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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Overview 

This report summarises the process of evaluation of the proposed Nelson Tasman Land 
Development Manual Plan Change 69, finding it to be the most effective and efficient option for 
addressing identified issues, in accordance with Section 32 of the Resource Management Act.  It has 
been guided by “The guide to section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991” by The Ministry for 
the Environment (MfE, 2014).   
 
The following summarises what is contained in each chapter, and may be used as a quick reference 
guide to find key information. 
 

Introduction and Planning Context (ref. p 2 –5) 

This section introduces the NTLDM Plan Change, the NTLDM document, and the requirements of 
Section 32 to report on the process of its development.  It also provides an overview of the part of 
the TRMP affected by the proposed changes. 
 

Legal Context (ref. p 5 – 9) 

This section provide more detail on the requirement to report on the process of determining a Plan 
Change in accordance with Section 32 of the Resource Management Act.  It describes the broader 
requirements of Council in the context of the RMA, and outlines the planning context for the Plan 
Change, namely regional and national planning documents.   
 

The Development of the Plan Change (ref. p 10 –11)  

This describes the background of the project that led to the proposed Plan Change.  It also outlines 
process matters, including consultation undertaken in the development of the Plan Change with key 
stakeholders and Iwi. 
 

Problem Definition (ref. p 12 –15) 

The key drivers of the Plan Change, being the new NTLDM and Transportation Plan Change 4 
(formerly Variation 44) are identified and described in this section.   
 

Issues, the current state and desired outcomes (ref. 15- 20) 

The current state of the TRMP in respect of the resource management issues arising from the new 
NTLDM are described in this section.  An assessment of the new NTLDM and how it impacts the 
current Plan is provided.  This section also describes desired outcomes and goals sought by the Plan 
Change. 
 

Evaluation Approach (ref. p 21 –23) 

This section describes the scale and significance of the issues and how they might be resolved in the 
context of a Plan Change in accordance with S.32.  The matters that are considered relevant to any 
assessment of options are also outlined.  These give rise to an evaluation framework or method for 
assessing options.  
 

Options Evaluation (ref. p 24 –35) 

What are the options available to Council for addressing identified issues?  This section answers this 
question, and describes a range of options from ‘do nothing’ through to ‘comprehensive content 
review and integrated infrastructure design’.  By evaluating each option against the matters of 
Section 7, we can identify the costs, benefits and risks of each option.  This leads to the 
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determination of the most effective, appropriate and efficient option in accordance with Section 32.  
The preferred option is identified in this section. 
 

Conclusion (ref. p 36)  

This identifies the preferred option in terms of the requirements of Section 32.  

1.2 Summary 

This report summarises the process of evaluation of the proposed Nelson Tasman Land 
Development Manual Plan Change 69, finding it to be the most effective and efficient option for 
addressing identified issues, in accordance with Section 32 of the Resource Management Act. 
 
The identified issues relate to the new Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual 2019 and the 
relationship of it to the Tasman Resource Management Plan. Land development and subdivision 
effects management, through the TRMP, include reference to former Engineering Standards for 
network infrastructure management.  Such infrastructure design and construction is required to 
address the actual and potential effects of land development, and includes design standards for 
stormwater management, road design and wastewater.   
 
The new NTLDM replaces the former Engineering Standards and this is one of the key drivers for the 
proposed Plan Change.  The other issue that is addressed in the proposed Plan Change relates to an 
earlier unresolved Plan Change: Transportation Plan Change 4 (formerly Variation 44).  This historical 
Plan Change will be proposed to be withdrawn and replaced, in part, by this Plan Change. 
 
The options that were considered included ‘do nothing’, ‘cross referencing only’, ‘partial content 
review’, ‘comprehensive content review’, and ‘comprehensive content review integrating network 
design’.   These were assessed against matters such as ‘legality’, ‘process efficiency’, ‘effects 
management’ and ‘development costs’. 
 
The preferred option and this Plan Change is ‘partial content review’.  This option provided the least 
risk, maximum benefit solution to issues raised by the new NTLDM, in the most time-cost efficient 
way.  It clarifies the relationship between the proposed Plan Change and the Engineering Standards, 
and eliminates duplication and conflict in content between the two.  It stops short of addressing 
other wider resource management issues associated with network infrastructure where those 
subjects are being addressed within other current Council projects. 
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2. Introduction and Planning Context 

2.1 Purpose of this Report 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual Plan Change 
(the Plan Change) for effectiveness and efficiency in accordance with Section 32 of the Resource 
Management Act.   
 
The proposed Plan Change relates to the recently adopted Nelson Tasman Land Development 2019 
(NTLDM), and Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) content related to engineering 
development standards.  This report considers the proposed Plan Change as the best option for 
addressing resource management issues around network infrastructure asset design and 
construction within land development activities that are managed within the TRMP.  Other options 
assessed within this report are the “status quo” option, and the “introduce network infrastructure 
asset standards into the TRMP” option.    

2.2 What is a Section 32 report? 

Before a proposed Plan Change is publicly notified, the Council is required under Section 32 of the 
Act to: 

 evaluate whether the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way of achieving the 
purpose of the Act; 

 evaluate whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the 
objectives; 

 assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the options considered; and 

 consider the costs and benefits of implementation. 
 

More detail of Section 32 is set out in Section 3 of this report (Legal Context). 

2.3 The NTLDM Plan Change  

The Plan Change concerns content and referencing in the TRMP as it relates to the NTLDM, through 
development activities associated primarily with land use and subdivision.  The NTLDM is a revised 
engineering standards document that replaces former Tasman District Engineering Standards, and is 
Council’s key document that provides minimum standards and guidance for work undertaken on 
Council assets, or subdivision and development that results in the vesting of assets with the Council.  
It is a combined Council document applying to both the Nelson City Council and Tasman District 
Councils. 
 
The NTLDM has been structured to separate mandatory standards from good practice guidance.  
Mandatory standards are minimum standards required to be achieved for different development 
activities.  Some of these mandatory matters are referenced in TRMP rules.  The referencing occurs 
where the NTLDM standards are necessary to meet environmental outcomes and/or define consent 
activity status.  The NTLDM is also referenced within the context of some discretionary activity 
assessment matters as a key document, guiding development outcomes where that development 
and associated network infrastructure may have resource management implications.  Subdivision 
activity and associated network infrastructure is the main activity where the NTLDM is implicated 
and referenced. 
 
The aim of the Plan Change in combination with the NTLDM is to align outcomes relating to network 
infrastructure where they are used in the management of development effects.  This is achieved by 
formalising the relationship between the documents, and aligning content of them.  The proposed 
NTLDM Plan Change also replaces or re-introduces proposed content of an earlier Plan Change 4  
(formerly Variation 44), a change that focussed on Transportation.  This earlier Plan Change sought 
to align TRMP transportation standards with the former Engineering Standards. Proposed Plan 
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Change 4 will be formally withdrawn once the relevant provisions have legal effect through 
proposed Plan Change 69. 
 
The scope of the NTLDM Plan Change has been limited to ensure that it can be advanced in a cost 
effective and efficient way.  Changes focus on:  
(a) Plan provisions directly affected by a duplication and conflict of content between Plan rules 

and new NTLDM standards,   

(b) Issues raised that cannot be addressed through other current Council projects, and   

(c) Matters relating to Plan Change 4 (Variation 44). 

 
More detail of how each part of the TRMP will be affected is summarised in Table 1.   

2.4 Summary of Changes 

Table 1 summarises the proposed changes to the TRMP by chapter, and explains them in brief. 
 
Table 1 – Summary of Plan Change Amendments 

Chapter 
New or 

amended 
provision 

Comment 

Chapter 2 – 
Definitions 

Definitions New road class definitions including cross reference to road classification 
maps. External reference to a definition of ‘accessway’ - a reintroduction of 
former Plan Change 4 definitions.   

Chapter 5 – 
Site Amenity 

Method Add method to connect NTLDM as a method for helping to achieve the 
policies of this Chapter. 

Chapter 6 – 
Urban Design 

Policies 
Methods 
Principal 
Reasons & 
Explanation 
(PRE) 

Add policies that give status to development effects management through 
the implementation of the NTLDM, and recognise the role that network 
infrastructure services play in managing development effects associated 
with urban development. 
Add methods to connect the NTLDM to TRMP as a tool for helping to 
achieve the policies of this Chapter. 
Amend PRE text to explain the relationship of the NTLDM to the TRMP 

Chapter 11 – 
Land 
Transport 
Effects 

Policies 
Methods 
PRE 
 

Delete methods, that refer to Plan rules that define road and access 
standards 
Add method that provides the policy context for the NTLDM as the tool for 
helping to achieve the policies of this Chapter. 
Add explanation for the NTLDM in context of land transport. 

Chapter  13 – 
Natural 
Hazards 

Objective 
Policies 
Methods 
PRE 

Add an objective that introduces network infrastructure resilience against 
natural hazards (current objective only deals with management of areas 
subject to natural hazards). 
Add policies that connect the NTLDM and infrastructure design to hazard 
avoidance and resilience through network infrastructure design. 
Add method that connects the NTLDM to achieving TRMP objectives and 
policies. 
Add PRE that explains the relationship of the NTLDM to risk management 
and resilience. 

Chapter 14 – 
Reserves and 
open space 

Policy 
Method 
PRE 

Add policy that recognises the importance of the NTLDM to achieving 
effective, efficient and integrated parks and reserves management, and 
multifunctional uses. 
Add methods that connect the NTLDM to the TRMP as a method for 
achieving the policies of this chapter.  
Amend PRE that explains it all. 

Chapter 15 – 
Strategic 
Infrastructure 
and Network 
Utilities  

Objective 
Policy 
Methods 
PRE  

Add new issue, objective and policy set, that comprehensively addresses 
the relationship of network service infrastructure to effects management 
and the role of the NTLDM in the context of the TRMP.  New objective 
recognises the importance of effective network infrastructure in land 
development and effects management.  New policy set addresses: effects 
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Performance 
Indicators (PI) 

management; the role of the NTLDM in meeting other TRMP policies and 
objectives; development, growth and capacity considerations; 
environmental costs and benefits in the context of cost and affordability; 
asset integration and multi-functionality; public health and wellbeing. 

Chapter 16.2 
– Transport 
(Access, 
Parking & 
Traffic) 

Rules 
Assessment 
matters 
Principal 
Reasons for 
Rules (PRR) 

Delete access and crossings standards within the TRMP.  Replace with 
external cross-reference to specific NTLDM sections.  Update road 
hierarchy descriptions, and references throughout.  Delete principal 
reasons that relate to deleted rules.  Introduce new PRR that relates to the 
role of the NTLDM in determining standards for access and vehicle 
crossings.  Reintroduce any Change 4 material not amended by this 
proposed NTLDM Plan Change, including parking provisions. 

Chapter 16.3 
Subdivision 

Rules 
Assessment 
Matters 
PRR 

Replace all references to former Engineering Standards to Nelson Tasman 
Land Development Manual (dated or undated, as appropriate).  Amend 
specific cross references to figures within 18.8 to general cross-references 
to whole chapter instead.  Introduce new matters (controlled and 
discretionary) that refer to NTLDM in determining appropriate 
infrastructure design and construction.  Update road hierarchy references 
throughout.  Re-notify any Change 4 material not amended by this 
proposed NTLDM Plan Change. 

Chapter 17 – 
Zone rules 

Rules 
Assessment 
Matters  

Replace all references to former Engineering Standards to Nelson Tasman 
Land Development Manual (dated or undated, as appropriate).  Introduce 
new matters (controlled and discretionary) that refer to NTLDM in 
determining appropriate infrastructure design and construction.  Update 
road hierarchy references throughout.  Re-notify any Change 4 material 
not amended by this proposed NTLDM Plan Change. 

Chapter 18.8 
– Road Area 

Rules Delete road design standards and insert new external reference to NTLDM 
standards. Insert new rules that address NTLDM ‘gaps’ applying to Open 
Space, Recreation and Conservation Zones.  Update road hierarchy 
references throughout. 

Chapter 19 – 
Information 
Requirements  

Information 
Requirements  
 

Re-notify Plan Change 4 material 
 

Maps Road 
Hierarchy 

Replace maps 160 – 168.  (Replaced with new road hierarchy definitions 
that include cross-reference to new NTDLM road classifications). 
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3. Legal Context 

3.1 The Resource Management Act 

This Section 32 evaluation is part of a wider Resource Management Act framework that sets the 
purpose, principles, roles, responsibilities and scope for plan making.  Any plan change must be 
assessed in terms of Part II of the RMA, specifically against Sections 5 – 8 of the RMA.  The functions, 
powers and duties of Council is set out in Part IV.  New provisions must be consistent with the 
requirements of Part V.   

3.2 Part II Matters  

Section 5 of the Resource Management sets out the Purpose of the Act.  As such, Council must 
ensure that any plan change is consistent with it.  Will it promote the sustainable management of 
natural and physical resources?  Does it enable people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic and cultural well-being, and health and safety as they use resources in an environmentally 
sustainable way?  Does the plan change ensure that the adverse effects of resource use are avoided, 
remedied or mitigated?  
 
This Plan Change is relevant to effects associated with subdivision and land development, especially 
in urban settings where network infrastructure such as roads, wastewater, water supply and 
stormwater networks are used to manage development effects and provide for the needs of those 
communities.  It is considered that the relationship between effects management and the NTLDM, 
provided for within the proposed Plan Change, is highly relevant to Section 5 matters, and that 
proposed changes will enable Council to meet its obligations under this section. 
 
Section 6 of the Resource Management Act relates to matters of “national importance”. Among 
other things, this section requires Councils to recognise and provide for natural character values 
associated with freshwater resources, matters of significance to Maori, and risks from and to natural 
hazards.  These have been taken into account in more detail within Section 6 of this report.    
 
In addition to those things it considers to be of National Importance, Council must also have 
particular regard for matters outlined in Section 7 of the RMA.  These matters include the efficient 
use of resources, energy efficiency, amenity values, ecosystem values, environmental quality and 
climate change.  This Plan Change is especially relevant to the efficient land use and creating a high 
amenity urban environment (Sections 7(b) and (f)). 
 
