for Richmond West, is expected to last around four years.   

4.3 Staff propose to bring the Richmond South water trunk main and reservoir work forward in 

the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan, so that they can be operational by 2021 i.e. around four 

years from now. This infrastructure will be able to serve the remaining (and majority) of 

residential land in Richmond West and deferred residential land between Paton Road and 

State Highway 6. These works will also:  

 Allow for future growth should Richmond expand to the south, beyond current zoning 

boundaries; and 

 Interconnect with existing residential reticulated zones, providing greater reliance to the 

water supply network. 

4.4 With the Arizona land being developed and a subdivision consent being processed for the 

Paton Rise land (see map below), it is opportune that the Council has the water trunk main 

installed while development in the location is being constructed. The Council can work with 

the developers and their contractors who are already established on site. This enables us 

access to the land and to use their personnel for design, construction, supervision and final 

certification of the work. This offers potential cost savings, allows us access to contractors in 

a tight construction market, and also reduces the extent of staff resourcing needed to 

manage works. 

4.5 The work involves the construction of approximately 850m of 375 mm diameter trunk water 

main along Bateup Road, Paton Road and along a proposed utility reserve to be constructed 

as part of the Arizona subdivision. The plan below shows the two developments either side 

of Paton Road and the propose trunk main shown in red. 
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Proposed trunk main alongside the Patton Rise development (bottom left) and through the Arizona development (top right)    

 

5 Strategy and Risks 

5.1 The importance of meeting growth is a feature of our current Infrastructure Strategy and 

Long Term Plan. The need to advance growth infrastructure development in Tasman as a 

result of higher growth has been canvassed with the Council during the development of the 

2018-2028 Long Term Plan. To date the Council has indicated it accepts the need to bring 

growth-related works forward. 

 

6 Consideration of Legal Requirements  

6.1 The construction arrangement will need an agreement/contract to be entered into with the 

developer’s contractor. Because the works will not be competitively tendered, due diligence 

will be undertaken to provide the Tender’s Panel with the confidence that the rates submitted 

by the contractor provide good value. 

 

7 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

7.1 The estimated cost of the works proposed in this report are approximately $650,000. 

Funding for the works is further out in the Long Term Plan. No specific funding is provided in 

the 2017/2018 Annual Plan.  
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7.2 However, staff have a discretionary growth allowance budget of $270,000 (including carry-

overs) and $10,000 spare from the Richmond South facilitation budget that can be applied, 

providing 2017/2018 funding of $280,000.  

7.3 Staff seek approval to bring forward a budget of $370,000 to make up the balance.  

7.4 To fund this request, the Council can either raise additional debt in 2017/2018 or not 

undertake other projects that would offset the cost. Normally staff would suggest possible 

projects for re-prioritisation to help meet the funding gap. However in this case, staff 

recommend raising additional debt. Our reasons for this are: 

 Further opportunities for re-prioritisation within the water account for 2017/2018 have 

already been exhausted to help bring forward design of the Mapua water main 

renewal.  

 Much of the work is attributed to growth and therefore recovered through future 

development contributions, meaning it will have a minor impact on the urban water club 

account. 

 We will be using the capacity of the developer’s contractor to design /build/manage the 

construction, meaning the additional work will not materially impact the delivery of 

other capital works managed by Engineering Services staff.  

7.5 The full cost of the works ($650,000) will be removed from the future Long Term Plan 

Programme.  

 

8 Options 

8.1 The Council has three options available to it. 

  

Option Pros Cons 

Option 1 - Approve the 

requested additional funding of 

$370,000 

 Allows early completion of 

work in full 

 Reduces the risk that the 

works will not be completed 

before the remaining supply 

of serviced land is exhausted 

Done once done right 

 Land access during 

construction along preferred 

route   

 Takes advantage of capacity 

of contractors on site 

 Potentially saving costs 

 Recued staff project 

management resourcing  

 Requires Council to bring 

forward funding 

 Arrangement will not allow 

competitive tender process 

 Requires agreement of 

landowners 

  

Option 2 - Approve a different 

budget or offsets the additional 

funding against another project 

 Allows some of the benefits 

for option 1 (but possible not 

along full length)  

 Job half-done 



Tasman District Council Full Council Agenda – 27 July 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 115 
 

It
e
m

 8
.6

 

Option Pros Cons 

 Reduces or eliminates 

additional funding 

requirement 

 May frustrate future work 

and land access 

 Funding for lower priority 

water works already 

sacrificed  

Option 3 - Decline the 

requested funding. 

 Work to some extent will still 

be undertaken 

 Allows some of the benefits 

for option 1 (but possible not 

along full length)  

 Reduces or eliminates 

additional funding 

requirement 

 Job half-done 

 May frustrate future work 

and land access 

 

 

 

8.2 Staff recommend Option 1. Working with developers provides a range of benefits associated 

with constructing the works and potential costs savings, and enables early completion of the 

works on land that the developers control. Early completion of this portion of works reduces 

the amount of work remaining to complete the trunk main. This reduces the risk that the 

works will not be completed before the remaining supply of serviced land is exhausted.   

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 This is not a significant decision in the context of the Council’s Significance Policy. 

9.2 Staff do not consider there is any need to publicly consult on this proposal. The cost impact 

is not material in the context of the overall programme for 2017/2018. The full significance 

assessment is below. 
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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? 
L 

Unlikely to be controversial. There may me a 
modest amount of public interest as it shows 
the Council is pro-actively trying to address 
housing shortages in Tasman.  

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
M 

The proposed infrastructure will provide 
enduring capacity and resilience benefits to 
the Richmond water network. 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

L 

The water network as a whole is considered a 
strategic asset. This proposal will extend that 
network.   

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? L 

It provides enduring capacity and resilience 
benefits to the Richmond water network. 
However, it does not change the fundamental 
levels of service we provide in our water 
networks.   

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

L 

The additional funding sought is less than 
0.75% of the proposed capital spend for 
2017/2018. 

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO? 

N/A  

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? 

L 

The proposal involves partnering with 
developers and their contractors (under 
agreement) to undertake a substantial 
proportion of the works. The Council has 
entered into several such arrangements in 
recent years.  

Does the proposal or decision 

involve Council exiting from or 

entering into a group of 

activities?   

N/A  

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 The proposal outline in the report provides an excellent opportunity for the Council to use a 

contractor already on site and set up costs are greatly reduced and allows less use of the 

Councils consultants and project staff. The works will ultimately address a significant 

shortage of lots in Richmond, while at the same time providing enduring resilience benefits to 

the wider Richmond water network. 
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11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 Assuming the Council approves the funding, staff will conclude the agreement with the 

developer’s contractor for construction of the works. The works should be completed in 

March/April 2018. 

 
 

12 Attachments 

Nil 
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8.7 WAIMEA COMMUNITY DAM - PROJECT REPORT  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Lindsay McKenzie, Chief Executive 

Report Number: RCN17-07-07 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This is the fifteenth regular status report on the Waimea Community Dam Project. The last 

status report was written just four weeks ago. As a result, there has been little time for 

progress on the work streams, other than for land and access.   

1.2 The review of the alternative schemes for augmenting the urban water supply has 

been completed. That review was requested at Council’s 14 June 2017 meeting. The work 

was presented to a stakeholder workshop on 13 July 2017 and is formally presented to 

Council as part of this report. The review confirms that the dam delivers water at a 

substantially lower cost than any alternative. The alternatives do not offer environmental 

and broader community and economic benefits or attract central government and 

private sector funding to lower the cost to urban water users. 

1.3 The Supreme Court decision on appeals by the Hawkes Bay Regional Investment 

Company (HBRIC – the promoters of the Ruataniwha Irrigation Scheme) and the Minister of 

Conservation has been released. We are taking advice on what the decision means for the 

transfer of Department of Conservation land for the Waimea Water Augmentation Scheme. 

The preliminary view is that the decision has no direct application to the proposal to set apart 

a small area of DoC estate under the Public Works Act. 

1.4 Three of the private landowners have objected to the notices of intention to acquire 

their land for the scheme. The Court has granted Council a priority fixture to have the 

objections heard. I swore an affidavit in support of the application. Negotiations will continue 

despite the appeals. 

1.5 The Interim Project Director John Hutton has appointed ETC Communications as an 

adviser to the joint venture.   

1.6 The Ministry for the Environment has been given the further information that they requested 

to support our application to the Freshwater Improvement Fund. 

1.7 I recommend that further guidance be given to staff on the approach they should take to 

advise Council on the allocation of the cost of the additional project support that Council has 

been requested to provide by Waimea Irrigators Ltd. That guidance will shape their approach 

to the revenue and financing policy that allocates costs of activities to beneficiaries and 

others. 
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1.8 The questions that were raised at the recent workshop are appended along with the 

answers or where to find them. 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council  

1. receives the Waimea Community Dam - Project Report RCN17-07-07; and  

2. confirms, having sought and considered further advice about the alternative urban 

water supply augmentation options, that the proposed Waimea Community Dam in 

the Lee Valley is the best solution for meeting the community’s need for good 

quality local water supply infrastructure; and 

3. notes an earlier request from Waimea Irrigators Ltd for Council to increase its 

capital and operating cost contributions and to provide credit support to the 

Project; and  

4. requests that the staff who are working on the request from Waimea Irrigators Ltd 

note the Council’s expectation that the revenue and financing policy review will 

provide mechanisms for the allocation of the additional costs to be attributed to 

beneficiaries; and  

5. notes that as a consequence of 4 above, Council anticipates that the cost 

apportionment to general ratepayers beyond the area of most benefit will not 

exceed that provided for in the Long Term Plan 2015-2025. 

