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AGENDA 

1 OPENING, WELCOME, KARAKIA 

2 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE  
 

Recommendation 

That apologies be accepted. 

 

3 PUBLIC FORUM 

3.1 Glenys Glover - Pakawau Revetment .................................................................. 5 

3.2 Kevin Fourie - Empower Energy Sharing Integration............................................ 6 

3.3 Joanna Santa Barbara - Adopting the Climate Strategy and Action Plan ............. 7  

4 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

5 LATE ITEMS 

6 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

That the minutes of the Tasman District Council meeting held on Thursday, 2 May 2024, 

be confirmed as a true and correct record of the meeting. 

 

That the minutes of the Tasman District Council Submissions Hearing (Long Term Plan) 

meeting held on Wednesday, 8 May 2024, be confirmed as a true and correct record of 

the meeting. 

 

That the minutes of the Tasman District Council Deliberations (Long Term Plan) meeting 

held on Thursday, 23 May 2024, be confirmed as a true and correct record of the meeting. 

 

7 REPORTS 

7.1 Road Stopping/Exchange .................................................................................... 8 

7.2 Amendment to Council's Traffic Control Devices Register and  

Traffic Control Bylaw 2016 ................................................................................. 17 

7.3 Referral from the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee -  

Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and  

Nelson Tasman Public Transport Plan 2024-34 Deliberations Report ................ 70 

7.4 Streets for People Post Implementation Feedback - Salisbury Road and Hill 

Street ............................................................................................................... 209 

7.5 Waimea Water Limited - Quarterly Report 31 March 2024 ............................... 284 

7.6 Initiation of the Motueka Wastewater Treatment Solutions Project ................... 322 

7.7 Regional Wastewater Philosophy - Transformation to a Council/ 

Iwi Partnership Agreement ............................................................................... 329 

https://tasman.infocouncil.biz/
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7.8 Community Infrastructure Capital Works Funding Approvals ........................... 337 

7.9 Māpua Boat Ramp - Request for Funding Reallocation ................................... 346 

7.10 Chief Executive's Update ................................................................................. 354 

7.11 Mayoral Activity Update ................................................................................... 358 

7.12 Joint Regional Cemetery - Business Case ....................................................... 393  

8 CONFIDENTIAL SESSION 

8.1 Procedural motion to exclude the public .......................................................... 461 

8.2 Joint Cemetery - Land Acquisition Proposal ..................................................... 461 

8.3 Referral from Enterprise Committee - Approval of Unbudgeted Capital 

Expenditure and Carry Forward of Capital Works Programme Budget ............. 461 

8.4 Coastal Erosion Protection Structures on Council Reserve Land Policy .......... 461 

9 CLOSING KARAKIA 
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3 PUBLIC FORUM 

3.1  GLENYS GLOVER - PAKAWAU REVETMENT  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Elaine Stephenson, Team Leader - Democracy Services  

Report Authorisers:   

Report Number: RCN24-06-1 

  

1. Public Forum / Te Matapaki Tūmatanui 

Glenys Glover will speak in public forum regarding the Pakawau Revetment. 

 

2. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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3.2  EMPOWER ENERGY SHARING INTEGRATION   

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Robyn Scherer, Executive Assistant and Advisor to the Mayor  

Report Authorisers: Leonie Rae, Chief Executive Officer  

Report Number: RCN24-06-2 

  

1. Public Forum / Te Matapaki Tūmatanui 

Kevin Fourie will speak in public forum regarding Empower Energy Sharing Integration on behalf 

of Heaps MoreNergy-NZ. 

 

2. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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3.3  ADOPTING THE CLIMATE STRATEGY AND ACTION PLAN  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Robyn Scherer, Executive Assistant and Advisor to the Mayor  

Report Authorisers: Leonie Rae, Chief Executive Officer  

Report Number: RCN24-06-3 

  

1. Public Forum / Te Matapaki Tūmatanui 

Joanna Santa Barbara will speak in public forum on behalf of the Nelson Tasman Climate Forum 

regarding the Council’s adoption of the Climate Strategy and Action Plan.  