Section 8 of the RMA contains the specific directive for Council to act in accordance with its Treaty 
obligations.  Council have involved local iwi in the process of development of the NTLDM and 
provisions in it that will be externally referenced in the Plan Change.  While much of the detailed 
content of the NTLDM is of less interest to iwi being technical and related to engineering design, 
more general issues that the NTLDM aims to address are highly important.  These include freshwater 
management, habitat health, native plant species use and archaeological sites disturbance through 
land development.  More detail about iwi issues are set out in Section 4 of this report and how each 
have been addressed in the NTLDM are appended in Appendix 1. 

3.3 Part IV Matters 

Sections 30 and 31 of the Resource Management Act are important in that they specify Council’s 
regional and territorial functions.  As a unitary authority, the Tasman District Council must ensure 
both functions are adequately addressed.  In the proposed Plan Change a range of both regional and 
territorial responsibilities are implicated, particularly concerning freshwater management associated 
with stormwater, and land use effects management.  Section 31 also requires that Council, as a 
territorial authority, ensures development capacity in respect of housing and business land to meet 
the expected demands of the district.   
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Council must ensure that Plan Provisions such as objectives, policies, methods and rules 
comprehensively address all functions and legal obligations. 

3.4 Section 32 

All of the above summarises the legal obligations of Council in its Plan Change and provides a 
context for this report, which addresses the obligations of Council in reporting the process of a plan 
change.  Process obligations are defined within Section 32. 
 
In brief, Section 32 requires that before a proposed plan change is publicly notified, the Council must 
evaluate whether the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way of achieving the 
purpose of the Act; evaluate whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives; assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the options considered; and, 
consider the costs and benefits of implementation. 
 
Section 32 states: 

(1) An evaluation report required under this Act must – 

(a) examine the extent to which the objectives of the proposal being evaluated are 
the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of this Act; and 

(b)   examine whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives by – 

 (i) identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the 
objectives; and 

 (ii)   assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the 
objectives; and 

 (iii) summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and 

(c)   contain a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from 
the implementation of the proposal. 

(2) An assessment under subsection 1(b)(ii) must – 

(a)  identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, 
social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the 
provisions, including the opportunities for – 

 (i) economic growth that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 
 (ii) employment that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

(b)   if practicable, quantify the benefits and costs referred to in paragraph (a); and 

(c)   assess the risks of acting or not acting if there is insufficient information about 
the subject matter. 

Clauses (3) and (4) are not relevant to this Plan Change; however, Clauses (4A) and (5) are: 

(4A) If the proposal is a proposed policy statement, plan, or change prepared in 
accordance with any of the processes provided for in Schedule 1, the evaluation 
report must –  

(a)  summarise all advice concerning the proposal received from iwi authorities 
under the relevant provisions of Schedule 1; and 

(b)   summarise the response to that advice, including any provisions of the proposal 
that are intended to give effect to the advice. 
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(5) The person who must have particular regard to the evaluation report must make the 
report available for public inspection –  

(a)  as soon as practicable after the proposal is made (in the case of a standard or 
regulation); or 

(b)   at the same time as the proposal is notified. 

These above provisions are addressed within subsequent sections of this report. 

3.5 Incorporation by Reference 

Parts of the NTLDM are proposed to be incorporated into the TRMP by way of ‘incorporation by 
reference. The requirements for consultation relating to this process are partly set out in the First 
Schedule, Cl. 34.   
 
The requirements of Cl.34 have been met, as consultation on the NTLDM followed a Special 
Consultative Procedure under the Local Government Act. Through that process the NTLDM was 
available to the public for review, submissions and a hearing prior to the notification of this Plan 
Change. The adopted document is available on the Council website and is available at Council 
offices.  

3.6 Planning Context 

Part V of the RMA requires that Council give effect to all overarching legal documents, including 
National Environmental Standards and National Policy Statements in preparing a Plan Change.   
 
In regards to relevant Policy Statements, the following are considered relevant and have been 
implemented through the Plan Change: 

 National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (2016) — This policy statement 
requires that Council provide for sufficient development capacity for communities to provide 
for their housing and business needs. 

 National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management (2014) – This is highly relevant to 
the Plan Change in respect of stormwater management. 

 Tasman Regional Policy Statement – This overarching policy document is context for the 
Tasman RMP and therefore highly relevant to this Plan Change.  Key policy issues include 
urban growth onto rural land, freshwater management, amenity values and habitat 
protection. 

 Long Term Plan – The Infrastructure Strategy and Activity Management Plans prepared 
under Council’s LTP document have a direct relationship to network infrastructure design 
and construction. It is therefore relevant to an assessment of this proposed Plan Change. 

 Nelson Resource Management Plan – The Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual is a 
document intended to cover engineering design and construction across the jurisdiction of 
both authorities.  Although this Plan Change is relevant specifically to the current structure 
and content of the TRMP, alignment between the Councils regarding all matters of 
infrastructure design and construction, is implicit. 

 
More detailed assessment of the issues raised by the above documents in common with NTLDM Plan 
Change issues and how they have shaped the proposed Plan Change, is set out in sections 6 and 8 of 
this report. 
 
In addition to the above, Council has also developed a set of guidelines (the Tasman Erosion Control 
and Sedimentation Guideline) that set out current and accepted methods for the control of erosion 
and sedimentation effects arising from land development.  Although this document is intended as a 
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non-statutory tool for encouraging effective management of soil, erosion and sedimentation effects 
of land development, it does form part of Council’s formal response to land development effects 
management.      

3.7 Other Relevant Projects and Processes  

Decisions relating to the scope and extent of changes to the TRMP also take into account other work 
being undertaken by Council in these and other areas.  Projects of relevance to issues raised in the 
NTLDM Plan Change process include the following: 

 The Plan Review project – Part II (Land) of the Tasman Resource Management Plan is being 
reviewed comprehensively as part of its legally required 10-year review, in combination with 
a review of Council’s Regional Policy Statement (RPS) and Coastal Policy Statement (CPS). 

 Freshwater Management – This project relates to the management of all freshwater 
resources in the District, and includes a review of instream, riparian, water quality and use 
values of freshwater.  The review has relevance to stormwater management and the 
treatment of freshwater within stormwater network infrastructure. 

 Catchment Management Planning – Stormwater management requires a catchment-based 
and strategic approach to information gathering, planning and decision-making.  Council’s 
efforts in this area are a significant component of the total picture for stormwater 
management, alongside the TRMP and NTLDM. 

 Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guideline – This document provides detail on 
expectations for land disturbance and earthworks management necessary to meet TRMP 
activity standards.  It is related to the Plan Change through its combined approach to 
subdivision and land development activities that involve earthworks activities, including land 
re-contouring and trenching and reinstatement associated with development activities. 

 Land Disturbance – A review of provisions relating to earthworks, vegetation removal, re-
contouring, tracking and land disturbance is pending.  This project is connected with the 
development of the Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guideline, a key tool in the 
management of effects during land disturbance activities. 

 Tasman District Parking Strategy – This document is held by the Council Asset Engineering 
Department and it outlines a short, medium and long-term approach to managing on-site 
parking requirements in urban centres.  It is relevant to this Plan Change in respect of parts 
of chapter 16.2, which are re-introduced parking standards.  It implicates future possible 
changes to the requirements for on-site parking that may affect current parking provisions in 
16.2.  As parking is not a matter addressed by the NTLDM and the NTLDM Plan Change, 
recommendations of the Parking Strategy are not within the scope of this Plan Change.   This 
is discussed in more detail in Section 5.3 of this report. 

 
Where it is most efficient and effective to do so, these above projects will be used to address many 
of the TRMP issues that were raised through the process of introducing a new NTLDM.  This is 
discussed in more detail within Section 8 of this report. 
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4. The Development of the NTLDM Plan Change 

4.1 Background  

This Plan Change is about subdivision and land development provisions in the NTLDM where they 
relate to network infrastructure development effects.  The process of development of the Plan 
Change is thus directly related to the development of the NTLDM itself. 
 
The purpose of the NTLDM is to provide standards and guidance for the design, construction, 
maintenance, repair and replacement of network assets and infrastructure, owned by or to be 
vested in Council.  In some cases, private assets are also required to meet the standards where they 
connect to public assets.  Engineering standards are relevant to resource management where the 
effects of development are managed in some way by network infrastructure.  Subdivision and land 
use development that is regulated by the TRMP may involve infrastructure design and construction 
as a means to manage effects. New roads and wastewater management are examples of this.  
Connection between the two documents and the processes they regulate is therefore important to 
land development effects management.   
 
As early as 2009, the Tasman District Council considered the value of an Engineering Standards 
document that aligned with Nelson City Council.  In 2015, the Councils agreed to develop a joint set 
of standards.  Over the last three years, staff from both Nelson City and Tasman District councils 
have been working on a joint set of standards. 
 
To assist, a Steering Group was established comprising two elected members from each Council and 
two industry representatives with associated terms of reference.  The steering group has been 
providing direction to staff on issues raised in the review, as well as alignment matters. 
 
As the NTLDM began to take shape in 2017, the need for changes to the TRMP was identified: 
content of the TRMP no longer aligned with NTLDM content, and TRMP references to the former 
Engineering Standards would soon become outdated.  This gave rise to the need for a parallel Plan 
Change process. 

4.2 Consultation 

Council staff have consulted with stakeholder groups and iwi representatives to determine an 
appropriate planning response to the relationship between development infrastructure and effects 
management. 
 

Iwi 

Te Tau Ihu Iwi1 were consulted in the process of this Plan Change and were involved in the 
development of the NTLDM, viewing draft versions in August 2018 and pre-draft consultation in 
April 2018. Key issues raised by iwi are: 

i. Emphasise the use of native plant species for habitat management and amenity plantings 
ii. Improve and highlight references to sedimentation and erosion control guidelines 

throughout the document 
iii. Insert more references to obligations to archaeological sites excavation through earthworks 

and land disturbance works associated with development infrastructure 
iv. Include references to iwi consultation obligations throughout the document, and to 

Settlement Act/Statutory Acknowledgements and Iwi Management Plans 
v. Promote use of local Maori names for roads 

                                                           
1 Te Tau Ihu iwi – Manawhenua Ki Mohua; Ngati Apa ki Te Ra To Trust; Ngati Koata; Ngati Rarua Iwi; Ngati 
Tama; Te Atiama o Te Waka-a-Maui; Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu; Te Runanga o Ngati Kuia; Te Runagnga o 
Rangitane o Wairau; Tiakina te Taiao; Toa Rangatira 
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vi. Enhance reference to cultural values associated with water supply, water use and waterways 
management (including the protection of mauri of waterways). 

 
A draft version of this Plan Change was also circulated to iwi from August 2018.  No further feedback 
was received.  A summary of feedback to both the NTLDM and the Plan Change together with 
Council’s action response, is attached as Appendix 1 “Te Tau Ihu Iwi Feedback to the NTLDM”. 
 

Steering Group and NTLDM Public Consultation 

The steering group comprises staff and Councillor representatives from both Councils and 
stakeholder representatives from the developer community.  The steering group was set up in 2015 
to inform the process of combining and updating the NTLDM.   
 
Key issues for the steering group, in relation to NTLDM provisions of relevance to the Plan Change, 
include the desire to have greater clarity and certainty of “what Council wants”.  Where possible, 
unambiguous quantitative standards for development are sought.  At the same time, the 
development community seek flexibility for innovative responses and clear guidance around how 
innovation will be assessed.   
 
A draft version of the Plan Change was made available to the steering group in August 2018, 
coinciding with the public consultation period for the draft NTLDM itself.  No comments on the draft 
Plan Change were received.  Submissions to the NTLDM were received and they are summarised and 
attached as Appendix 2 “NTLDM Submissions”. 
 
In addition to general issues, specific text amendments were made by staff to the draft NTLDM in 
response to issues and concerns raised by the steering group.  The NTLDM document was formally 
adopted on 9 May 2019. 
 

Staff 

In addition to involvement with the above consultative processes, Tasman staff have also been 
involved in the development of Plan Change content and externally referenced NTLDM content.  In 
particular, consents and engineering staff have contributed to new transportation content and in 
decisions around an appropriate stormwater management response.   
 
Key issues for consents staff were as follows: 

i. Current standards in the TRMP relating to private access, vehicle crossings and road cross 
sections are generally working well and should be used as a basis for development of new 
Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual content. 

ii. Certainty and clarity in standards that will be externally referenced is imperative.   
iii. Standards to be externally referenced must be relevant to matters that are known at the 

time of building consent approval, or otherwise addressed through a resource consent 
process where any outstanding development issues might be tackled by way of appropriate 
consent conditions 

iv. Care not to require too much “engineering detail” that is more appropriately addressed 
through other permit processes (independent process from TRMP). 

v. Stormwater rules at present do not represent best practice in respect of freshwater 
management thinking.   
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5. Problem Definition 

5.1 Drivers for Change 

As noted in sections above, the Tasman District and Nelson City councils previously had independent 
engineering standards that controlled the design and construction of assets to be vested in Council, 
and works on those assets.  A consequence of the process of creating a single engineering standards 
document was changes to content relating to the design and construction of network infrastructure.  
Where those changes relate to development effects management, the new NTLDM would mean 
consequential change for both the Nelson Resource Management Plan (NRMP) and the Tasman 
Resource Management Plan (TRMP).   
 
At a minimum, updated references to the new Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual would 
need to replace old references to the Engineering Standards.  Additionally, due to content changes in 
the NTLDM around network design associated with subdivision and land development, some 
provisions of the TRMP would also need to be amended or otherwise result in duplication and 
conflict.  These amendments can ensure that the two documents will seek to achieve the same 
things in the design and construction of network infrastructure. 
 
A second driver for change relates to the Transportation Plan Change (No. 4 - formerly Variation 44).  
This Plan Change was notified and submissions were received, but decisions were suspended 
pending engineering standards review processes.  That process has now been completed with the 
adoption of the new NTLDM, and the suspended Plan Change 4 must be addressed. More detail 
about this Plan Change and how it relates to the NTLDM Plan Change is addressed in Section 5.3 of 
this report. 
 