 

3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to provide an update on Waimea Community Dam project work 

streams.   

3.2 The report also provides the opportunity to summarise the review of the alternative urban 

water supply augmentation options. Richard Kirby (Engineering Services Manager) 

presented this review at the workshop on 13 July 2017. His powerpoint presentation has 

been reformatted (Attachment 1). 

3.3 I have also used this report to address the questions that were raised but went unanswered 

at that workshop with Crown Irrigation Investments Ltd (CIIL) and Waimea Irrigators Ltd 

(WIL). 

 

4 Alternative Water Augmentation Options for Households and Businesses 

4.1 It is accepted by Council that there is no ‘do nothing’ option when it comes to addressing the 

water allocation and water quality issues in the Waimea River catchment. There is also no 

do nothing option when it comes to securing the urban water supply against droughts and 

growth in demand.  

4.2 It is also broadly accepted that the Waimea Community Dam in the Lee Valley is the optimal 

augmentation solution if the outcome sought is to provide multiple benefits to urban water 

users, the environment and water users on the Waimea plains. 
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4.3 What is still being debated is whether or not there is a credible alternative to the Waimea 

Community Dam when it comes to meeting the needs of urban water users alone.  The 

question is - “Is there an alternative that costs less than the Council is proposing to 

contribute to the Waimea Community Dam.”  

4.4 Cost is not the sole measure of course. Any alternative needs to be able to satisfy demand in 

a drought and when the population grows.   

4.5 The Council is obliged to meet the current and future needs of communities for good quality 

local infrastructure in a way that is most cost effective. Good quality means infrastructure 

(water in this case) that is efficient and effective and appropriate to present and anticipated 

future circumstances. 

4.6 All of the alternatives that have been identified from the 1991 Agriculture NZ report though 

until the Waimea Water Augmentation Study (Phase 2) have been reviewed. A shortlist of 

alternatives was chosen for more detailed review on the basis that they could meet the 

‘water gap’ and future growth demand. 

4.7 The water gaps arises because of the rationing steps in the Tasman Resource Management 

Plan if there is no dam. The water that households and business use at such times needs to 

be reduced below current consumption.   

4.8 For Step 3 rationing (which we can expect nine years out of 10) the gap is 4,900m3/day and 

it will grow to around 22,600m3/day in 100 years. If we want to secure households and 

businesses against a drought in the other one year in 10 then the water gap is 13,000m3/day 

now and will be 31,300m3/day in 2117. 

4.9 Of the options available, only the Waimea Community Dam, a high dam on the Roding River, 

the Motueka aquifers and storage ponds beside the Waimea River can satisfy the long-term 

gap and growth demand. A series of small dams could also satisfy the current water gap but 

are not cost effective. 

4.10 The methodology and analysis are included in Attachment 1. On a cost alone basis the 

conclusion is clear – the Waimea Community Dam secures urban water users against 

droughts and meets future demand for less than 25% of the cost of the next cheapest option. 

At a $26 million capital contribution, the Waimea Community Dam is still about 20% of the 

cost of the next cheapest option. 

4.11 When other non-financial matters are considered, the choice becomes even clearer. The 

other matters include benefits such as to the environment, to irrigators and others in the 

community, as well as leveraging private and government funds.   

4.12 There are also risks or dis-benefits to consider. In the case of the Waimea Community Dam 

most of the risks have been mitigated through the Plan Change process, design, consenting, 

procurement process and use of the Public Works Act. There are residual (unmitigated risks) 

to be considered with the Dam such as flooding during construction, legal challenges and so 

on. Those risks exist with every option on top of the risk that have been managed in the case 

of the dam. 

4.13 There is a compelling case for reconfirming the Waimea Community Dam as the best 

solution for addressing the need to augment the water in the Waimea River, for urban water 

users and for the irrigation users on the plains. 

4.14 The case for the Council investing in the Waimea Community Dam for the benefit of urban 

water users is also compelling. The case is further strengthened as a result of the 
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contribution the dam makes to meeting the National Policy Statement on Freshwater 

Management objectives and Council’s strategic goals. 

 

5 Contingent Risk  

5.1 The contingent risks with the Waimea Community Dam are as follows: 

Construction Risk 

5.2 Until the physical works are commenced and the subgrade is exposed, will more certainty be 

attached to this risk. If the subgrade is similar to what has been assessed then there is 

unlikely to be any major increase in cost. We will also need to confirm the assessment of the 

borrow material being used to construct the dam.  

Earthquake Risk 

5.3 Initial indications from GNS suggest that the average recurrence interval of the southern 

segment of the Waimea Fault has reduced from 5600 years to 4000 years. The upward 

ground accelerations have also marginally increased. It is likely that the dam design will 

need to be reviewed.  

 

5.4 GNS have used a methodology based on the recommendations of the May 2015 New 

Zealand Society of Large Dams (NZSOLD) guidelines and more recent fault data available 

since their 2011 assessment. The GNS methodology has been independently reviewed by 

Engineering Geology Ltd and Opus International Consultants.   

5.5 If this initial indication on the average recurrence and ground accelerations proves correct, 

then the design modifications required to accommodate this are expected to be minimal.  

Flooding Risk 

5.6 The overflow spillway is designed to cater for at least a 1:10,000 event which equates to  

650 m3/s. The dam structure will be designed to cater for events larger than this without 

causing major damage. 

Insufficient Storage Capacity 

5.7 The 13,000,000 m3 has been designed to be able to withstand up to a 1:60 year drought. 

Anything above that, or any consequential years that do not fully replenish the  

13,000,000 m3 capacity would result in water rationing being triggered. 

 

6 Finance and Funding 

6.1 A request for further information from the Ministry for the Environment to support our 

Freshwater Improvement Fund application has been responded to. I remain hopeful of a 

positive outcome. 

6.2 The Council team was authorised to continue negotiations by the Council’s 22 June 2017 

meeting. No face-to-face meetings have occurred. CIIL and WIL have proposed a financial 

terms sheet. Council’s advisers are reviewing the proposal and will respond to CIIL in due 

course.   
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6.3 Staff have done some high level modeling of rates and debt levels on the assumption that 

the increased Council contribution is later agreed. We are comfortably under our debt cap 

(by ~$24 million), all other things being equal.   

6.4 A lift in the rates cap may be needed in the 2018/19 year only to accommodate the additional 

operating expenditure if that is agreed. The number is around 1.4% on the general rates 

income. As expected, urban water account rates would rise by around 8-9% because that is 

where the benefit is delivered. 

6.5 There has been no material change to the project financials over the past four weeks. 

 

7 The Council Controlled Organisation and Commercial Terms 

7.1 The legal work on the CCO establishment and the commercial terms of the agreements for 

the JV Partners continues to be on hold. That is the case also with the necessary Local 

Government Act process. 

 

8 Contractor Procurement  

8.1 As I advised in June, work on contractor procurement is being timed to avoid it getting out of 

phase with the JV Working Group’s report back on the commercial terms. The manager of 

this work stream (Russell McGuigan) has been asked to ramp the work rate up again. 

 

9 Land and Access 

9.1 We have been interested observers on the proceedings in the Supreme Court involving 

HBRIC, the Minister of Conservation and the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society. Our 

interest is not so much to do with the law but how the Minister will respond to the decision in 

our circumstances. The appeals related to a decision by the Minister of Conservation to 

revoke that special protection status of some land in the Ruahine Forest Park, to exchange 

that land for other land and in the process to transfer the Ruahine Forest Park land to 

HBRIC.   

9.2 The Court dismissed the appeals in a three-to-two majority decision. My lay view is that the 

Minister of Conservation doesn’t have the power to dispose of land that is specially protected 

under the Conservation Act if that land has significant conservation values even when the 

land is being exchanged for other land and the outcome is a net conservation benefit. 

9.3 Our advisers have looked at the decision briefly and will analyse it further. On a preliminary 

basis, there appears to be nothing in it to change the view that the proceedings have no 

direct application to setting apart land for a public work under the Public Works Act. It is 

proposed to do that for about 10 ha of DoC estate in the Lee Valley. 

9.4 The restrictions on disposal in section 16 of the Conservation Act that the Supreme Court 

considered are specifically expressed as being subject to the Public Works Act 1981. This was 

specifically acknowledged in paragraph 41 of the majority decision in the Ruataniwha case.  

9.5 In the Ruataniwha case, the project was promoted in the initial stages by the Hawkes Bay 

Regional Council on a commercially-funded user pays basis using the Council’s investment 

company (HBRIC) as the vehicle for carrying out the project. Although the distribution 

network requirements were designated, the dam site and reservoir were not. Use of the 
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Public Works Act was therefore not an easy option for them and use of the DoC estate was 

required to be considered entirely in terms of the Conservation Act provisions. 

9.6 The issue was further compounded by DoC’s decision not to evaluate in detail the 

conservation values of the deemed Conservation Park as a whole and deal with the 21 ha 

requirement for the proposed exchange in isolation. In the Waimea Dam case, the Public 

Works Act requirement can be clearly established. 