 

2. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7 REPORTS 

7.1  ROAD STOPPING/EXCHANGE   

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Kevin O'Neil, Property Officer  

Report Authorisers: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Number: RCN24-06-4 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 To seek the Council’s approval to publicly notify the intention to stop a portion of unformed 

legal road located on the corner of Stagecoach Road and Seaton Valley Road, Mahana, 

(Attachment 1) and to approve the exchange of land for road.  

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 The Council was approached by the applicants in 2015. At this time, they were looking to 

purchase the subject property and approached the Council seeking approval to a road 

stopping to amalgamate some road land adjoining the property they were in negotiations to 

purchase.  

2.2 The applicants applied for a road stopping and this was approved in principle with a few 

stipulations from the road stopping panel being that the road stopping process could not 

proceed until the applicants officially owned the property and that the road stopping (if 

undertaken) would be done using the Local Government Act 1974 (LGA) not the Public 

Works Act 1981 (PWA). Using the LGA means that the road stopping must be publicly 

notified. 

2.3 The road stopping process will be undertaken in accordance with Schedule 10 of the Local 

Government Act 1974. The process requires approval of the survey plan by Land 

Information New Zealand prior to public notification of the proposal which provides an 

opportunity for objections to be made to the proposal.  

2.4 If no objections are received the road stopping will proceed and be confirmed by Council by 

public notice. The Council is asked to delegate to the Group Manager – Community 

Infrastructure the authority to sign all documents required to give effect to the stopping of the 

road land, and disposal of the land to adjacent landowners.  

2.5 If objections are received, a hearing panel may consider the objections if the adjacent 

landowners wish to continue with the process. The Council is asked to appoint a hearings 

panel to consider any objections.   

2.6 The hearings panel will make a recommendation to Council whether to uphold the objection 

which will bring the process to an end or refer the matter to the Environment Court to 

determine. 
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2.7 The vesting of the applicant’s land as road will be undertaken under Section 114 of the 

Public Works Act 1981. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Road Stopping and Exchange report RCN24-06-4 on the corner of 

Stagecoach and Seaton Valley Roads; and 

In relation to the road stopping 

2. approves the preparation of survey plans for the portion of road to be stopped  on the 

appended Staig & Smith Plan titled “Proposed Road to be stopped and Land to be 

taken for Road CNR Stagecoach road and Seaton Valley Roads” dated 21 July 2023, 

to be submitted to Land Information New Zealand for approval; and  

3. subject to the approval of Land Information New Zealand, proceed with public 

notification of the proposed road stoppings (or stopping) in accordance with 

Schedule 10 of the Local Government Act 1974; and 

4. approves the appointment of a Hearings Panel to consider any objections received to 

the stopping of the unformed legal roads, and to make recommendations to the 

Council on whether to uphold any objections or refer the matter to the Environment 

Court, should objections be received; and 

5. appoints the following Elected Members to the Hearing Panel: 

………………………. (Chair) 

……………………….  

……………………….; and 

6. Delagates to the Chair the authority to appoint other Elected Members in substitution 

should an Elected Member appointed to the Hearing Panel be unavailable; and 

7. approves the stopping of the unformed legal road on the appended Staig & Smith 

Plan titled “Proposed Road to be stopped and Land to be taken for Road CNR 

Stagecoach Road and Seaton Valley Roads” dated 21 July 2023 pursuant to schedule 

10 of the Local Government Act 1974, subject to there being no objections received; 

and 

In relation to the sale of stopped road  

8. approves entering into a Sale and Purchase Agreement for the disposal of the land 

subject to the road stopping adjacent above, assuming there are no objections, with a 

requirement to amalgamate the stopped road with [title], with the land price to be 

determined by valuation and subject to the purchaser(s) agreeing to meet all of the 