Both updated references and content alignment amendments form the basis for proposed NTLDM 
Plan Change 69 and this Section 32 assessment. 

5.2 Issues Raised by the new NTLDM 

As above, the new NTLDM has raised issues for the current TRMP.  Without the proposed changes, 
the formal relationship between the two documents would be inconsistent.  A policy framework that 
provides a resource management context for the NTLDM is weak, and effects management through 
the design and construction of network infrastructure is poorly articulated within TRMP provisions.  
References to the former Engineering Standards do not comprehensively address the role of 
network infrastructure in the management of land development effects.  A policy context or ‘place’ 
for engineering design to be acknowledged, and valued for contributing to effective resource 
management, is not currently part of the TRMP.  
 
A second significant consequence of the new NTLDM is content duplication and conflict.  In dealing 
with common issues, differences exist between the content of current TRMP provisions and 
engineering practice that is contained in the new NTLDM.  The subject areas affected are 
transportation, stormwater, land disturbance and natural hazards.  In these topic areas, best 
practice design and construction of infrastructure networks in the NTLDM differs from what is 
sought by provisions of the TRMP.  More detail about the issues in each subject area is as follows:   

 Transportation - New NTLDM standards reflect best practice design and construction, but 
they are in conflict with current TRMP standards for the same access and road design 
matters.  This includes new NTLDM road classification information (based on the New 
Zealand Transport Association ‘One Road Network Classification’ or ONRC), with 
corresponding maps.  Duplication and conflict exists between these new NTLDM standards 
and those currently set out in the TRMP. 

In respect of transportation generally, an important feature of the NTLDM change is that it 
will affect and replace content that was the subject of an earlier change to the TRMP, the 
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Transportation Plan Change (No. 4 - formerly Variation 44).  More about Change 4 and what 
will be replaced or reintroduced is outlined below (ref. 5.3). 

 Stormwater - Best-practice approaches being implemented nationally are being introduced 
through the proposed new NTLDM.  Current TRMP discharge standards in Section 36.4 do 
reflect an effects-based management approach and address a comprehensive range of 
potential adverse effects.  Changes to the NTLDM can be accommodated within 36.4 
without conflict.  However, it is noted that 36.4 does not align as well as it could to a design-
based approach to network infrastructure.  In simple terms, current rules are considered 
‘clunky’ and could benefit from a wider review of freshwater management.  This work is 
outside of the scope of this Plan Change. 

 Land Disturbance - Previous engineering standards contained more detail about earthworks 
and land disturbance associated with network infrastructure construction.  With the 
exception of standards relating to trenching and reinstatement, much of this content has 
now been replaced by Council’s Erosion and Sedimentation Control Guidelines with reliance 
on current Land Disturbance provisions of the TRMP for regulatory control. The Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control document will be made publicly available from June 2019 to coincide 
with the adoption of the NTLDM and the notification of the NTLDM Plan Change  

 Natural Hazards - Natural Hazards is the fourth subject area affected by the NTLDM.  
Currently the TRMP addresses natural hazards as an issue to be avoided when considering 
the appropriateness of any given location for land development.  ‘Network resilience against 
natural hazards’ and ‘exacerbation of hazard risk through development’ are NTLDM hazards 
management concepts not addressed in the TRMP. 

5.3 Transportation Plan Change 4 (Variation 44) 

The proposed NTLDM Plan Change affects and relates to Change 4 (Variation 44) a plan “variation” 
notified in 2005 and renamed a plan “change” in 2008 when the TRMP became a fully operative 
Plan.  This Plan Change sought to incorporate transportation matters into the TRMP to align them 
with the then Engineering Standards.  Submissions and further submissions to the Plan Change were 
made, ranging from seeking a withdrawal of the Plan Change through to specific changes to design 
standards.  Decisions were not made on the submissions, and the change was put on hold pending 
further work on the then Engineering Standards content.  The earlier engineering review process has 
since been superseded by the combined NTLDM development process, and all matters have been 
addressed in the revised NTLDM.  Plan Change 4 must now be ‘taken off hold’ and addressed 
through this Plan Change. 

 
The content of Change 4 is relevant to the proposed NTLDM Plan Change.  For legal reasons and 
simplicity of process, Change 4 will be formally withdrawn in parallel with the notification of the 
NTLDM Plan Change.  Provisions of Change 4 that remain relevant and are current will be 
reintroduced as part of the NTLDM Plan Change.  These are set out in Table 2A.  All submissions and 
further submissions that were made to Plan Change 4 (Variation 44) have been appended to this 
document (ref. Appendix 4, “Submissions to Variation 44”).  Submission requests that still apply to 
material being reintroduced to this NTLDM Plan change are summarised in Table 2B. 
 
Table 2A:  Retained provisions of Plan Change 4 (reintroduced as part of Plan Change 69) 

Provision Specific Plan References* Comment 

Definitions of ‘Formed Legal 
Road’  

2.0   The definition is remains relevant  

Parking and Loading standards  16.2.2.3 (d) (i) 

Changes within Figure 16.2C – 
‘Onsite Parking Requirements’  

16.2.2.3 (e), (f), (k), (m), (i), (n) 

The NTLDM does not address Parking, 

and a review of parking standards is 

outside of the scope of this Plan Change  
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Transport Matters & 

Assessment Criterion   
16.2.2.5 (a)  

16.2.2.6 (matters) 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 
9, 10, 13, 14, 17, 21-25 

The retained matters/criterion are still 

relevant   

Subdivisions Matters and  

Assessment Criterion (all Zones)  

16.3.3.1 (matters) 4 and 
where it appears throughout 
Zones 

Schedule 16.3A criteria 

Zones that this ‘matter’ appears in are 
Residential, Business, Rural 1, Rural 2, 
Rural 3, Rural Residential  

Criteria 37 

 
Table 2B: Submissions to Plan Change 4 material being reintroduced within this NTLDM Plan 

Change 

Submitter TRMP reference Request 

Transit New Zealand 
(now the New Zealand 
Transport Authority) 

16.2 Plan rules should be expanded to address four underpinning 
values, espoused by Transit New Zealand, being 
“sustainability”, “integration”, “safety” and “responsiveness” 

 16.2.6.12 matters 
for discretion 

The deletion of ‘access’ as a matter for discretion is 
challenged 

Tasman District Council  Replace 16.2.3 (i) “Car parking areas include space for people with disabilities 
at the rate of:  1 – 20 carparks, not less than 1 space; 21 – 50 
car parks, not less than 2 spaces; For every additional 50 car 
parks or part of a car park, not less than 1 space” 

 Add to rule 16.2.3 
(i) 

“This condition does not apply to parking required for 
dwellings, workers’ accommodation, or home occupations” 

 Definition of 
“Unformed road” 

“Unformed road – means legal road reserve in which no 
carriageway formation has been authorised by the Council” 

Staig & Smith Car Parking 
(General) 

Withdraw car parking changes until a comprehensive review 
of car-parking requirements has been undertaken 

 16.2 Car Parking  Amend sealing requirements for the surface of car parking in 
all zones (actual wording was submitted and is appended) 

 18.8 Road 
Connections 

Council should facilitate future road connections to adjoining 
land, including by way of cost sharing with other landowners 
benefitting from it (paraphrased from original submission) 

Note: All submissions are appended to this Section 32 report (Appendix 4).  The above summary refers only 
to submissions requests that are still relevant to content of the TRMP being reintroduced or amended by the 
proposed NTLDM Plan Change. 

 
A component of Change 4 relates to on-site parking provisions for land use activities.  The parking 
requirements are part of 16.2 of the TRMP, but not the subject of the NTLDM.  By withdrawing 
Change 4 in its entirety, these parking provisions will need to be re-introduced to the TRMP, 
appearing as ‘new’ provisions.  It is important to note here that although they will appear new, they 
are currently in the Plan and have legal effect (by virtue of being notified prior to RMA changes in 
2009 that related to the legal effect of proposed rules).    
 
Parking provisions in the TRMP are the subject of Council’s own Tasman District Parking Strategy, 
held by the Asset Engineering Department and adopted by Council in 2018.  The Parking Strategy 
sets out Council’s short, medium and long-term approach to on-site parking in urban centres. The 
parking strategy is intended to help inform a full review of parking provisions in the TRMP during the 
Plan Review process. 
 
Parking provisions that are being re-introduced as part of this proposed NTLDM Plan Change have 
not been reviewed in light of the Parking Strategy; as such, changes are beyond the scope of changes 
introduced through the new NTLDM.  Parking on private land is not a topic covered by the NTLDM.  
Council intends to undertake the policy review for parking in combination with wider urban planning 
considerations raised through the Plan Review process.  
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6. Issues, the Current State and Desired Outcomes 

6.1  Resource Management Issues 

Based on an assessment of the issues raised by the NTLDM, the resource management matters of 
relevance to the effects of land development and network infrastructure are summarised: 

 The effects of land development and subdivision – Land use and subdivision activities have 
an effect on land and water resources.  Network infrastructure, such as new roads, 
stormwater, water, wastewater and parks and reserves, is used to manage many of the 
effects of that development. 

 The effects of stormwater runoff – The particular resource management issue associated 
with stormwater network infrastructure is rainfall run-off effects.  These are potential 
contamination, inundation or flood hazard, and habitat loss. 

 Traffic safety, amenity and functioning effects of the road network – Resource 
management issues associated with land transport include safety and functionality of road 
networks and the effect that roads may have on amenity values associated with urban 
places. 

 Open space, parks and reserves management within urban spaces — Public open space 
areas serve a range of functions within urban spaces, and contribute to effects management 
of land development.  Amenity, stormwater, habitat/biodiversity, access and transportation 
effects associated with land development for urban spaces is difficult to achieve. 

 Amenity values and effects on amenity within urban development – An important issue 
associated with land development is amenity and amenity values.  Network infrastructure 
can contribute to the protection of amenity values and well-designed infrastructure can 
contribute to high amenity urban environments. 

 Long-term efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of network services — Network 
service infrastructure contributes to a number of land-use development effects.  Over time, 
this infrastructure may be more or less effective and sustainable.  A whole of life and long-
term approach to the design and construction of services, including consideration of future 
capacity demands, can ensure long-term efficiency and sustainability. 

 Land development and public health effects – An effect of development is risk to public 
health.  Public health effects are managed through effective infrastructure networks, chiefly 
water supply, wastewater management and stormwater management. 

 Land development and hazard risk management – Development may create or exacerbate 
risk associated with a range of natural hazards.  High-risk locations such as flood hazard 
areas and unstable slopes must be managed through appropriate development, including 
appropriate network infrastructure.  Additionally, risk can be reduced where infrastructure 
networks have been designed to address hazard resilience. 

6.2 The Current State 

Existing TRMP content has been assessed against these issues, and a summary of the findings is 
listed in Table 3.  It identifies where there may be policy shortcomings that are the consequence of 
the new NTLDM. 
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Table 3 – Existing TRMP Content 

 Issue 
Existing TRMP 

Objectives 
Comment 

1 Land 
Development 
effects  

5.1.2; 6.1.2; 
10.1.2; 11.2.2; 
12.1.2 

The importance of network infrastructure in addressing 
development effects could be strengthened. Land disturbance 
and earthworks policies are the subject of the Land Disturbance 
provisions review project. 

2 Stormwater 
effects 

8.1.2; 8.2.2; 
11.2.2; 12.1.2; 
27.1.2; 27.3.2; 
30.1.2; 33.3.2 

Stormwater management is well covered within existing 
policies.  However the link between riparian and instream 
habitats and stormwater infrastructure could be strengthened. 

3 Land 
transportation 
effects 

11.1.2; 11.2.2; 
12.1.2 

Land transportation policies address key issues.  Integration 
with other land development objectives could be strengthened.  
Currently there is a lot of overlap between the TRMP and the 
NTLDM. 

4 Open space, parks 
and reserves 

8.1.2; 11.2.2; 
14.1.2; 14.2.2; 
14.3.2 

Existing objectives do not explicitly address all of the 
multifunctional opportunities in open spaces (parks & reserves) 
for network infrastructure.  Stormwater is, however, included. 

5 Amenity values 5.2.2; 6.7.2; 
10.1.2; 12.1.2 

Amenity transverses all aspects of land development.  A 
stronger connection between amenity objectives and the role of 
infrastructure network design could be made. 

6 Long term 
efficiency and 
effectiveness  

6.3.2.1;  The role and relationship of network infrastructure services to 
land development effects is not covered well. 

7 Public health 11.2.2 Public health issues and effects of land development are not 
well addressed within existing policy frameworks.   

8 Natural hazards 
risk management  

6.2.2.2; 
12.1.2; 13.1.2; 
23.1.2 

Existing objectives deal with avoiding and managing known 
risks.  Infrastructure resilience and hazard exacerbation are 
issues not addressed as natural hazards policies. 

6.3 Issues associated with the NTLDM 

What will the introduction of the NTLDM mean for the TRMP, and what may need to change so that 
the two documents are seamlessly integrated?  How are resource management issues addressed in 
the NTLDM and existing TRMP, and how do they need to change so that the issue is appropriately 
addressed?  Table 4 summarises a response to these questions and implications for the TRMP. 
 
Table 4:  Proposed Plan Change Response to the Introduction of the NTLDM 

Issue/Objective New NTLDM Current TRMP 
Plan Change implications 

 

Land 
development 
effects  

The importance of network 
infrastructure to the 
management of 
development effects is well 
covered within the new 
NTLDM, and proposed new 
Performance Outcomes.  

The new NTLDM does not 
address land disturbance 
and earthworks matters in 
detail, except in relation to 
trenching and 
reinstatement. Although 
land disturbance and 
earthworks are often 
closely associated with 
network infrastructure 

A comprehensive set of 
policies that address the 
relationship of land 
development effects 
management and 
network infrastructure 
provision do not currently 
exist. 

The current TRMP refers 
to old Engineering 
Standards to implement 
network infrastructure 
outcomes.   

Current TRMP Land 
Disturbance objectives 
and policies do address 
aspects of earthworks 

Updates to the TRMP can 
align the land development 
effects objectives with new 
NTLDM performance 
outcomes.  A new set of 
policies and an objective 
relating to the role of network 
infrastructure in managing 
land development is required. 