9.7 Three of the private landowners on whom Notices of Intention were served have objected to 

the issue of those notices to the Environment Court. They are MAK Stuart, SM Irvine and 

JWJ Forestry Ltd. Russell McVeagh have requested a priority fixture and the Court has 

agreed. 

9.8 The Court’s directions about exchanging evidence should see us in a hearing on 9 October 

2017. 

9.9 We are making good progress in our talks with Tasman Pine Forests in relation to the Ngati 

Koata land. 

 

10 Project Management and Direction 

10.1 The Interim Project Director has appointed ETC Communications as the JV communications 

adviser.  

 

11 Strategic Relationships 

11.1 The joint workshop with CIIL and WIL on 13 July 2017 has assisted understanding of the 

parties’ approaches and outcomes sought. It was helpful to have the Interim Project Director 

arrange and facilitate the day. 

11.2 A number of questions were posed by the Council at that workshop. Attachment 2 provides 

a summary of those questions and the answers provided either at the workshop or since.  

11.3 I am uncertain about the timing of Nelson City’s consultation on its proposed $5 million 

contribution to the project. The Acting Chief Executive has been briefed. 

11.4 A second complaint alleging a conflict of interest has been lodged with the Office of the 

Auditor general (OAG). The second complaint relates to Mayor Kempthorne and his family.  

We have responded to that complaint along with the earlier complaint relating to Cr Maling.  

We await the OAG’s advice on what further steps they may take. 

 
 

12 Attachments 

1.  Waimea Water Augmentation Options Assessments 125 

2.  Waimea Dam Workshop, 13 July - summary of questions 163 
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Waimea Dam Workshop – 13 July 2017 

The workshop was asked: What information do you most need to help you decide whether 

the Council should invest in the Waimea Dam? 

The Issues and the Responses: 

 Issue 1: Is a commitment from CIIL needed prior to the election? 

The project is supported by CIIL, including the wider benefits. Like TDC and WIL, CIIL 

cannot unconditionally commit at this stage. However the more progress the project makes 

between now and the election, the greater level of commitment CIIL will be able to provide. 

 Issue 2: I need to know the final price. 

All the parties do which is why the procurement work stream is progressing with the aim of 

having a price in November. Financial close cannot occur before a price is known (mostly 

answered on the day). 

 Issue 3: I want to know what the funding model is. 

This is still being negotiated and finalised for report back including to Council (mostly 

answered on the day). 

 Issue 4: What is the water demand – how much is needed? 

Answered by Richard Kirby’s presentation (answered on the day). 

 Issue 5: I want to be assured about the hydrology – how much water reaches 

aquifers? 

Answered in a follow up e-mail from Andrew Fenemor with a link to the review paper on the 

science underpinning the model (answered by follow up). See Andrew’s message on page 

three of this document.  

 Issue 6: What about affordability and impact on rates/will the 3% threshold be 

breached? 

Answered by Mike Drummond’s presentation (answered on the day). 

 Issue 7: What about Plan B and security of supply/people need to know about the 

alternatives? 

Answered by Richard Kirby’s presentation and by the project status report (answered mostly 

on the day). 

 Issue 8: Funding needs to be equitable - users should pay. 

That is a choice for Council (mostly) to make as part of its revenue and financing policy 

decision-making (a work in progress).  

 Issue 9: There needs to be integrity in the partnership/s process. 

Dealt with on the day by a commitment to working cooperatively together - needs to be 

ongoing and have energy invested in it (a work in progress) 

 Issue 10: The Dam needs a power generation component – will help pay for it? 

Agreed – provisions will be made to retrofit a hydro generation set but the when, who and 

how is still to be decided (a work in progress). 
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  Issue 11: Why are we still negotiating, if the business case works? 

Not everyone sees it that way (a work in progress). 

 Issue 12: What about the effects on ecosystems and nitrates? 

Answered in a follow up e-mail from Andrew Fenemor including a link to the Nitrogen report 

(see the last page in this document). The Council should be assured that the environmental 

effects were considered and resolved to the extent that they were able to be through the 

planning and consenting processes (answered by follow up). 

Comment from Richard Kirby and Joseph Thomas 

 On the Waimea Plains the Council groundwater sources are mainly in the Appleby 

Gravel Unconfined Aquifer (ie, Brightwater, Redwood and Waimea) with one source in 

the Lower Confined Aquifer (called Richmond Supply). The unconfined aquifer nitrate 

levels are well below the Maximum Acceptable Value (MAV). The Richmond supply has 

been at around the MAV for many years. With the new treatment plant we mix the water 

supplies from the Waimea with the Richmond supply. The current mixing ratio is 60/40 

ratio, the water leaving the new treatment plant has nitrate just under 50% MAV. This is 

not a compliance issue - we just have to monitor it properly. 

 The Brightwater and Redwood supplies are well below MAV for nitrates. 

 In the no augmentation scenario we would have significant restriction in relation to 

moving bores – or increasing pumping rates from current sources. 

 With augmentation, Tasman District Council has greater flexibility for more bores and to 

move them e.g. to areas of low nitrate if any risk arises. It is unlikely that the current 

Unconfined Aquifer water sources for the Council would be at risk. 

 Also the higher recharge rates with augmentation means more security for the near river 

bores in the unconfined aquifer. 

 The other nitrate issues re water quality in the Waimea Plains is something for the Flag 

process as was discussed.  

 The areas with elevated nitrates is historic with some increases and decreases noted in 

the recent survey. 

 Treating nitrates is very expensive and if nitrate levels increased too much then new 

bores would need to be drilled into nitrate-free aquifers.  

 Issue 13: Who pays for any overruns? 

Still being negotiated – the risk will be shared (a work in progress). 

 Issue 14: How expensive is too much? 

That’s a call for the partners to make (a work in progress). 

 Issue 15: Should ratepayers pay for environmental flows? 

That’s a call for the Council to make (a work in progress). 

 Issue 16: Can irrigators afford to pay as proposed? 

Probably yes, some could afford more while others will be at their limit (answered on the 

day)  
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 Issue 17: Is WIL seeking to extend the scheme range and what is the cost of water 

distribution outside “service area”? 

Almost certainly too high to rely on those hectares being subscribed for in the short term so 

they aren’t in the numbers (answered on the day)  

 Issue 18: The risks for Waimea Community Dam aren’t covered in the analysis – what 

are they? 

Most of the risks have been mitigated through the Plan Change process, the resource 

consent, the design including in relation to seismic risk, the procurement process, and the 

use of the Public Works Act. There are residual risks that can’t be avoided or mitigated for 

the dam and/or all other options (a work in progress).  

 Issue 19: Has an audit been done of the number of irrigators who have indicated they 

are willing to buy into the dam? 

No, but WIL is willing to do that and has undertaken to do that (answered on the day). 

 Issue 20: What does Council predict the type of land use will be that will take up 

uncommitted hectares? 

It is unlikely to be dairying, most likely high value food/horticultural crops but labour, markets 

and innovation will determine within whatever regulatory framework the Council determines 

(answered after the workshop). 
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 Groundwater Hydrology 

(Email from Andrew Fenemor – 14 July 2017) 

A peer review of the GNS groundwater modelling and related background work was 

completed for the Council just prior to last year’s elections. It addressed community 

questions including specific questions and assertions from Murray Dawson and Ron 

Heath.  

The review confirms the validity of the river-aquifer modelling, and the rates of recharge 

from river flows into aquifers based on several decades of past measurements. We 

also modelled the effects of riverbed weirs which – in addition to increased summer 

river flows from the proposed dam - show localised benefits for groundwater recharge. 

The report can be found here: 

http://www.waimeacommunitydam.co.nz/assets/Uploads/files/Waimea-Community-

Dam-Peer-Review-of-Groundwater-Hydrology-2016-Landcare-Research.pdf 

Nitrogen Losses from Rural Land Uses  

The Waimea FLAG was concerned to know about the potential risks to water quality 

from current Waimea catchment land uses and how that might change after water 

augmentation. 

Our 2015 review, which includes modelling of nitrogen losses from typical farm systems 

using the Plant & Food Research model SPASMO. The research shows that nitrogen 

leaching is much more sensitive to soil type than to whether a crop is irrigated or not. 

But we acknowledge that having reliable irrigation water available will allow more 

intensive land uses – the question is which land uses are those likely to be? If apples 

(using current methods), then nitrogen losses in those areas will likely reduce. If market 

gardening (using current methods) then nitrogen losses in those areas will likely go 

up.   

The report looks at groundwater flow paths and the water bodies which may be 

affected. As Glenn Stevens and Joseph Thomas may have mentioned in connection 

with the Council’s recent groundwater nitrate survey, there have been high nitrate-

nitrogen levels in some parts of the deep aquifers of the plains since the 1980s and 

those levels have been improving except in some localised areas. The Waimea FLAG, 

when it reconvenes, will I assume be thinking further about what management controls 

and water quality targets may be needed in the various water bodies of the Plains. 