Council’s costs for the road stopping and disposal process (including survey, legal, 

valuation and staff costs); and  

9. delegates to the Group Manager – Community Infrastructure the authority and power 

to undertake all the relevant statutory requirements, including the authority to sign all 

relevant documentation necessary, to give effect to the sale; and 

In relation to the road exchange  
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10. approves the purchase of a small portion (approx. 17 square metres) of the Gould 

property (Sec 23 SO 441504 – record of title 572251) at a market value to be 

determined by independent valuation and offset against the sale price of the road to 

be stopped; and  

11. Approves that the approximately 17 square metre portion of the Gould property 

purchased be legalised as road; and 

12. delegates to the Group Manager – Community Infrastructure the power to undertake 

all processes, including the authority to sign all relevant documentation necessary to 

give effect to the decision to purchase and vest the approx. 17 square metre portion 

of the Gould property, including the powers in Section 114 of the Public Works Act 

1981 to declare land to be road. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 The applicants were initially proposing to acquire and stop 1582m2 of road land adjoining 

their property. The Council’s Transportation Manager reviewed the plan and met with the 

owners on site and determined that the Council would like to retain some of the land they 

were interested in acquiring and the Council would also like to acquire in exchange a small 

strip of land to vest as road from the applicant’s property to future proof the road corridor.   

4.2 The Transportation Manager received and approved an amended plan based on the areas 

agreed on site whereby the applicants would receive 1395m2 of road land and in return 17m2 

of land would vest as road in the Council with compensation payable to the Council for the 

additional land acquired above the land to vest as road.  

4.3 A valuation will be obtained to determine the compensation payable to the Council for the 

stopped road land if the proposal is approved and the road stopping proceeds. The road 

land to be stopped will be amalgamated with the applicants existing title, while the land to be 

exchanged as road will be removed from the applicants Title and vest as road via gazette. 

4.4 If objections are received, the adjacent landowners/applicants will have the opportunity to 

cease the process or continue. If they continue, a hearing will be required, and the Council is 

asked to appoint a hearings panel. The cost of the hearing will be met by the adjacent 

landowners/applicants. 

4.5 If no objections are received, the Council is asked to delegate to the Group Manager – 

Community Infrastructure the authority to complete any processes and sign any documents 

required to give effect to the road stopping and the disposal of the land which will be by way 

of a Sale and Purchase Agreement. This will include the authority to give public notice that 

the road has been stopped, and to complete processes for the amalgamation of the titles. 

4.6 If the road stopping fails, the costs of the road stopping process to date remain payable by 

the applicant. 

5. Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 The applicants have been advised that the costs of the road stopping process will be 

payable by them, even if the application is declined following public notice. They will be 

required to sign a costs agreement prior to any public notification. If there are no objections, 

or any objections are declined by a Council hearing, and the Environment Court agrees to 

the road stopping, the value of the land is payable in addition to the costs. 
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5.2 This is a significant disincentive to proceed with the road stopping application, but the 

applicants have decided the benefit outweighs the risks. Given the road land to be stopped 

involves land, which is not likely to be formed as road, nor used for public recreation (given 

the proximity of existing recreation facilities), there is no obvious reason to not commence 

the road stopping process. 

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Agree to allow the road 

stopping and exchange 

to proceed to public 

notification under the 

LGA. (This is the 

recommended option) 

In return for stopping 

some surplus road land 

the Council will acquire 

some additional land for 

road and receive payment 

for the road land to be 

stopped. 

None identified. 

2. Not agree to progress 

the road stopping to 

public notification under 

the LGA.   

No further work is 

required. 

Council will not receive any 

money for the surplus road 

land. 