Replacing references to 
Engineering Standards with 
NTLDM can ensure these are 
implemented. 

The Erosion and Sediment 
Control Guideline, in 
combination with the Land 
Disturbance and Earthworks 
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Issue/Objective New NTLDM Current TRMP 
Plan Change implications 

 

development, the issues are 
deemed land development 
effects rather than network 
design and construction 
ones.  

and land disturbance 
generally, and are being 
reviewed.  A 
Sedimentation and 
Erosion Control Guideline 
has been prepared and is 
in draft form. 

plan review process, can 
address the ‘gap’ in 
earthworks and land 
disturbance effects 
management created by the 
updated NTLDM.   

Stormwater 
effects 

The stormwater chapter of 
the proposed NTLDM has 
changed significantly from 
previous Engineering 
Standards.  It now reflects a 
water sensitive design 
philosophy, with a strong 
emphasis on Low Impact 
design solutions.   

Water volume, quality and 
habitat health issues are 
addressed in Performance 
Outcomes and 
implemented through 
standards and good 
practice matters.  The 
changes reflect best 
practice thinking for 
stormwater management. 

The current TRMP does 
address the full range of 
stormwater 
considerations of 
relevance to stormwater 
network infrastructure 
design.   

However, current rules in 
36.4 do not align as 
seamlessly as that could 
with the new NTLDM in 
terms of the ‘best 
practice’ management 
approach that it is 
attempting to implement.   

 

Current provisions are 
relevant to stormwater 
effects management, but the 
regulatory framework does 
not reflect ‘best practice’.    

A review of 36.4 is required to 
align it with best practice 
being implemented through 
the NTLDM and other related 
review projects such as the 
freshwater management 
review (NES for freshwater 
management).  This review 
work is forthcoming, the 
subject of a separate project 
on the Policy work 
programme. 

Land 
transportation 
effects 

The NTLDM provides for a 
new set of transportation 
design and construction 
standards.  These address 
all aspects of transport 
function, including amenity, 
safety and non-vehicle 
access.  The NTLDM also 
reclassifies roads and 
provides a new road map 
showing all new 
classifications. 

 

The current TRMP 
contains standards for 
transport design, 
including road design and 
vehicle access/access 
crossings, and rules that 
relate to the classification 
of roads.  Policies and 
objectives generally 
reflect NTLDM 
performance outcomes, 
however, current rules-
based content would be 
either a duplication of or 
in conflict with NTLDM 
provisions.  Additionally, 
new road classifications 
of the NTLDM do not 
reflect existing TRMP 
road hierarchy.   

Amendments to the TRMP are 
required to avoid duplication 
and/or conflict of current 
content with proposed new 
NTLDM content.  Maps of the 
TRMP will need to be deleted 
to avoid duplication and 
conflict with new NTLDM road 
hierarchy classifications. 

Open space, 
parks and 
reserves 

The NTLDM provides an 
updated set of standards 
relating to Parks and 
Reserves.   

Current TRMP content 
allows for the provision 
and design of parks and 
reserves however refers 
to the ‘old’ Engineering 
Standards  

Changing references from 
former Engineering Standards 
to the new NTLDM within 
subdivision provisions will 
address issues of relevance to 
open space, parks and 
reserves in the TRMP.  A new 
TRMP policy can recognise the 
multi-functional opportunities 
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Issue/Objective New NTLDM Current TRMP 
Plan Change implications 

 

parks, reserves and open 
spaces can provide.  This can 
ensure alignment with NTLDM 
performance outcomes. 

Amenity values Amenity cuts across all 
aspects of land 
development, and changes 
to the NTLDM reflect that.   

Road design, stormwater 
network design and parks 
and reserves design are key 
areas of the NTLDM where 
amenity values are 
addressed through network 
infrastructure design. 

Amenity effects are 
relevant to most aspects 
of land development.  
Amenity outcomes 
sought are implemented 
through a variety of land 
development rules as 
well as ‘old’ Engineering 
Standards through 
subdivisions and land 
development  

A stronger connection 
between amenity objectives 
and the role of infrastructure 
network design can be 
encouraged with a Plan 
method that directs to the 
NTLDM. 

Changing references from the 
old Engineering Standards to 
the new NTLDM within 
subdivision provisions will 
address issues of relevance to 
open space, parks and 
reserves within the NTLDM 

Long term 
efficiency and 
effectiveness  

Standards contained within 
the NTLDM generally reflect 
Council’s objective of cost 
effective and efficient 
whole of life design.  Cost 
effectiveness and efficiency 
is also contained in the 
performance outcomes of 
each chapter and 
implemented through 
design standards. 

The TRMP does not focus 
on the cost effectiveness 
of management 
responses to land 
development effects.   

However, the adverse 
effects of land 
development may be 
considered as ‘costs’, 
therefore fundamentally 
linked to the long term 
management of land 
development effects.   

A stronger policy-level 
connection between land 
development effects 
management, and whole of 
life cost effectiveness/ 
efficiency can help ensure a 
more comprehensive cost-
benefit assessment of options 
and alternatives in land 
development effects 
management where network 
infrastructure is required.   

Public health There is a close relationship 
between the NTLDM and 
public health, especially 
regarding water supply, 
wastewater management 
and transportation 
provisions. 

Public health effects are 
relevant to land 
development and 
subdivision, currently 
implemented through the 
Engineering Standards. 

Policy recognition of the 
relationship between land 
development and public 
health is recommended.   

Natural hazards 
risk 
management  

The NTLDM focusses on the 
design and construction of 
new network infrastructure. 
It is therefore relevant to 
the management of land 
development effects where 
they may exacerbate 
hazards risk.  Network 
resilience is also relevant to 
natural hazards risk 
management.   

Currently the TRMP 
addresses hazards risks 
associated with potential 
development locations.  
Hazard exacerbation and 
hazards resilience issues 
are not addressed. 

New objectives and 
associated policies can 
provide a policy framework 
for land development effects 
management related to 
natural hazards risk 
management. The deficient 
issues of ‘resilience’ and ‘risk 
exacerbation’ have been 
introduced allowing for 
consideration at the time of 
network infrastructure design 
and construction. 
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6.4 Desired Outcomes  

Previous sections have identified issues associated with the introduction of a new NTLDM, and how 
the TRMP currently deals with issues associated with subdivision and land development.  Addressing 
these issues is the driver of the Plan Change; however, alongside this, key outcomes are also being 
sought: 

1. Alignment – The Plan Change seeks alignment of high-level performance outcomes (NTLDM) 
and objectives (TRMP), and to avoid duplication and the potential for conflict between specific 
standards.  In following from high-level alignment of objectives with performance outcomes, 
design and construction standards of the NTLDM should align with standards and conditions of 
rules in the TRMP, including standards that rely on maps.  The goal of alignment seeks to avoid 
duplication and the potential for conflict. 

2. Communication clarity and efficiency – A goal of the Plan Change is to ensure that the two 
documents work together in a way that clearly communicates what it is that Council seeks by 
way of effects management through network infrastructure.  As above, alignment can help to 
achieve this by ensuring that the NTLDM and Plan Change work together and communicate 
what is sought without duplication, conflict or process inefficiencies.   

3. Process efficiency – Plan change processes under the RMA can be lengthy and resource hungry.  
A goal of the NTLDM Plan Change is thus to minimise the extent of changes and seek efficiencies 
with other scheduled Plan Review processes where possible (e.g. ‘stormwater’ and the 
freshwater plan review project; ‘parking’ and the Tasman District Parking Strategy).  This can 
help to reduce the time-cost associated with the Plan Change, and bring it to completion more 
quickly.   
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7. Evaluation Approach 

7.1 Scale and Significance 

Section 32 (1) (c) of the Resource Management Act requires that Council evaluate proposed changes 
to a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the environmental, economic, 
social and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the proposal.  What is the 
significance of the proposed plan change?  What is the anticipated scale of effects – positive and 
negative – arising from proposed changes? 
 
As noted, the primary driver of the Plan Change is the advent of a new NTLDM document.  The 
proposed changes will ensure content alignment of the TRMP with the NTLDM, and clarity around 
the relationship between the two documents. However, how significant will the proposed changes 
be in practical terms?  Table 5 sets out an assessment of the scale and significance of the proposed 
changes in accordance with Section 32 (1) (c). 
 
Table 5 – Scale and significance of the proposed Plan Change 

Matter of 
Assessment 

Comment Scale and Significance 

Degree of change 
from current 
practice 

While sections of the TRMP are being 
deleted and replaced by an external 
change, the degree of change from 
current practice is considered to be 
moderate.  The proposed Plan Change 
will formalise ‘best practice’ outcomes 
that are currently being encouraged and 
supported, where possible at present, 
through resource consent processes that 
involve the design and construction of 
new infrastructure.  

Moderate 

Transportation changes to the Plan are 
significant, but replacement material 
(external reference to NTLDM) is based 
on best practice already being 
encouraged and supported within 
development proposals. 

Range and scope 
of changes to 
TRMP 

The range and scope of changes to the 
TRMP are not great.  Transportation 
sections are most affected, with proposed 
deletions being replaced by cross-
references to comparative replacements 
in the NTLDM.   

Changes to policies largely formalise the 
relationship between the two documents, 
and ensure alignment.   Other subject 
areas affected by the Plan Change such as 
‘parking’ and ‘stormwater’ are not being 
considered as part of this Plan Change, 
being matters addressed by other Plan 
Change projects or beyond the scope of 
network infrastructure design matters. 

Minor 

The range of TRMP provisions affected is 
narrow, with proposed policy changes 
largely focussing on relationship (not 
changed environmental outcomes) 

Economic Effects The changed NTLDM standards that may 
have more economic implications in 
relation to transportation and 
stormwater.   

The new NTLDM standards implicated 
have the potential to change the costs at 
the time of development, costs (or 
savings) passed on to future landowners.    

Variable 

There will be economic consequences of 
the new NTLDM standards being 
externally referenced in the TRMP.  Short-
term development/design costs may be 
offset by long-term whole-of-life costs 
associated with a network asset.   

Social/Cultural Best practice land development, including 
good urban design, is a positive outcome 

Minor 
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Matter of 
Assessment 

Comment Scale and Significance 

that will benefit future generations and 
communities.   

The proposed Plan Change can ensure 
that those outcomes are integrated with 
TRMP environmental outcomes. 
Proposed changes will not, however, 
introduce any new urban design 
provisions; rather, they would strengthen 
the relationship to new NTLDM provisions 
that better reflect TRMP existing 
objectives and policies. 

As above the degree of change from 
current practice is not high, however 
positive social and cultural outcomes are 
anticipated by implementation of good 
practice standards that are based on good 
urban design. 

 

Environmental As above, good practice outcomes sought 
by the NTLDM — connected through the 
proposed Plan Change — will help to 
ensure that environmental objectives in 
the Plan are achieved.   

Proposed changes are based on current 
good practice, already being encouraged 
through consenting changes by staff 
where possible.  No new environmental 
objectives that have associated policies 
and rules are being introduced.  New 
objectives relating to natural hazards 
provide a context for existing best 
practice outcomes sought through 
current resource consents practice. 

Minor 

Positive changes are anticipated in 
relation to environmental outcomes 
sought.  However, given that best practice 
environmental outcomes are already 
being sought through current processes, 
the impact of the proposed changes is 
likely to be small. 

 
In summary, the impact of this proposed Plan Change is small in scale and not considered to be 
significant in practical terms in relation to economic, social/cultural and environmental effects 
anticipated by it.    

7.2 Choice of Evaluation 

This section identifies the values against which to provide an assessment of the appropriateness of 
the proposed Plan Change.  These values help us to consider the proposed Plan Change option in 
terms of the requirements of Section 32 (a) and (b), especially its appropriateness, effectiveness and 
efficiency in meeting the purpose of the Act and relevant Plan objectives.  They also provide a basis 
for reasons under Section 32 (b) (iii) in determining the most appropriate option.  The 
considerations, questions and outcome sought are summarised in Table 6. 
 
Table 6 – Assessment Considerations for Evaluation 

Matter Questions Outcome 

Legality 
 

Is the option legally robust?  Is the TRMP content, 
and the way in which NTLDM standards and 
conditions are used and implemented in practice, 
legally robust?  What legal risks are associated with 
adopting the option? 

The preferred option is legally sound 
and does not create a legal risk. 

Effects 
management 
 

Will the option support effective and efficient 
effects management processes?  Will it ensure that 
all adverse effects of development are avoided, 
remedied or mitigated through the design and 
construction of effective network infrastructure?  
What risk is there of adverse environmental 
effects? 

The preferred option will ensure 
adverse effects of development are 
avoided, remedied or mitigated to 
the extent that Plan objectives can 
be met and risks to the environment 
are minimised. 
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Matter Questions Outcome 

Time-cost of 
implementation 

What effort and time-cost would be associated 
with the development of the option, and its 
implementation?  What is the risk of pursuing this 
option to long duration, expensive process?   

The preferred option will not require 
a long, complicated and/or expensive 
Plan Change process. 

Process 
efficiency 

Will the option contribute to the efficient and 
effective administration of infrastructure design 
and construction processes, chiefly resource 
consenting and engineering approval processes?  
What are the risks to on-going processing of 
resource consents and development proposals 
associated with this option? 

The preferred option will maintain or 
improve Council processes 
associated with the development of 
land and network infrastructure 
design/construction. 

Best practice How does the option measure up against current 
knowledge and understanding of best practice 
management for the design and construction of 
infrastructure networks, including risk 
management, within the context of resource 
management planning? Will amendments result in 
TRMP provisions that reflect current thinking about 
how land development effects can be best 
addressed?  

The preferred option aligns with best 
practice, including risk management.  

Administrative 
efficiency – 
process and plan 
 

How will changes to the Plan endure over time, and 
what will the ongoing administrative consequence 
of them be?  Will they require frequent and/or 
extensive updating to remain current and 
appropriate?  What future risk is created by this 
option in terms of the administrative efficiency of 
the Plan and processes associated with keeping it 
up-to-date? 

Amendments to the Plan associated 
with the preferred option are 
durable and/or flexible so to avoid 
ongoing administrative costs and risk 
associated with content being out of 
date. 