The nitrogen report can be found here: 

http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-

catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-

land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-

presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG

/2015/2015-07-19 

 

 

http://www.waimeacommunitydam.co.nz/assets/Uploads/files/Waimea-Community-Dam-Peer-Review-of-Groundwater-Hydrology-2016-Landcare-Research.pdf
http://www.waimeacommunitydam.co.nz/assets/Uploads/files/Waimea-Community-Dam-Peer-Review-of-Groundwater-Hydrology-2016-Landcare-Research.pdf
http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG/2015/2015-07-19
http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG/2015/2015-07-19
http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG/2015/2015-07-19
http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG/2015/2015-07-19
http://www.tasman.govt.nz/environment/water/water-resource-management/water-catchment-management/water-management-partnerships-flags/waimea-fresh-water-and-land-advisory-group/meeting-agendas-notes-and-presentations/?path=/EDMS/Public/Meetings/FreshwaterLandAdvisoryGroups/WaimeaFLAG/2015/2015-07-19
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8.8 NELSON-TASMAN MONITORING REPORT UNDER THE NATIONAL POLICY 

STATEMENT ON URBAN DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY (JANUARY-MARCH 2017)  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Jacqui Deans, Policy Planner 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-08 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 As required under the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPS), 

Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council staff have jointly produced the first 

quarterly monitoring report on housing and business market activity.  

1.2 The NPS requires the first report to focus solely on the housing market. The Government is 

planning on releasing further data on both housing and business market indicators soon so 

subsequent reports will cover both housing and business markets.  

1.3 This report provides background to the monitoring report and recommends that similar 

monitoring reports continue to be produced jointly with Nelson City and are made publicly 

available, in accordance with Government advice.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Nelson-Tasman Monitoring Report under the National Policy Statement 

on Urban Development Capacity (January-March 2017) report, RCN17-07-08; and 

2. approves the Nelson-Tasman Monitoring Report; and 

3. approves that the Nelson-Tasman Monitoring Report can be made publicly available.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To consider the first joint Nelson-Tasman quarterly monitoring report, as required under the 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity. 

3.2 To approve the quarterly monitoring report (January-March 2017), in order that it can be 

published and made publicly available. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC) came into effect 

in late 2016. Its aim is to ensure that planning decisions enable an adequate supply of 

housing and business land needed to meet current demand. The Government anticipates 

that this will contribute to minimising artificially inflated house prices at all levels and 

contribute to housing affordability overall. Additionally, changes to the Resource 

Management Act that came into force in April 2017 require Regional and Territorial 

Authorities to ensure there is sufficient development capacity in relation to housing and 

business land to meet the expected demands of the region/district1. 

4.2 Under the NPS-UDC, Local Authorities must by the end of 2018, complete an assessment in 

order to ensure that there is sufficient development capacity. The assessment must estimate 

the demand for dwellings, including the demand for different types of dwellings, locations 

and price points, and the supply of development capacity to meet that demand. The 

assessment must cover the short, medium and long‐terms. Tasman District Council is well 

placed to meet this requirement as it already has its own Growth Demand and Supply Model 

which was first implemented in 2005. It is reviewed at least every three years and feeds into 

the Council’s Long Term Plan process.   

4.3 The NPS-UDC requires Tasman District Council to work with Nelson City Council to provide 

sufficient housing and business capacity for the “Nelson Urban Area” which includes 

Richmond and adjacent areas. This was the subject of a joint Council workshop in Nelson on 

20 June 2017. 

4.4 There are also significant quarterly monitoring requirements under the NPS-UDC. On a 

quarterly basis, Local Authorities are required to monitor: 

(a)  prices and rents for housing, residential land and business land by location and type 

and changes in these over time;  

(b)  the number of resource consents and building consents granted for urban development 

relative to growth in population;  

(c)  indicators of housing affordability; and  

(d)  indicators of price efficiency, such as price differentials between zones to understand 

how planning may affect the market. 

4.5 Local Authorities are encouraged to publish the results of their monitoring. The monitoring 

must commence by June 2017, but monitoring of the price efficiency indicators does not 

commence until December 2017.   

                                                
1 Section 30 (1) (ba) and s.31 (1) (aa) 
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4.6 MfE/MBIE have produced an on-line urban development capacity dashboard that provides 

charts, maps and underlying data on local housing markets. This can be viewed at 

https://mbienz.shinyapps.io/urban-development-capacity_test/. The tool includes housing 

data for all Tasman wards. It becomes public on 7 July 2017 but has already been released 

to Local Authorities for use. Corresponding data has not yet been provided on business 

markets.  

4.7 Staff from Nelson and Tasman councils have prepared the first monitoring report required by 

the NPS-UDC (Attachment 1). It covers the period January-March 2017. This first report 

examines a limited range of indicators based on available data. Much of the data contained 

in the report comes from the MfE/MBIE dashboard. It focuses on local housing markets, with 

limited data on business markets at this stage. Business data will comprise a greater 

component of the quarterly report over time. 

4.8 The monitoring report is also being considered by Nelson City Council’s Governance 

Committee on 27 July 2017.   

 

5 Options 

5.1 The only options available relate to the publishing (or not) of the report and whether this is 

done jointly with Nelson City Council or separately. These are considered below. 

5.2 Option 1 – produce a quarterly monitoring report jointly with Nelson City Council - The 

NPS-UDC places a strong emphasis on planning coherently (and in a coordinated way) 

across urban housing and labour markets where these cross local authority administrative 

boundaries.   

5.3 Given that the “Nelson Main Urban Area” covers most of Nelson’s administrative extent, 

Richmond and adjacent areas within Tasman, it is preferable to produce a joint report. The 

NPS-UDC also requires Nelson and Tasman to provide through their resource management 

plans, enough development capacity to ensure that demand can be met, within the “Nelson 

Main Urban Area”, (even though the boundaries of the urban area do not restrict the area in 

which the local authorities can apply the policies.) 

5.4 If joint monitoring is not undertaken for the Nelson Main Urban Area it will be difficult to 

ascertain whether we are meeting demand from this area. The report, as written has been 

prepared jointly. 

5.5 Option 2 – produce a joint report with Nelson City Council and publish the report 

5.6 The NPS-UDC encourages Local Authorities to publish their monitoring results. The report is 

likely to be of significant interest to a range of audiences including the development 

community. Housing demand and affordability are nationally significant issues, therefore 

there is likely to be much interest in data published for Tasman and Nelson. Staff 

recommend option 2 - to produce a joint monitoring report and to publish it. The report will 

be placed on the respective Councils’ websites and over time more sophisticated 

presentation will be developed. 

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 The current strategy is to apply the policies of the NPS-UDC to the boundaries of the Nelson 

Main Urban Area. The Council can in future look to other settlements in the District to help 

https://mbienz.shinyapps.io/urban-development-capacity_test/
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meet demand, if needed. It is considered at this stage that Richmond can meet its own 

demand, without needing to look to other settlements.  

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The Council is required by the Resource Management Amendment Act 2017 to ensure there 

is sufficient development capacity in relation to housing and business land to meet the 

expected demands of the region/district. 

7.2 The NPS-UDC requires the Council to provide sufficient housing and business capacity for 

the “Nelson Urban Area” which includes Richmond and adjacent areas.   

7.3 The quarterly monitoring report will assist in informing the Council about demand for housing 

and business development, as well as urban development activity. 

7.4 The NPS-UDC concepts of medium and high growth are being used to model future growth 

for development of the next Long Term Plan. The same figures have been used to produce 

the housing targets in the Tasman Housing Accord2. 

 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 The monitoring and reporting obligations under the NPS create additional work and 

budgetary implications for the Council. A new staff position has been created to meet the 

increasing needs of the Council to plan for and manage growth in the District. This includes a 

significant increase in monitoring and reporting obligations that recent central government 

direction has created. 

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

                                                
2 An additional 20% margin of growth (high growth) has been added to the growth projections that have come out of the Tasman 
Growth Demand and Supply Model for the centers that are expected to grow significantly in the future. These are Richmond, 
Brightwater, Wakefield, Mapua and Motueka. 
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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? Medium-high 

Housing demand and affordability are 

nationally significant issues, therefore 

there is likely to be much interest in data 

published for Tasman and Nelson 

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) 

No  

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
No  

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

No 

This report does not in isolation, but 

housing demand is currently being 

considered as part of the LTP process 

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

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  

Does the proposal or decision 

involve Council exiting from or 

entering into a group of 

activities?   

No  

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 Staff recommend that the quarterly monitoring reports required under the NPS are produced 

jointly with Nelson City and that they are made publicly available. 

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 Nelson City’s Governance Committee is considering the monitoring report at the same time 

as Tasman District Council. 

11.2 If both councils approve the report and approve that it can be published, it will be placed on 

the councils’ respective websites. 
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11.3 Future monitoring reports will be prepared quarterly. 
 

12 Attachments 

1.  Nelson-Tasman Monitoring report under the National Policy Statement Urban 

Development Capacity Jan-March 2017 
173 
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8.9 S.17A ASSESSMENT, NELSON REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Sarah Holman, Policy Advisor 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-09 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 Changes to the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) mean that the Council is required to carry 

out service delivery reviews under s.17A of the legislation at least every six years. We must 

do an initial assessment of all activities before 8 August 2017.   

1.2 Staff have completed a s.17A assessment of the delivery of regional economic development, 

visitor promotion and destination marketing services from the Nelson Regional Development 

Agency (NRDA). This report seeks the Council’s approval to this assessment. 