6.2 Option 1 (above) is recommended.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 Schedule 10 of the Local Government Act 1974 is quite prescriptive in setting out the 

process for a road stopping. The land is first surveyed. After the land is surveyed, public 

notification is undertaken. This includes at least two notices in Newsline, information on the 

Council’s website, and signage erected on the relevant sites. The public has 40 working 

days to provide an objection. If objections are received, the Council hears the objection, and 

can either uphold the objection, or send the matter to the Environment Court.   

7.2 At any stage of the process, the adjacent landowners/applicants would have the opportunity 

to stop the process. If objections are received, the applicant would have the opportunity to 

stop the process (considered reasonably likely) given the high cost of a Council hearing, and 

a potential Environment Court process.   

7.3 Schedule 10 only provides for the Council to notify its intention to stop the road. The Act 

does not seem to contemplate the scenario of a private person applying to have road land 

stopped. Thus, the public notice will advise of the Council’s intention to stop the road. 

7.4 The Council will acquire the exchange land for road using the powers in the Public Works 

Act 1981 (PWA).  

7.5 The Council has the power to enter into an agreement to acquire land for a public work (in 

this case road) under Section 17 of the PWA. The Minister for Land Information may gazette 

land to be road under Section 114 of the Public Works Act 1981. The Council must consent 

under Section 114. In effect, this involves the Council entering into an agreement with the 

landowner to acquire the land for road and then asking the Minister to declare the land to be 
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road. The agreement would be conditional upon the relevant parcels of road being stopped 

and offered in exchange for the developer’s land desired for road. 

7.6 Consent to road land being stopped: The Council must obtain consent to the road stopping 

under the LGA from the Minister for Land Information (LINZ) who has the final decision on 

whether or not to stop the parcel of legal road. In the unlikely event the Minister declined to 

stop the road, the acquisition described in 7.4 would not occur. 

7.7 If the Minister agrees to allow the road to be stopped and the Council to acquire land for 

road, the Council will be able to use Section 117 of the Public Works Act 1981(dealing with 

stopped roads) and Section 120 (registration) to complete the raising of Title and 

subsequent legal transfer of land ownership to the applicant for amalgamation with their 

adjacent land. 

7.8 This proposal does not contravene any policy or plan. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

 8.1 This road stopping and exchange proposal was entered into the Iwi Engagement Portal 

(Whakawhitiwhiti Whakaaro) and has been discussed with all the local Iwi as part of the 

engagement process. We will also notify Wakatū re the proposed road stopping and 

exchange as they sit outside the portal. As the road stopping is being undertaken via the 

Local Government Act 1974 there is also provision for Iwi to object to the proposal at this 

stage as can any other member of the public. 

8.2 To date one Iwi informally expressed their concerns re the road stopping proposal. We are 

waiting for a formal response. The applicant has been made aware of this and that they may 

face an objection if the road stopping goes to public notification under the Local Government 

Act, but at this stage they wish to proceed with the process.   

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 This decision is considered to be of low to moderate significance given the area where the 

portion of road is located.  

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

Low As the road stopping is 

predominantly in the landowners 

benefit the Council is requiring that 

the road stopping proceed under 

the Local Government Act 1974, 

so there will be a requirement for 

public notification. 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

No  
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

No  

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Low 

 

The entire road network is a 

strategic asset. This proposal will 

maintain the existing road network. 

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

No  

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

No  

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

8. Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

No  

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater and Affordable Waters 

services? 

No  

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 As the road exchange will occur under the provisions of the Local Government Act 1974, 

there will be a requirement for public notification and any members of the public will be able 

to submit an objection to the road stopping and exchange. Affected Iwi have also been 

notified. Given there will be no physical changes to the road network, this proposal is 

considered of low significance.  

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 The landowners/applicants have agreed to cover all costs pertaining to this transaction, so 

there are no detrimental financial or budgetary implications arising from this decision.  The 
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Council will receive payment following a valuation to assess the level of compensation 

payable for the road land to be stopped if the proposal comes to fruition. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 This report seeks to minimise the risks associated with the sale of road land by undertaking 

the statutory requirement to publicly notify the intention to stop the road and dispose of the 

land. If there is significant opposition the Council will be able to terminate the process if 

objections are sustained at the hearing. If by any chance, there was significant opposition 

the adjacent owners/applicants would have the opportunity to stop the process. 