Development 
Costs 
 
 

What is the cost implication of this option to 
developers, seeking to design and construct new 
development infrastructure?  Will the proposed 
Plan Change present an affordable network 
infrastructure design and construction solution for 
land development proposals? 

The preferred option facilitates 
affordable compliance costs. 
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8. Options Evaluation 

8.1 Identification of Options 

This section outlines the range of response options to the issues raised above, in accordance with 
s.32 (1)(b)(i).  The costs, benefits and risks of them can be assessed, as required by s.32 (2).  In short, 
they are the options available to Council for managing subdivision and land use where network 
infrastructure is required in the management of effects. Five key options are considered here: 

1. Status quo/Do nothing – This option would involve no change to the TRMP.  Existing references 
to former Engineering Standards would remain.  The NTLDM would replace the former 
Engineering Standards. 

2. Cross referencing review only – This option would involve replacing all references to the former 
Engineering Standards with a reference to the Nelson Tasman Development Manual.   No further 
content would be amended. 

3. Partial content review – This option would involve looking more closely at the relationship 
between the NTLDM and the TRMP.  It would seek to ensure that the NTLDM, as an externally 
referenced document, was appropriately provided for in policy terms, as a context for 
subsequent rules containing cross-references.  It would also seek to amend rules where the 
standards contained within would result in a conflict with proposed NTLDM content. 

4. Comprehensive content review – This option would entail a complete review of all sections of 
the TRMP affected by the introduction of the NTLDM as well as issues raised by it.  Unlike ‘3’ 
above, this option would go beyond those matters in direct conflict with new material in the 
NTLDM, to broader issues including matters relating to re-introduced Parking standards material 
(formerly from the Transportation Change 4), land disturbance matters, stormwater 
management and natural hazards shortcomings of the TRMP.   

5. Comprehensive content review and integrated infrastructure design – This option would 
overcome the requirement for external document cross-referencing by incorporating directly 
into the TRMP all design and construction matters, relevant to the design of network 
infrastructure related to the management effects of development.  This would affect all aspects 
of development, with a particular focus on stormwater infrastructure and transportation 
infrastructure.  This option would also comprehensive changes noted in option 4 above (parking, 
stormwater, natural hazards and land disturbance) 

 
These options represent the scope of choice available to Council for managing the relationship of the 
new NTLDM to the TRMP.  They have been assessed against the values in section 7, to determine 
which is most effective, efficient and appropriate in accordance with Section 32. 

8.2 Evaluation of Preferred Options 

What are the benefits and costs, risks and effectiveness and efficiencies associated with each of the 
identified options?  By assessing them against the values outlined in Methods of Evaluation, this can 
be determined.  This is summarised in Table 7: Assessment of Options against Assessment 
Considerations. 
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Table 7:  Assessment of Options against Assessment Considerations 

Option Legality Effects Management Time-cost Implementation Process Efficiency Best Practice 
Administrative 

Efficiency 
Development Costs 

Do nothing – 
Status Quo 

A disconnection would be 
created between TRMP 
processes and engineering 
development standards.  The 
TRMP would refer to an 
outdated document no longer 
supported by Council, creating 
a legal risk. 

Differences between TRMP 
and NTLDM content could 
result in poor outcomes for 
the environment, where the 
design of infrastructure is 
critical to the management 
of effects associated with 
land development. 

NA (No change to TRMP content) This option would be detrimental to 
good process between resource 
consents and engineering functions 
of Council in respect of the design 
and construction of network 
infrastructure.  There would be a 
high degree of uncertainty for 
applicants about Council’s 
expectations. 

This option would 
represent worst 
practice, creating legal 
risk, uncertainty for 
applicants, and the 
potential for 
ineffective and 
inefficient process 
outcomes.   

NA (no change to TRMP 
content) 

If old Engineering Standards were 
applied through the TRMP, there 
would be no change to development 
standards and associated costs. 

However, differences with the 
NTLDM would introduce the 
potential for uncertainty and conflict 
through consenting processes and 
associated time-cost for resolution. 

Cross 
Referencing 
only 

This option is legally sound, in 
so far as references to the 
appropriate engineering 
development standards within 
the TRMP are concerned.  

However, the relationship 
between the NTLDM and the 
TRMP in legal terms would be 
unclear in the absence of a 
comprehensive supporting 
policy framework.  Similarly, a 
legal risk will remain, where 
TRMP content differs from 
NTLDM content. 

Cross referencing alone will 
not assist discretionary or non-
complying activity assessments  

As above, differences 
between TRMP and NTLDM 
content could result in poor 
outcomes for the 
environment, where the 
design of infrastructure is 
critical to the management 
of effects associated with 
land development. 

As a plan change, this would be a 
relatively straight forward change, 
simply swapping the old Engineering 
Standards reference with the new 
NTLDM. 

This option would introduce the 
potential for conflict between TRMP 
and engineering standards details.   

This would create a high degree of 
uncertainty for applicants about 
Council’s expectations.  Differences 
would have to be resolved through 
consenting processes, adding cost 
and uncertainty to the process for 
applicants. 

Current issues with TRMP 
stormwater management and its 
alignment with proposed NTLDM 
approaches would not be addressed.  

This option does not 
reflect good practice, 
and current issues 
where there are 
content differences 
between the NTLDM 
and TRMP would 
remain unresolved.     

This option would not 
address known content 
and relationship 
deficiencies, which at 
some point would need 
to be addressed in a 
subsequent plan change.  
From a plan change 
process point of view, a 
single plan change 
dealing with known and 
easily resolvable content 
issues is more efficient 
than multiple plan 
changes.   

This option would 
represent a very poorly 
“future proofed” plan 
change option.  

Appropriate cross-references to the 
NTLDM would enable those 
standards to be applied.   

Implementation of “old” Engineering 
Standards and the proposed new 
NTLDM will have implications for 
development and associated costs:  
In some cases, they may be more, 
such as the requirement to set aside 
larger areas of land for adequate 
stormwater management.  In other 
cases, they may be less onerous and 
costly to developers, as in the case of 
road pavement formation, where a 
narrower formed carriageway may 
be accepted. 

However, some uncertainties and 
conflicts would remain.  A lack of 
clarity would add time-cost to the 
process. 

Partial content 
review 

This option is legally sound.  
Both content and relationship 
issues would be addressed. 

This option will provide a 
TRMP-NTLDM framework 
that can be used to address 
the effects of land 
development through 
appropriate infrastructure.    

Issues identified through 
this process relating to 
current TRMP shortcomings 
(such as freshwater 
management and 
stormwater, land 
disturbance, parking and 
natural hazards) would not 
be addressed. 

This option would limit the scope of 
the Plan Change to only TRMP issues 
created by a direct conflict with the 
new NTLDM, and which are not 
currently the subject of a TRMP 
policy review project already 
underway.   

This would have the effect of 
significantly reducing the time-cost 
associated with the Plan Change 
development process.   

The option has the potential to 
significantly improve Council 
processes where they involve the 
creation of new network 
infrastructure.   

By addressing content conflict and 
duplication, there will be greater 
clarity and certainty for users of both 
document where network 
infrastructure is being designed and 
constructed. 

This option aligns with 
current thinking on 
engineering 
development 
standards and resource 
management planning.  
Issues raised but not 
addressed through this 
option (parking, 
stormwater, land-
disturbance and 
natural hazards) would 
represent a risk to 
Council. 

This option helps to 
establish an appropriate 
framework for legal and 
practical relationship 
between the TRMP and 
NTLDM.   

Changes can be made to 
the NTLDM without the 
need for a Plan Change 
process.   

This would create a 
more robust and future 
proofed TRMP – NTLDM 
relationship going 
forward. 

As above, development standards in 
the NTLDM will have both positive 
and negative outcomes for the cost 
of development.   

However, the potential conflict 
problems between the two 
documents (and associated costs) 
can be avoided by amending the 
TRMP to provide an appropriate 
policy framework, improving 
relationship references and 
amending conflicting content.   

Comprehensive 
content review  

 

This option is legally sound.  
Both content and relationship 
issues would be addressed. 

This option will provide a 
TRMP-NTLDM framework 
that can be used to address 
the effects of land 

This option would address all subject 
areas identified in the review 
process, including issues that are the 
subject of other current Council 
review projects and processes.   

This option would address all current 
issues (raised through this process) 
thereby providing the most 
comprehensive package of changes.   

This option aligns with 
current thinking on 
engineering 
development 

This option would 
address known issues 
raised by the new 
NTLDM in a single 
process.  However, the 

Development standards in the 
NTLDM will have both positive and 
negative outcomes for the cost of 
development.   
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Option Legality Effects Management Time-cost Implementation Process Efficiency Best Practice 
Administrative 

Efficiency 
Development Costs 

development through 
appropriate infrastructure. 

 

It would include a review of onsite 
parking provisions in the TRMP (the 
subject of the Tasman District 
Parking Strategy) and stormwater 
management in the context of 
freshwater management review 
work.   

This option would add complexity 
and widen the scope of the proposed 
Plan Change significantly, pushing 
out timeframes and adding 
significant cost. 

standards and resource 
management planning.   

In work-programme 
management terms, 
this option does not 
reflect best practice, as 
it does not seek out 
efficiencies with other 
Council projects 
addressing common 
issues. 

process would be more 
costly and less efficient 
than seeking efficiencies 
with other Council 
projects, where common 
issues are being 
addressed (e.g. 
freshwater and 
stormwater, and the 
Tasman District Parking 
Strategy) 

By addressing all issues raised by the 
introduction of the new NTLDM, 
efficiencies in land development 
regulation processes can be realised. 

Comprehensive 
content review 
integrating 
network design  

 

This option is not legally 
sound.  All NTLDM content 
relevant to the RMA and the 
creation of infrastructure 
networks involved in the 
management of effects of land 
development would be 
contained within the TRMP.  
Cross-referencing to external 
documents would not be 
required.   

This option would also involve 
introducing a vast amount of 
“technical engineering detail” 
which may not directly relate 
to effects management, and 
therefore result in TRMP 
content that is ultra vires. 

This option can ensure that 
the effects of land 
development are managed 
by the appropriate design 
and construction of network 
infrastructure 

This option would most likely be a 
complicated, lengthy and costly 
process.  It would involve rigorous 
assessment of all engineering 
development standards for inclusion 
in the Plan, and all content would be 
subject to the Plan Change process.   

The option has the potential to 
significantly improve Council 
processes where they involve the 
creation of new network 
infrastructure.   

By aligning content and clarifying the 
relationship of the NTLDM to effects 
management, there is also greater 
certainty for applicants and clarity in 
expectations when dealing with 
Council staff.   

However, approvals and changes to 
engineering design would also 
become the subject of the resource 
consent process, decreasing process 
efficiency for any design that did not 
meet prescribed standards.  

This option is not 
considered best 
practice, as it would 
involve introducing 
“technical engineering” 
type standards into the 
TRMP, which although 
contributing to the 
appropriate design of 
network infrastructure, 
may not be relevant to 
effects management. 

This option would 
require on-going 
administrative burden, 
with plan changes 
necessary each time an 
engineering 
development standard 
required up-dating.   

As above, development standards in 
the NTLDM will have both positive 
and negative outcomes for the cost 
of development.   

Including all engineering matters in 
the TRMP would provide a clear and 
certain pathway for developers, 
having to only deal with a single 
document in respect of the design 
and construction of network services 
infrastructure.   

However, any engineering design 
divergence from standards would 
entail a resource consents process, 
and this could result in a more 
lengthy process and time-cost 
implications.  
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8.3 Preferred Option 

Which option is the most appropriate, preferred option for addressing issues associated with the 
introduction of the new NTLDM?   
 
A useful summary of how each of the options available to Council rates against relevant assessment 
considerations has been provided in Table 7.  The evaluation set out in Appendix 3 “Section 32 
Evaluation Summary” places these findings in the context of Section 32 (2)(a), namely, organises the 
findings into costs and disadvantages, benefits and advantages, risks, effectiveness, efficiency and 
appropriateness of each of the options.  A summary of Appendix 3 is set out in support of the 
preferred option: 

1. Status quo/Do nothing – This option is not recommended.   

It is not appropriate, neither effective nor efficient in meeting designed outcomes of the NTLDM 
and relevant TRMP objectives.  While it would involve no change to the TRMP, and no Plan 
Change process would be required, it would mean that existing references to former Engineering 
Standards would remain.  The NTLDM would replace the former Engineering Standards.  This 
would create a legal and practical risk in managing land development where new network 
infrastructure is required.  Content conflict between the two documents would create problems 
for Council in achieving effective and efficient network infrastructure design, and lack clarity for 
users of both documents. 

2. Cross referencing review only – This option is not recommended.   

This option would involve replacing all references to the former Engineering Standards with a 
reference to the Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual.  This would go some way to 
addressing the legal risk associated with the introduction of a new Land Development Manual.  
However, as above, differences in content addressing the same activities would create 
significant legal and process administration problems, particularly where best practice standards 
sought by the NTLDM are in conflict with current rule-based standards of the TRMP.    

3. Partial content review — This is the preferred option. 

This option aligns the relationship between the NTLDM and the TRMP while minimising the 
scope of changes.  It seeks to ensure that the NTLDM, as an externally referenced document, is 
appropriately provided for in policy terms, as a context for subsequent rules containing cross-
references.  It also seeks to amend rules where previous standards would result in a duplication 
and conflict with proposed NTLDM content. This option would present the most effective and 
efficient solution to the introduction the NTLDM, limiting content changes to only those directly 
associated with new NTLDM material.   

4. Comprehensive content review — This option is not recommended.   

This option would address known issues raised by the introduction of the NTLDM, including a 
review of stormwater rules, land disturbance and natural hazards provisions, and changes giving 
effect to findings of the Tasman District Parking Strategy where recommendations of that 
Strategy implicate reintroduced parking provisions of this proposed Plan Change.  While 
comprehensively addressing all known issues associated with the NTLDM and its relationship to 
common issues with the TRMP, this option would not meet the desired outcome of process 
efficiency.  It would be a lengthy, costly change.  A much longer Plan Change development 
period required to develop new TRMP content would create an additional risk: Either: 

(i)  an operative NTLDM would not align with an ‘old’ TRMP, creating considerable duplication 
and conflict in the interim; or 

(ii)  the adoption of the proposed new NTLDM would need to be delayed for a considerable 
period until such time that new TRMP content was ready to be notified. 
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5. Comprehensive content review integrating infrastructure design - This option is not 
recommended.   