1.3 The Council can approve the assessment or ask staff to undertake more work on it.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the s.17A assessment, Nelson Regional Development Agency report RCN17-

07-09; and 

2. approves the s.17A Local Government Act 2002 assessment for services provided by 

the Nelson Regional Development Agency contained in the attachment to report 

RCN17-07-09. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To approve the s.17A LGA service delivery review for services provided by the NRDA. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 Changes to the LGA, mean that the Council is required to carry out service delivery reviews 

under s.17A at least every six years. An initial assessment of all activities must be completed 

before 8 August 2017. 

 

5 Options 

5.1 The Council is required to meet the legislative obligations to assess our services before 8 

August 2017.  Therefore, the Council needs to consider and approve all the reviews prior to 

this date.  

5.2 The Council can approve the s.17A service delivery review for the NRDA or direct staff to 

undertake further work on it.   

5.3 Staff consider that the assessment has been undertaken in a manner that complies with the 

legislative requirements. Therefore, we recommend that the Council approves the review.    

5.4 Approving the assessment now does not prevent the Council from choosing to change the 

mode of service delivery at any time in the future.  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 The Council must meet its legal obligations.  

6.2 By regularly reviewing our service delivery, we contribute to building the community’s 

confidence in us, we demonstrate that we are undertaking our activities in a cost effective 

and appropriate manner and we demonstrate that we provide value for money. 

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 The Council is required to follow the provisions of s.17A of the LGA.  Staff consider that the 

processes we used during our assessment meets the legislative requirements.  

 

8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 By undertaking the s.17A service delivery review, we are providing accountability and 

ensuring the cost-effectiveness of our current service delivery arrangements. 

8.2 Some funding has been needed to employ a contractor to assist staff meet their obligations 

in this assessment phase.  The cost for the contractor is covered within the Strategic Policy 

budget.  

 

9 Significance and Engagement 
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9.1 Staff believe that the decision before the Council is of low significance. The approval sought 

relates to an initial assessment, and recommends a further assessment is undertaken prior 

to the expiry of the agreement with the NRDA, or when a review is triggered by the 

legislation. 

9.2 Our advice is that community engagement is not required prior to the Council making the 

decision recommended in this report.  

Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? Low 

No significant changes are proposed to 

the status quo. The assessment makes a 

recommendation on when a further 

assessment should take place.   

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
No 

The decision made today can be reviewed 

and amended at any time. 

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

No  

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
No  

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

No  

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

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 The agreement with NCC already exists. 

Does the proposal or decision 

involve Council exiting from or 

entering into a group of 

activities?   

No  

 

10 Conclusion 

10.1 The process of assessing Council services under s.17A of the LGA is a legal requirement. It 

provides a framework for considering the cost-effective delivery of services and the 

alternative methods of achieving the same outcome. It also encourages collaboration with 

neighbouring local authorities.  
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10.2 The conclusion following the assessment of delivering regional economic development, 

visitor promotion and destination marketing services through the NRDA (a CCO of Nelson 

City Council) is to retain the status quo.   

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 Timetabling the next assessment to meet legislative requirements. 

 
 

12 Attachments 

1.  s.17A Nelson Regional Development Agency Services 191 
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PART I: PRESENT ARRANGEMENTS 

Name of the service and scope Nelson Regional Development Agency services 

The Nelson Regional Development Agency (NRDA), a 

Council Controlled Organisation (CCO) of Nelson City 

Council (NCC), is a merger of Nelson Tourism Tasman 

(NTT) and the Nelson Regional Economic Development 

Agency. The NRDA has been operational since July 

2016.  

Prior to 2014, TDC jointly shared in the ownership of 

NTT. In 2014, it transferred its share to NCC. The 

Nelson Regional Economic Development Agency 

(NREDA) was a NCC Council Controlled Organisation, 

funded by both NCC and TDC. 

In 2015, TDC entered into a three year agreement with 

NCC to fund and deliver a regional economic 

development programme. 

Council purchases regional economic development, 

visitor promotion and destination marketing services 

from the NRDA at a cost of $400,000 p.a. (inflation 

adjusted over 3 years). The agreement between the 

councils expires on 30 June 2018.  

The councils are adjoining unitary bodies (having both 

district and regional functions). Because of that, there is 

expectation in law and central government policy that 

they will collaborate to optimise economic performance 

of the region.  

Together Nelson and Tasman naturally form an 

economic region; a joint approach to promoting the 

region makes sense financially and strategically.  

Rationale for service provision Long Term Plan 2015 – 2025 

Key Issues 

Maximising Regional Opportunities is one of five key 

issues set out in the Plan. This specifically states that 

the two councils share common interests and are 

economically interdependent,  

Community outcomes  

The ones that the service contributes to are: 

 Our region is supported by an innovative and 

sustainable economy 
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 Our Council provides leadership and fosters 

partnerships, a regional perspective and 

community engagement 

Present arrangements governance –the NRDA is a CCO of NCC. NCC maintains 

control of the NRDA through its shareholding, director 

appointments and approval of the company’s annual 

Statement of Intent. NCC is responsible for agreeing 

and supporting work plans and monitoring performance 

of the NRDA; final decisions are made by NCC. 

An agreement to fund and deliver regional economic 

development programme has been entered into by NCC 

and TDC. 

Under the agreement NCC consults TDC on the letter of 

expectation and draft Statement of Intent for the NRDA. 

Reporting timelines by NCC to TDC are set out in the 

agreement.  

funding -  Council purchases services through NCC. The 

cost is funded through general rates. 

delivery – by the NRDA, a CCO of NCC. 

Last review In 2014 Council made a decision to transfer its joint 

share in NTT and purchase both tourism and economic 

development services from NCC instead.  

Performance 

NB: SOLGM guidance is that 

cost effectiveness is not the 

same as least cost, it is “least 

cost consistent with the 

achievement of the council’s 

objectives for delivering the 

service” 

Under the terms of the agreement between the councils: 

 The NRDA reports 6 monthly to NCC.  

 The NRDA’s annual draft Statement of Intent 

(SOI) has to be approved by NCC.  

 NCC provides TDC with the draft SOI, plus the 

half yearly report. TDC provides feedback on the 

draft SOI 

 TDC identifies issues it wishes to be addressed in 

the letter of expectation that NCC gives to the 

NRDA 

 The NRDA provides an annual report to TDC. A 

joint committee of the councils receives a 

presentation from the CCO yearly.  

This means that TDC is strongly involved in setting 

expectations and monitoring performance. The NRDA 

has been established recently, and it is too early to 

judge performance.   

Cost $  
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Year Opex 

2014/15 207,447 

2015/16 400,000 

2016/17 400,400 

2017/18 408,400 

2018/19 400,000 

2019/20 400,000 

2020/21 400,000 

2021/22 400,000 

2022/23 400,000 

2023/24 400,000 

2024/25 400,000 

2025/26 400,000 

2026/27 400,000 
 

 

 

 

PART II: DECISION TO REVIEW  

Is a review required? (S17A(2)) 1. An initial review of all services is required 

by the legislation by August 2017 (Clause 

2, schedule 1AA) 

2. A contract for delivery of the service is due 

to expire within 2 years 

Does the cost of undertaking the 

review outweigh the benefits (s17A 

(3)(b)) – Council is not required to 

undertake a review if it is satisfied 

that the potential benefits do not 

justify the costs of undertaking the 

review.  

No 

Is delivery of the service, regulatory 

function or infrastructure governed by 

legislation, contract or other binding 

agreement that cannot be reasonably 

altered within the following two 

years? If yes, provide details as a 

No, agreement expires 30 June 2018 
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review is not required by legislation 

s17A(3)(a) 

Recommendation whether or not to 

review this service 

Recommend not to review this service at the 

present time because: 

 the new arrangements were only put in 

place in 2015 following a review of service 

delivery, with an agreement between the 

two councils approved by Tasman District 

Council.  

 the new entity to deliver regional economic 

services, the NRDA, has only been in 

operation since July 2016 so it is too early 

for a review.   

Place in review programme if decide 

to review (completion of Part, I, II 

and III of template) 

A further assessment should be undertaken prior 

to the expiry of the existing agreement with NCC 

in 2018. 

 

Decision not to review: 

Part I and II completed (assessment): 

Sarah Holman Policy Advisor (contractor) ___________ 

(Name) (Position)   (Date) 

Decision not to review approved (second tier manager and SMT) 

Lindsay McKenzie Chief Executive Officer ___________ 

(Name) (Position)   (Date) 

Complete Part III of template if undertaking a s.17A Review   
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8.10 REFERRAL REPORT - TREASURY MANAGEMENT POLICY  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Russell Holden, Finance Manager 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-10 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Council manages its treasury risks and responsibilities through the Treasury Risk 

Management Policy. The policy also includes the Liability Management and Investment 

policies. 

1.2 This current policy was drafted by staff and the Council’s treasury advisors, 

PricewaterhouseCoopers, (PwC) and approved by the Council on 30 June 2014. 

1.3 PwC are treasury advisors for a number of councils, and as such this policy reflects treasury 

best practice within the local government sector. 

1.4 An initial assessment of the policy for items requiring review was completed by staff and 

followed by a PwC review.   

1.5 Most of the amendments were covered within the following themes:  

 updating for Council changes to structure, i.e. removing the Corporate Services 

Committee; 

 removing references to defunct organisations such as Tourism Nelson Tasman Ltd;  

 updating some clauses to better reflect changes in best practice; 

 providing the ability for the Council to take advantage of borrowing from the Local 

Government Funding Agency out past the 12 year current policy maximum term. 