12.2 Because the public notice is issued in the name of the Council any significant public 

backlash could be directed at the Council itself, whereas the reality is that the Council is 

responding to an application from the adjoining owner. The way schedule 10 of the LGA 

1974 is worded only the Council can propose a road stopping. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 The intention to stop this portion of road land will have no obvious impact on the Council’s 

climate change obligations or objectives. 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 There is no formal road stopping policy. The present process has evolved over many years, 

with applications considered by a staff committee, ahead of a decision by the Council on 

whether to proceed with a road stopping.  Each road stopping has its own unique aspects.  

Development of a formal policy would be very difficult given wide variation of reasons to 

seek to stop roads. The present system is considered to work well. 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 This exchange is considered to be of most benefit to the landowners. However, the Council 

will gain a small strategic amount of land to vest as road and receive payment for the 

difference in the value of land exchanged. The section of road is not required by the 

transportation team and there seems to be no obvious reason to reject the road stopping 

proposal. 

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If approved within the next month or two the Council will enter into a formal agreement with 

the landowners to proceed with the road exchange. The agreement notes that the Council 

cannot guarantee LINZ will agree to allow the exchange. A substantial deposit will be 

required prior to undertaking any further work. The deposit will cover all anticipated costs up 

to a potential hearing. 

16.2 Once public notification has been undertaken, 40 working days are allowed for objectors to 

submit their arguments. If objections are received, the adjacent owners/applicants will have 

the opportunity to cease the process or agree to meet the cost of a hearing.   
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16.3 If no objections are received, a notice is undertaken formally stopping the road. A Title to the 

land subject to the road stopping will be raised and incorporated into the landowners existing 

land Title by way of amalgamation and the land in Section 2 will vest as road in exchange. 

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1. Site of proposed road stopping.  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.1 Page 16 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.2 Page 17 
 

7.2  AMENDMENT TO COUNCIL'S TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES REGISTER AND TRAFFIC 

CONTROL BYLAW 2016   

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Mike van Enter, Senior Transportation Engineer  

Report Authorisers: Jamie McPherson, Transportation Manager  

Report Number: RCN24-06-5 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to gain the Council’s approval to make changes to the Traffic 

Control Devices Register and map display, to ensure these are enforceable under the Traffic 

Control Bylaw 2016. 

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 The Council’s Traffic Control Bylaw 2016, and its accompanying Traffic Control Devices 

Register and map display, is the mechanism for the Council to record all authorised traffic 

control devices such as parking restrictions and regulatory traffic signs.  

2.2 This report requests the Council’s approval for various changes and additions to the Traffic 

Control Devices Register.  

2.3 A summary of the changes can be found in Section 5, and a diagrammatic description of 

each change is in Attachment 1. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Amendment to Council's Traffic Control Devices Register and Traffic 

Control Bylaw 2016 report RCN24-06-5; and 

2. approves amendments to regulations, controls, restrictions and prohibitions in the 

Traffic Control Devices Register of the Tasman District Traffic Control Bylaw 2016 

(Chapter 7 of Tasman District’s Consolidated Bylaw) pursuant to clause 7(3) of the 

Bylaw, as proposed by the Diagrammatic Descriptions and associated GIS co-

ordinates in Attachment 1 to the agenda report, with effect from 21 June 2024 or the 

date the traffic control device is installed, whichever is later; and 

3. notes that the Traffic Control Devices Register of the Traffic Control Bylaw 2016 be 

updated accordingly. 
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4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 The Council’s Traffic Control Bylaw enables the Council to establish, alter or remove traffic 

control devices by resolution, amending the Traffic Control Devices Register and map 

display.  