This option would overcome the requirement for external document cross-referencing by 
incorporating all design and construction matters of the NTLDM, relevant to the design of 
network infrastructure related to the management effects of development.  This would affect all 
aspects of development, with a particular focus on stormwater infrastructure and transportation 
infrastructure.  This option would also include changes giving effect to findings of the Tasman 
District Parking Strategy where recommendations of that Strategy implicate current parking 
provisions.  While comprehensively addressing all matters of design of infrastructure necessary 
to manage the effects of development, the level of technical engineering content would be 
inappropriate for a resource management document.  Furthermore, the time-cost associated 
with the development of such a process would render it highly inefficient, being time consuming 
and resource heavy.  Plan administration of future changes associated with engineering 
technical detail would add a considerable on-going cost into the future. 
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Table 8:  Section 32 Evaluation Summary 

Option 
Costs and/or 

Disadvantages 
Benefits and/or 

Advantages 
Risk 

Effective, Efficient 
and Appropriate? 

Do nothing – 
Status Quo 

 

Not 
recommended 

This option is not legally sound.   

Implementation of “old” engineering standards 
through the TRMP would create problems for 
Council’s Asset Engineering department.  
Potential adverse environmental effects could 
result if outdated standards are applied to 
current development.  Iwi issues, especially 
regarding freshwater management, would not 
be addressed through this option. 

Some standards required of the old engineering 
standards would be more costly to developers 
than those being introduced in the new NTLDM 
(e.g. sealed road area width). 

In terms of process efficiency, this option would 
be detrimental to good process and 
functionality of Council in regards to network 
infrastructure design and construction. 

There would be no Plan Change 
required. 

Some standards required of the old 
engineering standards may not be 
as costly to developers (e.g. less 
land area required for stormwater 
management).   

There would be no time-costs 
associated with making changes to 
the TRMP.   

 

This option would involve a 
significant legal risk, associated 
with retaining an outdated 
reference to an Engineering 
Standard that was no longer 
current. 

The potential for adverse effects 
associated with implementing 
“old” standards would introduce 
environmental risk. 

This option would not 
be effective or 
efficient in meeting 
Plan objectives and 
the purpose and 
principles of the 
RMA.   

Therefore is it 
considered 
inappropriate. 

Cross 
Referencing only 

 

Not 
recommended 

A relationship “vacuum” between the two 
documents would remain, as would the 
uncertainties for developers and Council. 

Conflicting content will create further 
uncertainty and a lack of clarity to developers as 
they attempt to negotiate the land 
development process between the TRMP and 
the NTLDM.   

Iwi issues, especially regarding freshwater 
management, would not be addressed through 
this option. 

Outright legal conflict would be 
avoided. 

The Plan Change would be 
relatively simple.  By limiting the 
change to references only, there 
will be no potential for content 
discussion involving TRMP 
standards. 

New and updated NTLDM 
standards would be applied, where 
no corresponding (conflicting) 
TRMP standard existed. 

Conflicting content between the 
two documents would still 
represent a legal risk. 

Conflicting content would also 
introduce environmental risk, as 
less appropriate standards could 
be applied. 

Absence of an appropriate policy 
framework for the NTLDM in the 
TRMP could introduce risks and 
uncertainties into the resource 
consent process, where network 
infrastructure design matters, 

This option would go 
some way to 
addressing legal risks 
in an efficient 
manner.  However, 
due to content 
conflicts and Plan 
shortcomings, it 
would not be 
effective in 
addressing known 
issues or adequately 
ensuring the adverse 
effects of 
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Option 
Costs and/or 

Disadvantages 
Benefits and/or 

Advantages 
Risk 

Effective, Efficient 
and Appropriate? 

Known deficiencies in content would not be 
addressed, and would still need to be addressed 
within a subsequent Plan Change.  There is 
inefficiency in running two or more Plan Change 
processes, when a single process could be used 
to address known issues associated with a 
common theme (i.e. network infrastructure 
design). 

This option would not “future proof” the Plan in 
terms of the role of network infrastructure to 
ensuring effects management through 
development.  

In some cases, the new standards would mean 
higher development costs (e.g. land area for 
stormwater management).   

Opportunities for cost savings through the 
implementation of some new development 
standards (e.g. reduced road surface area) may 
not be able to be realised (without applying for 
a resource consent), where those new 
standards were in conflict with “old” TRMP 
standards. 

Inefficient/ineffective network service 
infrastructure design could cost Council more 
over the whole of life of that asset. 

contained in the NTLDM (critical 
to effective and efficient effects 
management), are challenged.  

Substandard design of network 
infrastructure, a consequence of 
implementation of “old” content, 
introduces the potential for 
financial risk to Council if that 
infrastructure does not represent 
best practice in terms of its whole 
of life cost effectiveness and 
efficiency. 

 

development were 
addressed. 

These limitations 
would render this 
option inappropriate. 

Partial content 
review 

 

Preferred Option 

 

This option will not address known issues with 
parking provisions, reintroducing existing 
standards that do not reflect Council’s current 
thinking outlined in the Tasman District Parking 
Strategy.  It will not address issues identified 
with existing stormwater, land disturbance and 

This option addresses relationship 
and content issues raised by the 
introduction of a new NTLDM.  It 
would ensure legal risks are 
avoided, duplication and/or conflict 
of content avoided and clarity of 
Council’s infrastructure design 

Risks would be minimised with 
this option.  Content and 
relationship issues would align 
the TRMP and NTLDM, reducing 
legal risk and environmental 
risks. 

This option would be 
the most effective 
option for achieving 
the objectives and 
policies of the TRMP 
and purpose and 
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Option 
Costs and/or 

Disadvantages 
Benefits and/or 

Advantages 
Risk 

Effective, Efficient 
and Appropriate? 

 natural hazards matters, as these issues are the 
subject of other Council projects. 

 

goals between two documents.  It 
can ensure a combined NTLDM-
TRMP framework for effective 
effects management.   

Both content and relationship 
issues between the NTLDM and the 
TRMP can be adequately 
addressed. 

Known shortcomings of the NTLDM 
and TRMP regarding effects 
management can be addressed, 
avoiding the potential for adverse 
effects associated with land 
development network services 
infrastructure. 

This option has the potential to 
significantly improve Council 
processes where they involve the 
creation of a new network.  This 
option can also provide more 
certainty and clarity to developers 
in dealing with Council. 

This option aligns with current 
“best practice” thinking in relation 
to network infrastructure design 
and land development within 
resource management.  
Externalising engineering standards 
from the Plan can also ensure good 
administrative efficiency.  Changes 
to the NTLDM can be more 
efficient than the TRMP. 

 

There is a risk associated with not 
addressing known issues (e.g. 
parking and stormwater).  
However, as these issues are the 
subject of other Council projects, 
the risk is minimised. 

principles of the 
RMA.   

 

Limiting TRMP 
content changes to 
those related directly 
to the introduction of 
the NTLDM and 
which are not 
otherwise captured 
by other Policy 
projects is the most 
efficient in process 
terms. 
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Option 
Costs and/or 

Disadvantages 
Benefits and/or 

Advantages 
Risk 

Effective, Efficient 
and Appropriate? 

This option achieves the desired 
outcome of process efficiency. 

Comprehensive 
content review 

 

Not 
recommended 

The biggest disadvantage of this option is the 
relative time-cost and complexity of Plan 
Change preparation process necessary to 
advance it.   

It would entail a review of on-site parking 
provisions in the TRMP, and stormwater 
management in parallel with freshwater 
management review work, and a potentially 
significant amount of change preparation work 
associated with land disturbance and natural 
hazards.   

Being lengthy and costly, this option would not 
represent best practice in policy programme 
management terms.  It would not meet the 
desired outcome of ‘process efficiency’.  

 

As an ideal, this option represents 
the best possible Plan outcome.  
That is, all Plan issues raised by the 
introduction of the new NTLDM 
would be addressed.   

Parking provisions could reflect 
Council’s current thinking outlined 
in the Tasman District Parking 
Strategy, and stormwater rules 
could be aligned with current best 
practice design outcomes sought 
by the NTLDM.  Natural hazards 
provisions could be reviewed to 
comprehensively address the role 
of infrastructure management to 
hazards risk management, and land 
disturbance rules could be 
amended to align with current 
thinking around erosion and 
sediment control, in relation to 
land development practices. 

   

This option would minimise risk 
associated with known TRMP 
shortcomings, raised through the 
process of the new NTLDM.   

However, by advancing issues 
such as ‘parking’ and ‘stormwater 
management, independent from 
other current Council projects 
such as the Freshwater Review 
and the implementation of the 
Tasman District Parking Strategy, 
there is a risk that outcomes will 
not be aligned with the ‘bigger 
picture’. 

There is also a risk associated 
with the length of time likely to 
be required to advance all of the 
issues, and the timing of the new 
NTLDM, adopted in June 2019.  
Either i) an operative NTLDM 
would not align with an ‘old’ 
TRMP, creating considerable 
duplication and conflict in the 
interim; or, ii) the adoption of the 
proposed new NTLDM would 
need to be delayed for a 
considerable period until such 
time that new TRMP content was 
ready to be notified.  
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Option 
Costs and/or 

Disadvantages 
Benefits and/or 

Advantages 
Risk 

Effective, Efficient 
and Appropriate? 

Comprehensive 
content review 
integrating 
network design 

 

Not 
recommended  

A very large amount of engineering “technical 
detail” would be introduced into the plan, 
including those matters not directly related to 
effects management. 

The option would require a very lengthy and 
complicated Plan Change development process, 
involving discussion of all material currently 
sitting in the Nelson Tasman Land Development 
Manual, for appropriateness as Plan content 
and relevance to effects-based management. 

A comprehensive content overhaul would 
involve very high time-cost, and an ongoing 
burden associated with keeping standards 
contained in the Plan up to date with best 
practice resource management and engineering 
design thinking.  Both the immediate and long-
term cost associated with administering this 
Plan Change option would be very high.  

Including engineering detail within a Resource 
Management Plan is not appropriate and does 
not reflect “best practice” thinking in relation to 
the management effects associated with land 
development. 

In theory this option would provide 
the greatest degree of certainty for 
developers in knowing what 
Council’s expectations are in the 
design and construction of network 
infrastructure.  A single document 
would detail all technical and 
principal requirements for 
development. 

This option has the potential to 
ensure the effective management 
of adverse environmental effects 
arising from land development.  
Plan content would 
comprehensively cover all aspects 
of network infrastructure design 
and construction. 

The ongoing administrative 
burden associated with this 
option could introduce risks to 
Council, with significant Plan 
content at risk of dating and/or 
being less responsive to 
necessary change (the Plan 
Change process being slow and 
burdensome for Council). 

This option is not 
considered to be an 
effective and efficient 
method for ensuring 
the design and 
construction of 
network 
infrastructure.     

This is not an 
appropriate option 
for addressing known 
issues associated 
with land 
development and 
network 
infrastructure design 
and construction. 
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9. Conclusion  

The preferred option, “Partial Content Review”, has been identified as the most appropriate option, 
addressing content and relationship issues of the TRMP that were created by the introduction of the 
new NTLDM. This report summarises the policy analysis process underpinning this decision, in 
accordance with Section 32 of the Resource Management Act.   
 
The report examines the extent to which the preferred option is the most appropriate way to 
achieve Plan objectives and the purpose and principles of the RMA, including by way of a 
comparison with other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives.  It has assessed 
the efficiency and effectiveness of all options against relevant values in keeping with the scale and 
significance of the environmental, economic, social and cultural effects anticipated (Section 32 (1)). 
 
The assessment leading to the determination of the preferred option took account of costs, benefits 
and risks of all options, including relevant environmental, economic, social and cultural ones.  
Matters used in the assessment to determine the preferred option included, ‘legality’, 
‘environmental effects’, ‘administrative and process efficiency’, ‘engineering and resource 
management best practice’ and ‘development costs’.  The time-costs associated with the 
development and implementation of the preferred option, and risks associated with this, were also 
considered.  Process efficiency is an identified desired outcome of the assessment leading to the 
preferred option (Section 32 (2)). 
 
Consultation with relevant Iwi authorities was undertaken and feedback is recorded in this 
document (Appendix 1), along with Council’s response to it.  Wider consultation with the 
development community was also undertaken, in parallel with the development of the NTLDM.  This 
too is recorded and appended, fulfilling Council’s Schedule 1 and Section 32 obligation to consult in 
accordance with Section 32 (4A). 
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Appendices 

Appendix 1:  Iwi Feedback on the draft NTLDM (April 2018) 
Appendix 2:  Public Submissions on the draft NTLDM 
Appendix 3:  Original Submissions to Plan Change 4 (Variation 44) [separate attachment] 
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Appendix 1: Iwi Feedback on the Draft Nelson Tasman Land Development 
Manual 

Iwi Feedback NTLDM response 

More support for use of native plant species 
(particularly species locally indigenious – many 
with medicinal qualities; the area was often 
swamp land and ought to support more use of 
swamp plants). 

Insert new standards into stormwater, transportation 
and parks and reserves chapters, that encourage the use 
of native species, including wetland species in 
association with freshwater management. 

More reference to sediment and control 
guidelines. 

 

Insert new standard into trenching and reinstatement, 
parks and reserves, transportation chapters and 
highlight the importance of sedimentation and erosion 
control within Chapter 1 introduction.  Check that 
Sedimentation and Erosion Control Guidelines are 
correctly referenced throughout the document. 

Chapter 2 should include reference to need for 
contractors to be aware of cultural obligations re 
archaeological sites/sites of significance; and 
their responsibilities.  Explain how they can find 
out more about checking records or sites. 

Add an appropriate standard to Chapter 2 to emphasise 
the importance and legal obligation of contractors to 
archaeological sites excavation. 