1.6 The amended policy was presented in a report (RFNAU17-06-03) to the Audit and Risk 

Committee at its meeting on 30 June 2017.  Members sought clarification on some changes 

but no policy changes were requested.  

The following resolution was passed at the meeting: 

Moved Cr King/Cr Ogilvie    FNAU17-06-1  

That the Audit and Risk Committee: 

1. receives the Treasury Risk Management Policy report (RFNAU17-06-03); and 

2. recommends to Council the adoption of the Treasury Risk Management Policy, as 

amended.  

CARRIED 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Referral Report - Treasury Management Policy report RCN17-07-10; and 

2. adopts the Treasury Risk Management Policy. 

 

 

 
 

3 Attachments 

1.  Treasury Liability Management and Investment Policies - Final July 2017 197 
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8.11 APPOINTMENT OF ADVISER TO THE TASMAN REGIONAL TRANSPORT COMMITTEE   

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Robyn Scherer, Executive Assistant - Engineering 

Report Number: RCN17-07-11 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This report recommends the appointment of Ms Jane Murray as an adviser to the Tasman 

Regional Transport Committee for the current triennium. 

1.2 At the meeting on 23 March 2017, the Full Council approved the appointment of five non-

voting advisers to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee as follows: 

 Bill Findlater (Nelson Regional Development Agency) – representing economic 

development 

 Inspector Iain McKenzie (NZ Police) – representing safety and personal security 

 Donna Smith – representing access and mobility 

 Karen Lee – representing environmental sustainability, and 

 Frank Hippolite (Tiakina te Taiao) – representing cultural interests. 

1.3 At the meeting on 11 May 2017, the Full Council approved the appointment of Dr Kevin 

Thompson as an adviser to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee.  

1.4 Since then, the Nelson Marlborough District Health Board has confirmed Ms Jane Murray as 

their nominee for the Tasman Regional Transport Committee representing public health. 

This role was previously held by Geoff Cameron who is now retired.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Appointment of Adviser to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee 

report RCN17-07-11; and 

2. approves the appointment of Ms Jane Murray as a non-voting advisory member of the 

Tasman Regional Transport Committee for the current triennium. 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report seeks the Council’s approval to appoint Ms Jane Murray as a non-voting adviser 

to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee for the current triennium.  

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 The Land Transport Management Act that governs the establishment and membership of 

regional transport committees was amended in June 2013. The amendment repealed the 

previous requirement for each Regional Transport Committee to appoint non-voting 

members representing the areas of environment sustainability, economic development, 

safety and personal security, public health, improving access and mobility and cultural 

interests.  

4.2 The functions of the Regional Transport Committee as noted in the Act are: 

(a) to prepare a regional land transport plan, or any variation to the plan, for the approval 

of the relevant regional council; and 

(b) to provide the regional council with any advice and assistance the regional council may 

request in relation to its transport responsibilities. 

4.3 At its meeting on 27 October 2016, the Council appointed Councillors Stuart Bryant (Chair), 

Kit Mailing, Dean McNamara, David Ogilvie and Paul Sangster to the Tasman Regional 

Transport Committee along with one representative from the New Zealand Transport 

Agency. The New Zealand Transport Agency representative is a full member of the 

committee with voting rights.  

4.4 On 23 March 2017, the Council approved the appointment of the following people to the 

Tasman Regional Transport Committee in a non-voting advisory capacity: 

 Karen Lee Ensuring environmental sustainability 

 Bill Findlater Assisting economic development 

 Inspector Iain McKenzie Assisting safety and personal security 

 Donna Smith Improving access and mobility 

 Frank Hippolite  Cultural interests 

4.5 The term of appointment is linked to the term of the local government three-yearly election 

cycle. Therefore, the Council has the ability to review the composition of the Tasman 

Regional Transport Committee every three years. 

4.6 At the meeting on 11 May 2017 the Council approved the appointment of Dr Kevin 

Thompson as an adviser to the committee.  

4.7 The Nelson-Marlborough District Health Board has nominated Ms Jane Murray as the public 

health representative on the Tasman Regional Transport Committee. 

4.8 Ms Murray has recently joined the Nelson Marlborough District Health Board as a public 

health analyst. Previously she worked for the Canterbury District Health Board as a Health in 

All Policies Advisor for five years. Health in All Policies work is underpinned by the fact that 

health is influenced by a wide range of factors beyond the health sector therefore much of 
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Ms Murray’s work involved working with territorial agencies on improving community 

wellbeing.  

4.9 Ms Murray led the Canterbury District Health Board’s submissions on the Christchurch City 

Council’s Replacement District Plan including the Transport section where she worked very 

closely with transport planners to ensure the provisions would create healthy outcomes for 

residents. She was also heavily involved in supporting the Christchurch City Council in the 

installation of active and public infrastructure, including writing submissions and presenting 

at hearings on the major cycleway projects in Christchurch. 

4.10 Ms Murray was also a key member of the team that undertook the integrated assessments 

on the Land Use Recovery Plan and Lyttelton Port Recovery Plan. Transport was a major 

issue for both of these Recovery Plans.  

4.11 Ms Murray has a Post-graduate Diploma in Resource Management.  

 

5 Options 

5.1 The Council has two options: 

5.2 Option 1 – Appoint Ms Jane Murray as a non-voting advisory member of the Tasman 

Regional Transport Committee. 

5.3 Option 2 – resolve to not make an appointment to the Tasman Regional Transport 

Committee.  

Pros and Cons 

5.4 The appointment of advisers to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee enable specialist 

strategic input to the Committee’s work including the development of the region’s transport 

objectives and the Tasman Regional Land Transport Programme 

5.5 Not appointing advisers to the Tasman Regional Transport Committee has the potential to 

limit the consideration of the wider community in the development of the region’s transport 

objectives and the Tasman Regional Land Transport Programme. 

5.6 Staff recommend Option 1.  

 

6 Strategy and Risks 

6.1 There is a small risk that the appointed advisers do not contribute sufficiently to represent 

their sectors or that they do not understand their role.  

6.2 Ms Murray has extensive experience in public health and has worked alongside local 

government in transportation planning.  

 

7 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

7.1 There are no policy, legal or Long Term Plan ramifications for this appointment. This 

appointment is essentially the Council’s choice. Past input from the advisers has ensured the 

Committee considers the relevant sectors they represent in developing the Regional Land 

Transport Programme.  
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8 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

8.1 Provision of $150.00 (GST exclusive) per meeting for the non-voting members is available in 

the Transportation budget. The maximum annual cost to the Council is $4,500.00.  

 

9 Significance and Engagement 

9.1 This decision is of low significance in terms of the Council’s significance and engagement 

policy as these appointments to the Committee are primarily advisory. 

 

Issue 
Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

Is there a high level of public 

interest, or is decision likely to 

be controversial? 
Low 

Public interest in the Council’s Regional 

Land Transport Programme has been low. 

Is there a significant impact 

arising from duration of the 

effects from the decision? 
No  

Does the decision relate to a 

strategic asset? (refer 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy for list of strategic assets) 

No  

Does the decision create a 

substantial change in the level 

of service provided by Council? 
No  

Does the proposal, activity or 

decision substantially affect 

debt, rates or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the 

LTP? 

No  

Does the decision involve the 

sale of a substantial 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

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  

Does the proposal or decision 

involve Council exiting from or 

entering into a group of 

activities?   

No   
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10 Conclusion 

10.1 The appointment of Ms Jane Murray in a non-voting advisory capacity is an opportunity for 

the Council to involve specialist public health input to the strategic direction of the Tasman 

Regional Land Transport Programme.  

 

11 Next Steps / Timeline 

11.1 If the Council agrees to the appointment recommended above, staff will advise Ms Murray 

and invite her to attend the next Tasman Regional Transport Committee meeting scheduled 

for 27 November 2017. 

 
 

12 Attachments 

Nil  
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8.12 CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S ACTIVITY REPORT  

Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Lindsay McKenzie, Chief Executive 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-12 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 This activity report covers the relatively short time since Council’s June meeting. As a result 

it is shorter and summarised. 

1.2 I’m pleased to advise that Wakatu and Council have agreed to an amended price for the 

two Motueka port endowment properties subject to the recent offer back under the Public 

Works Act. You will recall that I was asked to negotiate a price that would avoid a write down 

in asset value and a loss in the Motueka Harbour and Coastal Works Reserve Fund. The 

write down was $12,000 i.e. more than the asset revaluation reserve provision. That has 

been avoided as you requested. 

1.3 Susan Edwards, Community Development Manager has been selected to be a member of a 

Society of Local Government Managers (SOLGM) study tour to the United Kingdom in 

late October/early November this year. When the study tour was announced, it struck me 

that Susan was the ideal candidate. It offers a great personal development opportunity for 

her and benefits to the Council and community as well. I am required to get Council approval 

for any overseas travel by staff. 

1.4 Environment Minister Dr Nick Smith has announced the panel to consider the Te 

Waikoropupu Springs Water Conservation Order application. The members are Camilla 

Owen (Chair); Bob Dickinson: former Tasman District Council chief executive; Lewis 

Metcalfe: an agricultural policy and sustainability advisor; Che Wilson: former chief 

negotiator for the Ngāti Rangi Trust and Deputy Secretary Māori at the Ministry for the 

Environment; and Professor Jon Harding: Dean of Postgraduate Research for Stream 

Ecology at Canterbury University. 