4.2 Parking restrictions and certain regulatory Traffic Control Devices are managed through this 

bylaw. Changes require a resolution of the Council to become legally enforceable. 

4.3 Consultation should be appropriate and in accordance with the Local Government Act 

Section 82, which sets out the principles of consultation. The consultation principles include:  

4.3.1 That persons who will or may be affected by, or have an interest in, the decision or 

matter should be provided by the local authority with reasonable access to relevant 

information in a manner and format that is appropriate. 

4.3.2 The nature and significance of the decision or matter, including its likely impact from 

the perspective of the persons who will or may be affected by, or have an interest in, 

the decision or matter. 

4.3.3 The costs and benefits of any consultation process or procedure. 

4.4 Some of the proposed Traffic Control Device changes are considered to have minor or very 

isolated effects. Where the effects are considered isolated, consultation is typically via letter 

inviting feedback from adjacent property owners and businesses. Changes that may be 

wider reaching are typically associated with more significant transportation projects.  

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 River Road (Appleby) Heavy vehicle restriction. Request from residents concerned about the 

safety of increasing volume of trucks on River Road and using the intersection with SH60.  

Both River Road (Appleby) and its intersection with SH60 do have geometric challenges. 

Residential Parking Management 

5.2 Toru Street, Māpua no parking restrictions. Request due to cars parking outside of inset 

parking bays restricting through movements to one-lane. 

5.3 Crescent Street, Richmond no parking restrictions. Through our residential streets project 

there has been ongoing contact and feedback with residents regarding parking to maximise 

parking, ensure residents can turn out of driveways and providing width for FENZ fire trucks. 

5.4 Rototai Road / Meihana Street, Tākaka no parking restriction. Requested no parking lines on 

the intersection due to vehicles parking too close to the limit line reducing sight distance 

from vehicles and crossing sight distance for pedestrians at the intersection. 

5.5 Olympus Way, Richmond no parking restriction. Request due to parking occurring in a too 

short space was making driveway access difficult. 

5.6 Hunter Avenue, Richmond no parking restriction. Request due to parked vehicles and a 

vertical crest making driveway visibility difficult. 

5.7 Waverley Street, Richmond no parking restriction.  Request due to parked vehicles on 

Waverley Street in front of the kerb/footpath build-out adjacent to the new Kainga Ora 

development restricting traffic flows as well turning traffic from Gladstone Road SH6. 
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5.8 Greenwood Street, Motueka no parking restriction at Vosper Street and Wilkinson Street 

intersections.  Request concerning the lack of sightlines when turning out of Wilkinson Street 

at Greenwood Street. 

5.9 Heritage Crescent, Richmond no parking restriction. Request from locals to create parking 

order with park limit lines while protecting clearance setback for vehicle accessways. 

Commercial Parking Management 

5.10 Reilly Street/Junction Street, Tākaka no parking restriction. Request from Golden Bay 

Community Board. 

5.11 Elizabeth Street/Gibbs Road, Collingwood no parking restriction. Due to safety concerns 

because of parked vehicles obscuring intersection sightlines. 

5.12 Talbot Street, Richmond no parking restriction. To allow through vehicles to bypass vehicles 

waiting to right turn into KFC. 

5.13 230 High Street, Motueka P10 time restricted parking. Change from P60 to P10 at the 

request of On The Spot business to support higher turnover business. 

5.14 Barros Place, Richmond no parking restriction. Request to allow larger vehicles to access 

driveways. 

5.15 Wallace Street, Motueka no parking restriction. To reinforce the legal requirement to keep 

clear of the Fire Hydrant. 

5.16 Aranui Road, Māpua Disability parks. Updating our Bylaw to reflect existing layout. 

5.17 Aranui Road, Māpua Loading Zone parks. Updating our Bylaw to reflect existing layout and 

extending the time restriction to 15min to reflect feedback. 