Include the need for iwi consultation to diagram 
on page 2/20 . 

It is not considered to be appropriate to refer to the 
need for iwi consultation in this diagram, as it relates to 
Engineering Plan process approval. 

Chapter 1.4: Include reference to Settlement 
Act/Statutory acknowledgements/Iwi 
management plans.  

It is appropriate to list any relevant documents in this 
chapter, including Iwi Management Plans.  It is 
considered that Settlement Act/Statutory 
acknowledgements do not have any direct relevance to 
the design and construction of network infrastructure. 

Chapter 4: Promote use of relevant maori names 
for roads. Would like names to reflect cultural 
affiliations or historic use, or events. 

Insert a new standard within the road naming section of 
Chapter 4 to encourage the use of Maori names of local 
significance (good practice). 

4.15.1: Prioritise use of native plant species Insert a new standard into 4.15.7 that encourages the 
use of native plant species. 

4.13.3: Alert users to potential need for cultural 
monitors with earthworks. 

Insert a new standard that alerts the legal requirements 
of contractors to sites of cultural significance and 
archaeological discovery. 

Queried what was in Appendix A – pg 4/67 as this 
page is blank in their copy. 

Appendix A is the Form 1 – RAMM Update sheet – New 
or Reconstructed Roads. 

Chapter 7: Would like a performance outcome 
that recognises that there are significant cultural 
values associated with waterways – seeking to 
support improvements to water quality to 
improve mauri, mahingakai opportunities etc. 

Introduce an appropriate mandatory standard that 
requires cultural consideration of freshwater 
management. 

7.1C: Raised some concerns about mixing of 
water sources and the effects on mauri.  

I believe a statement along the lines of “A water supply 
network that recognises cultural values for freshwater 
management” is appropriate.  

Would like a performance outcome to be 
inserted into 8.1 that supports compliance with 
Heritage NZ requirements and recognition of 
cultural heritage values.  They also asked for a 
reference to iwi monitors here. 

It is appropriate to remind of obligations under Cultural 
Heritage legislation 

10.3.3.8: Add ‘and or cultural interest’. Will amend as requested. 

10.6.1: Add priority for native planting. Add reference to native planting. 

10.6.2.2(e): Add ‘cultural significance’. Will amend as requested. 
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Appendix 2: Public Submissions on the Draft Nelson Tasman Land Development Manual 

Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 

Simon Jones 

 

8 Clarify and amend “alternative 
route”. 

Justify “the length of the 
reinstatement will not be less 
than the width of the carriageway 
(or footpath). 8.4.7.7. 

This requirement was introduced in the 2010 LDM. It was 
included to reduce the likelihood of planned excavation works 
occurring in newly re-surfaced roads by encouraging other 
planned works to occur prior to road re-surfacing projects. 
Narrow trench reinstatement and small patches in the vehicle 
lane have a higher risk of seal failure occurring compared with 
full width resurfacing (especially those resulting in longitudinal 
seal joins within the traffic lane). Also, the surface finish is not 
as smooth as paver-laid AC surfaces. Notwithstanding the 
above, staff acknowledge that there are situations where this 
requirement can be relaxed, eg 

 where the excavation works is entirely within one side of 
the road and the road is a high order road such as Waimea 
Rd then we would allow the full width reinstatement to 
terminate at the centre of the road. 

 if the excavation is entirely within the parking lane then 
we may allow reinstatement to terminate at the edge of 
the parking lane. 

 reactive or emergency works. 

Include the following changes to 
8.4.7.7 and 8.5.1.9: 

Where work is required within an 
area that has been re-surfaced 
within the last two years an 
alternative route must be identified. 
If this is not possible then, depending 
on the position and nature of the 
excavation, a full width 
reinstatement will may be required 
carried out. Where a full width 
reinstatement is required then the 
length of the reinstatement will be 
not less than the width of the 
carriageway (or footpath).  

Simon Jones 

 

1 Rename document to include 
year in the title 

Yes this is accepted Full name of document to include 
year of issue  

Council staff  Whole 
document 

Various typos and minor word 
corrections to improve 
readability. Removal of some As 
Built drawing specifications and 
placing them in a separate web 
on-line document 

General re formatting and correcting typographically errors 
and improve readability are accepted in this large document. 

Allow for technical advances in As Built drawings specifications 
to Council 

Allow changes where required 

Steve 
Odinot 

 

1 Suggest a trial period of 12 
months to use the LDM and then 
give feedback, as we would be in 
a better position having used it. 

The majority of the draft document is not too dissimilar to the 
current Nelson City Council Land Development Manual and 
Tasman District Council Engineering Standards. Amendments 
or reviews may be carried out three-yearly. Also, an earlier 
individual amendment may be made if an important alteration 
to a standard or technology arises. 

No change 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 
Council staff 1 Table of Contents needs to 

extend to include all chapters 
 Extend Table of Contents  

Council staff 2 Amend Table 2-1 to say that all 
onsite works must have a level 3 
qualification and then as you go 
up the ranking of Type of Work it 
then requires one of those staff 
to have the higher level 
qualification. 

Level 3 is listed as the minimum. Level 4 is required when the 
works involves NCC assets. Therefore, no change to Table 2-1 
needed. 

No change 

Council staff 2 Appendix A diagram is not clear  Improve clarity of text and line work 

Council staff 2 Regarding 2.2.14: 

Reference to the requirement for 
a Performance Bond should be 
included here. 

 Include a reference to Section 1.4 of 
Appendix 1. 

Council staff 4 Regarding Table 4-7: 

The legal road reserve width 
shown as 18m should be 19m. 
The exact figure is 18.8m for the 
Sub-Collector Residential and 
18.7m for the Local Residential. 
These should round up to 19m. 

 Change the Sub-Collector Residential 
and Local Residential legal road 
reserve width from 18m to 19m. 

Council staff 4 Regarding 4.19.1.4: 

Include a note that Mix 15D may 
be accepted or requested by the 
Engineer as an alternative to 
DG10. 

DG10 is more suited for 50mm or deeper depths and laying 
using a paving machine. 15D is a locally developed mix more 
suited to small paving jobs and thinner layers. 

Add Mix15D to this clause 

 

Council staff 5 Regarding 5.7.8.6a: 

Remove approval to have kerb 
entries because it says it is not 
generally permitted in 5.5.6.3 

This submission has been withdrawn. No change required 

Council staff 5 Regarding 5.6.4.2b and c The AP20 supplied locally is slightly different to the aggregates 
listed in AS/NZS 2566 

Insert the words ‘NZTA M4’ before 
'AP20' and the word ‘or’ after ‘AP20’ 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 

 

Council staff 5 and 6 Table 5-5 and 6.14.6.3: 
Formatting changes 

Improve readability Undertake formatting changes 

Council staff 7 Council’s contractors have 
expressed concern about PVC-O 
and potential leaks around 
tapping bands 

Amend text to address issues with PVC-O and leaking around 
tapping bands. 

Amend wording in 7.4.2.1 as follows: 

“PVC-U or PVC-O pipes are 
acceptable in all normal 
circumstances for principal mains. 
PVC-U 
Pipes are acceptable where pipe 
diameters exceed the range available 
in PVC-O.” 

Amend wording in 7.4.2.2 as follows: 

“PVC-M or PVC-O pipes may be 
approved on application. Installation 
will be to AS/NZS 2032 and …” 

Amend Table 7-5 as follows: 

“PVC-U or PVC-O (Series 1 or Series 2 
dimensions). 
PVC-M Series 1 or Series 2  or PVC-O 
(with specific approval) 

Council staff 7 The word ‘longer’ in 7.4.6.2 is 
incorrect  

Amend text Change ‘longer’ to ‘larger’ 

Council staff 10 Regarding 10.3.3.6 and 10.3.3.7: 

Suggestion that it is not a good 
idea duplicating specific wording 
from the AMP, especially when 
the Plan changes every three 
years. 

Tasman District Council criteria for location of reserves in 
relation to residential areas is based on a radial distance 
(500m) measurement. 

Nelson City Council use a walking distance (800m) 

Change 10.3.3.6 to the following 
wording: 

“The level of service for the location 
of Neighbourhood Parks in relation 
to residential properties in Nelson 
City is determined in the NCC Parks 
and Reserves AMP.” 

Change 10.3.3.7 to the following 
wording: 

“The level of service for the location 
of Urban Open Space Amenity 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 

Reserves in relation to residential 
and rural properties in Tasman 
District is determined in the TDC 
Reserves and Facilities AMP.” 

Ms Amme 
Hiser 

10 Requests that Council consider a 
significant increase in the amount 
of edible trees, bushes and 
vegetables as amenity plantings 
in reserves and road berms and if 
not edible, then native plants as 
opposed to grass or ornamentals. 

Reserves staff acknowledge the request to increase the 
amount of edible trees, bushes and vegetables and will 
continue to consider these types of plantings where it is 
practical and appropriate; maintenance costs are not increased 
and there is community support. 

However, the LDM already includes a section (10.6.5.2) stating 
that where appropriate to the site and location conditions, 
native planting should be prioritised over exotic and introduced 
species. Reference is made throughout the Manual to the 
Living Heritage - Growing Native Plants in Nelson and Native 
Plant Restoration lists when considering native plantings. 

Include additional “functional 
outcomes” in section 10.6.2.2: 

“(c) Provide edible plants where 
appropriate.” 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand  

4 Aggregates and grading Staff have amended its AP65 grading curves after much 
discussion with various local contractors. The contractors wish 
to have more flexibility to such things as weathering resistance 
and sand equivalent as examples, and the ability to vary where 
these aggregates will be used. 

Staff have allowed flexibility in grading of AP65 due to the 
various source material around the region, however if a 
provider wished to provide an alternate specification then 
there is the ability to submit that alternate design to Council 
for approval. Council requires quality products within its 
infrastructure. 

No change.  

 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5 General matters –stormwater 
and trench bedding  

AP 20 is now permitted as 
bedding (instead of pea gravel 
that allows tracking of water 
along the trench). 

The submitter says this is too expensive material to use. 
Council requires a premium product to support pipe 
infrastructure and optimises whole-of-life costs. An alternate 
design can be submitted. 

 

No change. 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 
Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5  

5.6.4.9 

Clegg Hammer test  

Council specifies a reading of 35 
in trenches and the contractors 
would like 12-15 

On looking at other councils and the guide for use of the Clegg 
hammer, the reading for a trench reading can be reduced to 25 
and the wording amended accordingly. 

Amend.  

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5 M/4 AP 20 aggregate bedding 
material consistency of 
description. Submitter wishes 
consistency of wording i.e M/4 
AP20 rather than just AP20. 

The document will be amended to show where AP20 is 
mentioned that it be M/4 AP20. 

Amend. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5 M/4 AP20 specified for bedding 
when fines could be washed out 
in soak/wet situations. 

There may be situations where pipes will be buried in 
subsequent high ground water locations. The bedding in these 
situations will require specify design and approval from council. 

Additional wording under clause 
5.6.4.2 which will allow an 
application to be made requiring a 
specific bedding design due to the 
local environment issues present. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5  

5.6.12.1 

Air test of stormwater pipes up to 
300mm dia. 

Air testing is normal for both wastewater and stormwater 
pipes for small dia range pipes otherwise water filling is 
required. Hence, the difficulty to water fill bigger pipes. Note: 
Council has specified that pipes will “generally” be tested this 
way. 

Alternatives to testing pipes can be 
submitted to Council and assessed 
on a case-by-case basis. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

4 Cycle-friendly sumps: Why two 
types, Drawings 523 and 524? 

Misinterpretation - Drawing 523 is for a new sump grate 
whereas Drawing 524 is retrofitting an existing sump. 

No change. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

6  

6.14.8.2 

“other testing” of wastewater 
pipes needs to be specified 

There could be many other testing regimes that can be carried 
out on the integrity of newly installed pipework, samples, ultra 
sound, etc. 

This testing can usually be advised at the pre- construction 
meeting, however when a flaw or problem becomes evident 
some other testing may be required to determine the fault. 

No change. 

 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

7 

7.9.6.4 

This clause requires that there be 
no E.coli and acceptable levels of 
coliforms in the new water 

The limits will be on a case-by-case basis depending on the 
area within the pipe network, size of pipe and the length of 
pipe. Usually a number of tests are undertaken which hopefully 
will show declining readings over time. Council’s Senior Water 
Quality Officer will assess the information and approve or 

No change. 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 

source. The submitter wish to 
know what these limits are. 

otherwise that the required disinfection has been complied 
with. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

5 Standardising construction items 
around New Zealand. 

Although Council endeavours to standardise many types of 
infrastructure, specific design is sometimes required due to the 
regional differences around New Zealand. Both councils agree 
to have specific design for “scruffy” domes as standard designs 
will tend to block up with floatables. 

No change. 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

7  

7.4.6.9 

Electrofusion couplers allowed as 
standard  

 

Electrofusion couplers require specifically trained personnel 
and equipment to get a satisfactory water tight joint. These 
pipes/joint are likely to be of a bigger size and higher pressures 
and laid where normal PVC pipes in 6m lengths can’t be laid, 
hence the more stringent construction regime. To be used only 
with specific approval of the Engineering Manager. 

No change. 

 

Civil 
Contractors 
New 
Zealand 

 Work on private reticulation 
systems will need some 
discretion and not be bound by 
the LDM 

The LDM sets performance outcomes and then mandatory and 
good practice guides. Generally, “private” reticulation will 
come under the Building Act, and therefore not covered under 
the LDM. 

No change 

Damian 
Velluppillai,  

Tonkin and 
Taylor Ltd 

Inundation 
Practice 
Note (IPN), 

Section 
2.11 

Section 2.11 and Figure 5 might 
be improved by distinguishing 
more carefully between coastal 
and freshwater inundation.  
Ensuring raising ground levels 
does not cause adverse effects on 
neighbours applies to freshwater 
inundation, but not so well to 
coastal inundation.  

Infilling a site may cause adverse effects on neighbours in a 
coastal inundation setting just as much as in a freshwater 
inundation setting.  

No change. 