1.5 I am at the LGNZ Conference prior to attending the Council meeting on 27 July 2017 and will 

be on leave for a period thereafter. Dennis Bush-King will be Acting Chief Executive. 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Full Council 

1. receives the Chief Executive's Activity Report RCN17-07-12; and 

2. notes the updates to the Council Action Sheet; and 

3. approves Susan Edwards joining the Society of Local Government Manager’s study 

tour to the United Kingdom in late October/early November 2017.  
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 The purpose of this report is to inform Council about my activities since the 22 June 2017 

Council meeting. 

 

4 Strategy and Planning 

4.1 A report entitled “Biodiversity and the Role of Regional Councils - Stage 2 of a think-

piece on the future of biodiversity management in New Zealand” was released recently.  

Regional councils commissioned the report. It may be relevant to councillors with an interest 

in the Council’s role in biodiversity.  

4.2 Its purpose is to:   

4.2.1 assist regional councils to establish a collective view about the most appropriate and 

effective regional council roles and functions in biodiversity management; and 

4.2.2 guide how regional councils might fulfil those roles more effectively within the myriad of 

activities and other participants involved in promoting the protection of New Zealand’s 

biodiversity. 

4.3 The think-piece looks well beyond the specific challenge of how to improve the effectiveness 

of regional authorities’ biodiversity activities. It overviews New Zealand’s biodiversity 

challenges and present responses and how these are evolving. The suggestions it makes 

are aimed at lifting the overall national effectiveness of our activities, because it is clear that 

as a nation we need to. While acknowledging that there are variable issues, challenges and 

opportunities across the regions of New Zealand, there are common matters that need be 

collectively progress.  

4.4 The report acknowledges the complexities of our biodiversity challenges and offers 

constructive solutions to these complex challenges. The recommendations are not intended 

to be fully comprehensive or exhaustive, but they are the key to making meaningful 

improvement. This will be important over the next few years with the rapidly evolving 

approach to biodiversity management in New Zealand. This ‘think-piece’ will provide the 

platform for councils to influence national conversations around the likes of the proposed 

National Policy Statement for Biodiversity and the ambitious predator free 2050 goal.  

4.5 The report emphasis the need to be more active in biodiversity management (particularly 

pest control). Aligning priorities is also important. The report presents some strategic ‘shifts’ 

that are necessary to make required progress. 

4.6 The report provides an overview of the strategic context for biodiversity, broadly these 

include:  

4.6.1 the continuing decline of biodiversity,  

4.6.2 changing threats in many areas of New Zealand from land clearance to animal & plant 

pests,  

4.6.3 the emergence of significant corporate and philanthropic sector interest in biodiversity,  

4.6.4 the advances in new technologies for managing pests,  

4.6.5 the key role of regional councils in operational management (particularly pest 

management), and 
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4.6.6 recent significant government initiatives such as Predator Free 2050, the restart of a 

National Policy Statement for Biodiversity and New Zealand’s Tb programme rollback.  

4.7 There are five ‘strategic shifts’ each with an accompanying objective and actions. They focus 

on what is required to improve the overall management system and regional councils’ 

effective participation in that system: 

4.7.1 Shift 1 – Stronger leadership and clearer lines of accountability 

4.7.2 Shift 2 – Building on what regional councils do best 

4.7.3 Shift 3 – Better information for better management 

4.7.4 Shift 4 – Planning and delivering joined up action 

4.7.5 Shift 5 – Modern, fit for purpose frameworks 

4.8 The report has gone through an extensive development process led by the regional councils 

CEO and specialist staff.  It has been tested with trusted key peer reviewers.  It will be used 

to collectively improve the way councils deliver their biodiversity functions.  

4.9 Changes to the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) mean that the Council is required to carry 

out service delivery reviews under s.17A of the legislation at least every six years. We are 

required to do an initial assessment of all activities before 8 August 2017 and most have 

been completed.  

4.10 However, due to timing issues the s.17A reviews for Transportation, Water Supply, 

Wastewater and Stormwater will be presented to the Engineering Services Committee on 17 

August 2017. The Property and Commercial activity section 17A’s have been delayed due to 

resourcing issues. It is unlikely they will be completed within the 8 August 2017 timeline.   

 

5 Advice and Reporting 

5.1 I am seeking Council’s approval to send Susan Edwards, Community Development 

Manager, on a Society of Local Government Managers (SOLGM) study tour to the 

United Kingdom in late October/early November this year. I am required to get Council 

approval to any overseas travel by staff.  

5.2 The SOLGM Chief Executive approached me earlier in the year about this study tour.  Susan 

Edwards immediately came to mind as an ideal person to attend. The purposes of the study 

tour are to enable senior New Zealand local government officials to see first-hand: 

5.2.1 the impacts of austerity over the last five years; 

5.2.2 the innovation that has arisen from responding to those impacts; and  

5.2.3 the development of the new ‘devolution’ strategy in the UK as it relates to the central 

government – local government relationship.   

5.3 The tour will involve meetings with councils in Manchester, Birmingham, Scotland and in 

either Wales or Dorset. It will also involve attending the Society of Local Authority Chief 

Executives conference in Manchester and meetings with the London Council while at the 

conference. Approximately 10 chief executives and senior managers from the New Zealand 

local government sector will be attending as part of the SOLGM delegation.  
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 5.4 Susan’s objectives for participating are to broaden her understanding of local government 

from visiting UK councils and to learn from the experiences of the councils she will be visiting 

on how they are managing in a fiscally constrained environment and to bring the ideas back 

with a view to adapting them to our situation. She will also share her learnings with other 

councils across New Zealand, along with other participants on the tour. While on the tour, 

Susan will have the opportunity to discuss the UK experience in the New Zealand context 

with the other participants to identify what might work in this country.   

5.5 The cost of the tour is in the order of $7,500. Susan is contributing to the trip by taking half of 

the time as annual leave. 

5.6 The special tribunal to consider the Waikoropupū Springs application for a Water 

Conservation Order (WCO) has been announced by Environment Minister Dr Nick Smith. 

5.7 The Minister recently announced that he had accepted Ngāti Tama and Andrew Yuill’s 

application for consideration of a WCO “to ensure these iconic waters are properly protected 

for future generations.”  

5.8 The five-member panel comprises: 

5.8.1 Camilla Owen (Chair): A Nelson barrister involved in environmental law, and an 

accredited Resource Management Act (RMA) decision maker. 

5.8.2 Bob Dickinson: Previously Tasman District Council chief executive for 17 years. 

5.8.3 Lewis Metcalfe: An agricultural policy and sustainability advisor with a farming 

background. 

5.8.4 Che Wilson: Former chief negotiator for the Ngāti Rangi Trust and Deputy Secretary 

Māori at the Ministry for the Environment.  

5.8.5 Professor Jon Harding: Prof Harding is Dean of Postgraduate Research for Stream 

Ecology at Canterbury University and was a member of the Board of Inquiry into the 

Freshwater NPS. 

5.9 There is nothing to report on the Mid-West Ferries proposal for a Whanganui to Motueka 

service.  All has gone quiet at this end since the review work on the pre-feasibility studies 

was released by the Whanganui District Council. 

 

6 Management of Council Resources 

6.1 Wakatu and Council have agreed to an amended price for the two Motueka Port 

Endowment properties subject to the recent offer back under the Public Works Act.   

6.2 Some months ago Council considered a price at which to offer back to Whakatu properties 

on Wharf Road and North Street under the Public Works Act.  The comments at the meeting 

were that any write down in the asset value that creates a loss in this Fund as a result of the 

sale price is likely to be viewed negatively in the community and evoke an adverse reaction 

impacting our relationship with Wakatu.  It was certainly viewed that way at the Council 

meeting. 

6.3 Iain Sheeves (Wakatu) has advised me that the Wakatu Board has agreed to the counter 

proposal. The Board has agreed to a $12,000 increase in the purchase price as follows: 

6.3.1 $82,000 inclusive of GST ($31,000 (land) + $51,000 (improvements)) for 95 Wharf 

Road 
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6.3.2 $87,500 inclusive of GST ($44,000 (land) + $43,500 (improvements)) for 17 North 

Street. 

 

7 Managing People 

7.1 There has been one staff related health and safety event since my last report and this was 

an ankle sprain from stepping backwards into a hollow on a sloping part of ground.  

7.2 Following on from a report to the 30 June 2017 Audit and Risk Committee, staff are 

working on a draft Asbestos Policy, which includes the development of a Council 

Asbestos Management Plan. The Health and Safety at Work (Asbestos) Regulations 2016 

require all PCBUs to have an asbestos register and management plan. As a PCBU the 

Council has responsibilities for any work on Council buildings that contain asbestos, such as 

building repair and maintenance or refurbishment. There are also requirements in the 

regulations about the use of licensed asbestos removers when the amount of asbestos is 

larger than 10m².    

7.3 Under the Resource Management Act, the Council also has contaminated landfill 

responsibilities (in relation to asbestos) and any reported dumped asbestos is retrieved and 

disposed of using a licensed contractor. There are also asbestos protocols in place at our 

Resource Recovery Centres. 