Damian 
Velluppillai, 

Tonkin & 
Taylor Ltd 

Inundation 
Practice 
Note, 

Section 
2.11 

The requirement to include 
freeboard to ground levels may 
be at odds with MfE’s Coastal 
Hazards and Climate Change 
Guidance (2017) – compare 
Figure 49 of the guidance with 
the IPN’s Figure 5. For new 
developments affected by coastal 
inundation, the MfE guidance 

Section 6.5.6 and Footnote 81 of the MfE Guidance uses the 
freeboard definition as per NZS4404:2010, being “freeboard is 
measured from the top water level to the building platform 
level or the underside of the floor joists or underside of the 
floor slab, whichever is applicable”.  The IPN also uses this 
definition and depicts this in Figure 5, whereas Figure 49 in the 
MfE Guidance is more simplistic. Figure 5 and Figure 49 are 
seen as being compatible, although Figure 5 is more 
comprehensive as it takes into account all forms of inundation, 

Although there is consistency 
regarding the definition of freeboard 
in the MfE Guidance and the IPN, 
changes are recommended to 
Section 2.11 in the IPN and 
consequential changes to Section 7.  
The recommended changes provide 
clarity regarding options for 
mitigation (raising ground and/or 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 

requires freeboard to floor levels, 
whereas the IPN puts forward the 
more onerous requirement of 0.5 
m to ground levels. Suggest 
consistency with the MfE 
guidance is important, noting 
that the IPN can be updated in 
future as newer MfE guidance is 
issued. 

including that caused by wave run-up/overtopping in coastal 
locations. 

It is reasonable for landowners to set back from the coast to 
enjoy a level of land use and amenity in a storm-tide/sea level 
rise scenario wherever possible, especially in a greenfield 
subdivision setting, ie the land remains dry. More importantly, 
any building on land in a coastal setting, particularly if set 
further back from the direct effects of wave run-up and 
overtopping should, wherever possible, be able to be built 
without the requirement of a hazard notice being appended to 
the title under the Building Act. This is achieved by the land 
intimately connected with the building being free from flooding 
hazard during its lifetime (unlimited but no less than 50 years, 
typically now 100 years). Having freeboard above flooding 
hazard being maintained to the ground level, rather than floor 
level, provides this outcome.  

floor levels and the application of 
freeboard), consistent with the MfE 
Guidance.   

Trevor 
James  

5 

2.2.3 

Stream channel design signed off 
by suitably qualified aquatic 
ecologist 

This section is about review and acceptance of design 
drawings. Involvement of an aquatic ecologist may be 
requested on a case-by-case basis as per clause 5.5.1.7. 

No change   

 2.2.7.3 Add potential fish recovery of 
rare species  

This is partly covered by 2.2.7.3 (b) as matters to be discussed 
which include environmental conditions. It is advised to add a 
specific section within clause 5.5.2 to address relocation of fish.    

Add clause 5.5.2.6 Fish recovery by a 
DOC permitted operator is required 
for ponds, watercourses and 
drainage channels that are filled in 
over a surface area of 50m2 or more. 

 2.2.11 Supervision by a suitably qualified 
aquatic ecologist of in-stream 
work 

This is not the right section to address this. The involvement of 
an aquatic ecologist may be requested on a case-by-case basis 
as per existing clause 5.5.1.7 and will depend on the magnitude 
of the works.  

No change  

 2.5.10.1 Keep Low Impact Design (LID) 
Mandatory 

Noted No change 

 5.3.2 Supporting water sensitive design 
principles, particularly the 
mimicking of natural systems.  

Noted No change 
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Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response Staff Recommendation 
 5.4.1.2 (b) Very good to see stormwater 

treatment as mandatory 
Noted No change 

 5.4.7.1 More control/treatment is 
required for all discharges from 
residential areas, not just 
stormwater from high use roads. 

The mandatory treatment requirement is to treat runoff from 
high contaminant generating surfaces only. This is considered 
to be a good balance between a practical/cost effective 
approach that achieves good environmental outcomes. The 
minimum standard is in accordance with what is generally 
accepted as good practice in New Zealand (as compared to 
many other councils in New Zealand).  

It should be acknowledged that a higher treatment efficiency 
may still be achieved through correct implementation of water 
sensitive design. This should result in combined, whole-of-
catchment solutions such as combined treatment/detention 
wetlands and/or treatment/ infiltration raingardens.  

It is acknowledged that the mandatory requirements may 
result in certain contaminants reaching the environment 
untreated and that better environmental outcomes would be 
achieved if all runoff from residential areas was treated, 
however treating many smaller roads is considered less 
efficient (cost per treated area) than treating busy roads with 
high contaminant loads.  

The following changes are recommended: 

– Redefine high priority carparks to (1) include accessways 
into these carparks, (2) to state “exposed to rainfall” and 
(3) to also include carparks with use of more than 50 
vehicles per day.  

– Compared to residential areas, runoff from 
commercial/industrial paved areas have elevated 
contamination risk due to the higher risk activities in these 
areas and increased contaminant loads (even from small 
roads) as a result of heavy and commercial traffic. It is 
recommended to require treatment for all hard surfaces 
from new industrial and commercial developments.  

Change to mandatory water quality 
clauses to clarify: 

 Parking areas, exposed to 
rainfall, greater than 1,000m2 
total surface area or more than 
50 vehicles per day, including 
access ways; 

 Treatment for all roads and 
paved areas (including metaled 
surfaces) within greenfield, 
industrial and commercial 
developments. 

Add a “good practice” clause to 
address enhanced water quality 
treatment: 

Good Practice: 

 Selection and design of 
appropriate stormwater 
management devices, including 
their location should be based 
on a whole of catchment 
analysis and aimed at combining 
multiple functions to achieve the 
best environmental outcome 
(i.e. water quality treatment, 
detention, infiltration, ecology 
and amenity values)  

 Enhanced water quality 
treatment is considered good 
practice and can be achieved 
through:  

o Designing for treatment of 
contaminants in addition to 
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A “good practice” is recommended to be included to address 
how higher treatment standards can be achieved.  

It should also be noted that changes to the LDM can be seen as 
a significant shift forward to improve water quality. Changing 
regulation under the NPS Freshwater Management may 
require both councils to implement more stormwater 
treatment in the future.  

the key contaminants of 
concern (5.4.7.2), including 
temperature increases, 
nutrients and potentially 
household contaminants. 

o Designing for treatment of 
runoff from surfaces in 
addition to high contaminant 
generating surfaces (5.5.8.2) 
such as lower hierarchy roads 
(< 5,000 AADT) and small 
carparks (<1,000m2), 
driveways and patios. 

o Implementation of catchment 
devices such as wetlands. 

o Education and increased 
awareness through signage 
(sumps with fish). 

 5.4.7.1 Household discharges and illegal 
spills should be treated at the 
end of pipe before entering the 
stream. 

The submission focusses on the risk of dissolved contaminants 
associated with household discharges either accidentally or 
illegally spilled into the stormwater network. Due to the wide 
variety of potential contaminants (often chemicals), as well as 
irregular nature of these spills and the risk of re-suspending 
contaminants in high flows, it is considered difficult to design 
effective treatment methods. The scale of the problem is not 
well understood and there is nationwide no accepted 
engineering solution available.  

The preferred approach would be to address the issue at 
source by banning the use of harmful products and education 
around correct disposal. It is agreed with that this requires 
intensive and ongoing education campaigns as well increased 
compliance/ enforcement efforts to be effective. It is 
considered outside the scope of the LDM to address this.   

No change 

 5.4.8 Same as above Same as above Same as above 
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 5.4.9 Reference to soft engineering 

options for bank stabilization  
“Soft” engineering options for bank stabilization are indeed 
preferred over “hard” engineering options, which clarified by 
clause 5.4.9.2. Specific design considerations for soft 
engineering are site specific and their implementation should 
be carefully considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Tasman District Council is in the process of developing a future 
guideline document on stream management which will specify 
soft engineering options.   

No change  

 5.4.9.2 Clause is supported but should 
also prohibit the use of geotextile 
in stream beds and restoration of 
natural substrate composition 
and placement of wood 

Reference to geotextile should be added to this clause.  

Specific and detailed design guidance on placement of wood 
etc., is site specific and consideration should be based on 
appropriate guidelines.   

Add reference to not use geotextile 
where possible 

 5.4.10 Map of recharge areas required Although it is acknowledged that a map identifying recharge 
areas would be beneficial, this information is currently not 
available for the entire Nelson/Tasman region. Discharge zones 
have therefore been identified as those areas that have: 

 Low risk for slope stability issues 

 Permeability rate of at least 5mm/hr  

 Seasonal high groundwater table > 1m below surface 

Areas that meet the above criteria are required to infiltrate at 
least 5mm of runoff from newly created impervious surfaces.  

No Change   

 5.4.11 Detention design combined with 
other functions 

Clause 5.3.2 requires designs to be consistent with water 
sensitive design principles. This includes a holistic and 
integrated design approach which addresses multiple values. 
Therefore the LDM encourages designs that combine functions 
such as detention and treatment in one device.  

No change  

 5.5.1.2(c) Change wording of “biodiversity 
habitats” “habitat for aquatic 
flora and fauna” to promote 
biodiversity 

Noted Adopt suggested change 

 5.5.1.2(d) Target for shading required of 
70% of wetted width of 3m or 
less 

Although this may not be practically achievable in all instances, 
70% shading is considered as a good target to pursue.   

Add 70% shading as “good practice”  
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 5.5.2.1 Pipes not to be constructed at 

grades > 3% to allow fish passage 
It is acknowledge that steep pipe grades create flow velocities 
that are too high for fish passage. This is addressed by 5.5.2.5 
requiring flow velocities to be considered and more specifically 
by Table 5-14 specifying maximum flow velocities for fish 
passage as well as the pipe required to maintain the same 
grade as the stream bed upstream and downstream of the 
pipe. 

No change 

 5.5.2.4 Specify gravel layer thickness Noted and agreed  Add wording: “provision of an in-
stream environment for pipes longer 
than 15 metres consisting of a 
100mm to 150mm thick gravel 
layer”. 

 5.5.12.6 Reference NIWA NZ fish passage 
guideline here 

Noted and agreed  Adopt suggested change 

 Drawing 
503 

Waterway concepts requires 
further specification as per 
detailed comments in submission 

It is acknowledged that more detailed design guidance is 
required to support appropriate channel design. A guidance 
document is currently being developed by Tasman District 
Council, however in the meantime it is proposed to address 
some design considerations in a “best practice” section.  

No change to drawings 

Adopt suggested changes within 
“best practice” 5.5.1.9 

The following design criteria should 
be considered for aquatic habitat in 
streams: 

Overhanging vegetation: planting of 
riparian margins should be aimed at 
achieving 70% shading of a wetted 
width of 3 metres or less after 20 
years of tree growth. 

 Meander patterns: the radii and 
wavelength of stream bends need 
to be appropriate to the location 
and simulate natural streams in a 
similar setting.  

 Bank shape: allow for variety in 
steeper bank shapes and flatter 
beach bars as deposition zones 
for sediment 
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 Water depth: allow for variety of 
water depths with deep pools 
and shallower sections such as 
rapids and riffles.  

 Substrate: Sufficient gravel 
thickness, cobble and woody 
debris are essential components 
for healthy streams. 

 Flood plain: Flat benches that are 
designed to flood in high flows 
may also provide for other 
functions such as spawning sites 
and capturing sediment that 
would otherwise clog the 
channel.  

 1.1(d) Rewording required (avoid use of 
“resource” and replace by 
“freshwater ecosystem”)  

Noted and agreed Adopt suggested change 

 5.1 Replace freshwater resource with 
freshwater ecosystem 

Noted and agreed Adopt suggested change 

Z Energy 
Limited 

Plan 
change 27 
to NRMP 

The NRMP does not define drains 
and, as currently drafted, the 
proposed rule captures private 
drains.  Service stations have 
buildings and structures classed 
as buildings over or alongside 
drains and the rule wording 
needed to limit the scope to that 
of common private or public 
drains. 

The submitter does not support 
the discretionary activity 
category and seeks that a 
restricted discretionary category 
be added. 

Staff agree with the submitters concerns in regards to the 
scope of the rule and their suggested amendments. 

Staff do not support a restricted discretionary activity category. 
Both the permitted and controlled activity category define the 
standards where building over or alongside drains is 
acceptable. There are no other standards or matters of 
restricted discretion to use for a restricted discretionary 
category, all other proposals not fitting within the permitted or 
controlled categories should be discretionary to enable the 
Council the ability to consider a full range of matters in making 
its assessment. 

Add the words “common private or 
public” into the rule descriptions as 
follows: 

Building over or alongside common 
private or public drains (piped or 
open) and water mains. 

No change 
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Additional Feedback  

Submitter Chapter Issues Raised Staff Response 
Staff 
Recommendation 

Sally Palmer 4 and 9 Include low streetlights 
in special places such as 
Kaiteriteri 

Section 9.12.1 requires new street light installations to minimise the impact on 
the neighbouring properties and environment with regard to aesthetics, glare and 
light spill. This demonstrates Councils’ support of the dark night sky concept. 

The standard AS/NZS1158 for street lighting sets minimum standards for upward 
waste light. 

No change to 2019 
NTLDM 

Davis Ogilvie 
and Partners – 
Tony Alley 

4 Private ways should not 
be restricted to six 
users. 

It appears that Davis Ogilvie and Partners (Tony Alley) have reviewed and made 
comments against the 2010 Nelson Land Development Manual as the references 
and relief sought do not correspond with the 2019 NTLDM section numbering 
and text. 

Notwithstanding that the 2019 NTLDM retains the six potential lot maximum, as 
experience has demonstrated, when numbers increase above that, neighbourly 
cooperation does not result in effective maintenance or the ability to easily add 
additional lots. 

No change to 2019 
NTLDM 

Davis Ogilvie 
and Partners – 
Tony Lindbom 

4 Allowing services under 
footpath when service 
berm not wide enough 
to accommodate 
requirements 

Already allowed.  In tables 4.6 and 4.7, the proposed NTLDM allows for the 
service berm to be reduced and services to be placed under the footpath 
provided that it does not preclude the introduction of street trees. 

No change to 2019 
NTLDM 
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