7.4 As noted in my 22 June 2017 report, the terms of reference for the Health and Safety 

Steering Group (Moturoa-Rabbit Island) have been completed and are being circulated 

among members of the group for comment. The particular issue at Moturoa relates to 

implementing the Reserves Management Plan in a safe way and coordinating the efforts of 

the PCBUs that operate there. The Terms of Reference will be referred to Council when they 

are finalised. The next meeting of the Steering Group will be in October.  

7.5 Also as noted in my 22 June 2017 report, we are participating in this year’s Australasian 

Local Government Performance Excellence Programme. The data capture and online 

entry phase of the programme must be completed by 28 July, and then there is a review 

phase by Price Waterhouse Cooper. We expect our ‘participating Council report’ to be 

available to us by end of December. 

7.6 This year’s Collective Employment Agreement (CEA) bargaining with the New Zealand 

Public Service Association (PSA) has concluded. A terms of settlement has been agreed to 

and ratified by the members. The term of the new CEA is for one year, and that the 

negotiated settlement included a lump sum payment to some members. This is also the first 

year where salary grade adjustments and annual performance results have been combined 

into one process. The latter was previously on a calendar year cycle and the change means 

performance reviews now align with the financial year end.  

7.7 A request for proposal to undertake a capability and capacity review, along with a suite 

of supporting organisation documents and information, has been sent to the State Services 

Commission (SSC).  The proposal includes a suggested timeline for on-site diagnostic work 

through September and October and a final report and recommendations by early 2018.   

I plan to brief the Council on the SCC proposal and methodology at your 7 September 2017 

meeting. 
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 7.8 We are currently at various stages of recruiting for a: 

 Co-ordinator – Subdivision Consents (replacement) 

 Asset Systems Team Leader (replacement) 

 Property Services Programme Leader – Land & Leases (new position) 

 Property Services Officer – Maintenance & Facilities (new position) 

 Building Technical Officer (replacement) 

7.9 Since my last report, seven appointments have been made: 

 Property Manager (replacement) 

 Information Management Officer – EDRMS (new position) 

 Project Manager (new position) 

 Customer Services Officer x 2 – Richmond (replacement) 

 Finance Officer – Revenue (replacement) 

 Senior Asset Systems Officer (fixed term replacement)  

 Environmental Monitoring Officer – Trainee (fixed term replacement) 

 

8 Relationship Management 

8.1 My other activities and meetings have included the –  

8.1.1 Waimea Water Augmentation Project where the focus has been on public inquires, 

media responses, the OAG complaint, the relationship with Nelson City and the 

Freshwater Improvement Fund; 

8.1.2 Risk Management Framework including a briefing with the consultant (NonSuch) for  

Cr Ogilvie and Mr Graeme Naylor (in their Audit and Risk Committee roles) and me; 

8.1.3 Appleby Hills subdivision where residents are seeking undertakings from Council and 

the developer as the development comes to an end and handover to residents occurs; 

8.1.4 Collective Employment Agreement negotiation with the PSA Union; 

8.1.5 Nelson Regional Development Agency regional identity ‘soft launch’ and CEO 

catchups; 

8.1.6 Developers of the MeadowFields special housing area to discuss resourcing and how 

to work together on the outcomes sought and in the time available; 

8.1.7 Regional Intersectoral Forum which is an interagency (government) hui with Iwi locally; 

8.1.8 Golden Bay Community Board and the Grandstand Trust with whom I had meetings on 

11 July 2017; 

8.1.9 Staff at LGNZ who are responsible to the communications work plan that will heighten 

community awareness of the role of all councils in water management. 
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9 Council Action Sheet 

9.1 Attached is the Council Action Sheet, which has been updated since the 22 June 2017 Full 

Council meeting for councillor’s information.  

 
 

10 Attachments 

1.  Council Action Sheet 2017-07-27 273 
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Action Sheet – Full Council as at 27 July 2017  

Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

Meeting Date 1 December 2016  

Policy on Rates Remissions Report back on likely impact of the Policy on Council’s 

ability to achieve objectives of NPS on Urban 

Development Capacity in time for this to be consulted 

on ahead of LTP 2018-2028. 

Finance 

Manager / 

Community 

Development 

Report back will occur within the context of the 

Long Term Plan. The matter has been 

workshopped and will be reported to a future 

Council meeting. 

Meeting Date 2 March 2017  

Appointment of Directors to 

Nelson Airport Ltd and Port 

Nelson Ltd Boards 

 

Commence process to appoint Council director to 

Nelson Airport Limited Board 

Chief Executive Deferred until the Mayor returns from leave. 

Meeting Date 23 March 2017  

Appointment of Advisors to the 

Tasman Regional Transport 

Committee 

Consider additional/alternative advisory members 

when DHB representative is nominated 

Engineering 

Services 

Manager 

On agenda for 27 July 2017 meeting. 

Offer Back of Land – Port 

Motueka 

 

Advise Wakatu of Council’s decision and report back to 

the Council meeting on 11 May. 

CEO On agenda for 27 July 2017 meeting. 

Remuneration of Independent 

Member to Nelson Regional 

Sewerage Business Unit (NRSBU) 

Draft Policy and procedure for appointing and 

remunerating independent members of Council 

committees and business units 

Corporate 

Services 

Manager 

New Policy to be presented to Council September 

2017. 

Meeting Date 11 May 2017  
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 Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

General Disaster Fund Review scope of the General Disaster Fund. Finance 

Manager 

Underway 

Remediating Residential 

Dwellings 

Report to the Council about options for remediating 

residential dwellings offering accommodation through 

Airbnb. 

Environment & 

Planning 

Manager 

Complete. 

Report went to Environment & Planning Committee 

on 1 June 2017. 

Notice of Motion (minor matter 

arising) 

Report to 29 June 2017 Engineering Services 

Committee on Poole Street drainage. 

Engineering 

Services 

Manager 

Referral report from Engineering Services 

Committee 29 June 2017 on agenda for 27 July 

2017 Full Council meeting. 

Meeting date 14 June 2017  

CN17-06-03 

(Waimea Water Augmentation 

Project – Next Steps) 

Report to Council on advice received on the 

alternatives for augmenting the urban water supplies 

sourced from the Waimea River catchment. 

Engineering 

Services 

Manager 

Report on agenda for Full Council 27 July 2017. 

Commence work on a Statement of Proposal for 

community consultation on the Waimea Water 

Augmentation Project. 

Community 

Development 

Manager 

Underway 

Independent Member to 

Commercial Committee 

Notify Mr Roger Taylor of his reappointment to the 

Commercial Committee for a term of three years from 

14 June 2017. 

Corporate 

Services 

Manager 

Completed (letter sent 26 June 2017). 

Private Plan Change Request 62 1) Publicly notify decision. 

2) Serve copy of decision on the requester. 

Environment & 

Planning 

Manager 

Complete (16 June 2017). 

Meeting date 22 June 2017  
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Item Action Required Responsibility Completion Date/Status 

Staple Street, Motueka Staff response to Toni Elliott and Smokey Fry over 

concerns raised during public forum re flooding at their 

property at 40 Staple Street. 

Chief Executive 

& Utilities 

Manager 

On agenda for 27 July 2017 meeting. 

Special Housing Areas Recommend to the Minister of Building and 

Construction that the following be established as 

Special Housing Areas: 

o 323 Hill Street 

o 265 Sandy Bay-Marahua Road 

o Angelus Avenue 

o Highland Drive 

o Whitby Road 

o ApplebyField 

o 37 McShane Road 

Environment 

and Policy 

Manager 

Complete (MBIE and applicants advised). 

Special Grants Funding Notify Kai Fest Trust of decision. Community 

Partnerships 

Officer 

Complete (27 June 2017). 

CN17-06-26 

(CE’s Activity Report) 

Update schedule of fees and charges. Policy Officer Complete. 

Corporate Services – Quarterly 

Report 

Share electronic version of the treasury paper he 

presented in Auckland. 

Corporate 

Services 

Manager 

Complete. 
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8.13 MACHINERY RESOLUTIONS REPORT  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Full Council 

Meeting Date: 27 July 2017 

Report Author: Gabrielle Drummond, Administration Assisstant - Governance Services 

Report Number:  RCN17-07-13 

  

 

Executive Summary 

1.1 The execution of the following documents under Council Seal require confirmation by 

Council. 

1.2 It is recommended that the report be received and 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 RCN17-07-13 be received; and 

2. that the execution of the following documents under the Seal of Council be 

confirmed:  

a) Deed of Renewal – Higgins– Deed of renewal – Higgins (Lease with rights of renewal 

- Appleby gravel crushing). 

b) Deed of Renewal - Fulton Hogan (Lease with Rights of renewal - Murchison Depot).  

c) Uplift of Deferment - D.T King & Co Ltd – Uplift of deferment at 551 Lower Queen 

Street. 

d) Easement in Gross – WAHANGA Ltd – Easements in gross – Puketutu and surrender 

of establishments in gross.  

e) Covenant under S200 RMA – Riverside - To hold together productive titles in 

exchange for small allotments as approved under consent. 

f) Easement in – WAHANGA Ltd – To surrender easement and establish over balance 

area to allow road to vest within subdivision stage 2. 

g) Easement for Access – PM Holdaway – Easement in gross for TDC to access – 

esplanade reserves across stream. 

h) Plan Change approval certificate under RMA 1991 – Tasman District Council – 

Approval and commencement of Change 52 (Upper Motueka Water Management 

Review) to the Tasman Resource Management Plan) and Change 58 (Wakefield 

Strategic Review). 
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