5.18 Estuary Place, Richmond no parking restriction.  To address sightline concerns at the Queen 

Street Holiday Park vehicle access.  

5.19 Richmond Town Hall to convert all day parks to P180 time restricted.   

Recreational Parking Management 

5.20 Railway Reserve at Jubilee Park, Richmond no parking restriction. Requested to keep 

cycleway clear of parked cars. 

School Parking Management 

5.21 Main Road Tapawera P10 time restricted parking. New P10 parking restriction to allow a 

drop off / pick up zone on the school side of the main road.    

5.22 Paton Road, Richmond no parking restriction. Requested parking restriction in front of the 

school's main pedestrian entrance, to discourage drivers from parking in this area and 

blocking the sightline of drivers and pedestrians. 

5.23 Golden Bay High School Innovative Streets layout. The existing layout was recommended 

by the Golden Bay Community Board and approved by the Operations Committee. The 

Bylaw should be updated to reflect the current layout. 

5.24 Gardner Valley Road, Upper Moutere, School Bus Bay and no parking restriction. There are 

often times the bus cannot use the shoulder and parents are not able to pull into the NZTA 

land (State Highway Road Reserve land) as too many cars are parked in the way and the 

school bus also has to negotiate where to pull in if a car or truck is parked. 
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Residential Development 

5.25 Whakarewa Street / Manoy Street, Motueka roundabout and associated no parking 

restrictions. Upgrade of the intersection for Motueka West development. 

Transport Choices 

5.26 Transport Choices Motueka and Richmond.  Remove previously approved traffic control 

devices that will not be constructed and revert to existing. 

Streets for People Mapua 

5.27 Streets for People Māpua. The Council approved layout changes to the Aranui Road Streets 

for People project at its 2 May 2024 meeting that require traffic control device Bylaw 

changes including a wharf bound cycle lane, no parking restrictions and shared path 

changes.  

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Approve changes 

proposed in the report 

and in Attachment 1 

with effect from 21 June 

2024, or the date the 

traffic control device is 

installed, whichever is 

later. 

This is the 

recommended option. 

Improved function and 

safety of the road network 

at these locations. 

Positive feedback from the 

community who raised 

some of the concerns and 

proposals with Council 

staff. 

 

Minor reduction in on-road 

parking. 

2. Approve some of the 

proposed changes 

Some improved function 

and safety of the road 

network at these locations. 

There would be some 

positive feedback from the 

community who raised 

concerns with some of the 

proposals from the 

Council. 

Minor reduction in on-road 

parking.   

If changes are not approved, 

there could be safety issues 

and negative feedback from 

the community. 

3. Do not approve the 

proposed changes. 

Nil identified. There could be safety issues 

and negative community 

feedback. 

6.2 Option one is recommended.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 The proposed changes meet the requirements of the Tasman District Council Traffic Control 

Bylaw 2016. 
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8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

 8.1 Staff used the Tasman District Council iwi portal for engagement and the Transport Choices 

Motueka project team held a hui with interested Iwi. 

8.2 No specific iwi engagement has occurred for the changes that are not part of the Transport 

Choices project. These changes are relatively minor operational issues and isolated in 

effects. 

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 The following table describes the level of significance of this decision. Overall, the level of 

significance is considered low as the changes are generally minor and we have consulted 

with directly affected residents, businesses, and stakeholders. 

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

Low Changing road layouts can 

create a high level of interest, 

particularly on more highly 

trafficked roads. 

This decision affects a relatively 

small number of roads in the 

District. 

The changes associated with 

projects have had consultation 

undertaken on the proposed 

changes and a decision made to 

proceed with the project.  

For non-project changes, 

Council staff have consulted with 

immediately adjacent 

landowners. 

Several proposed changes have 

come from members of the 

community who are directly 

affected. 

There will be improved road 

safety or function for many 

transport system users at the 

locations of the proposed 

changes. 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Low Good management of traffic 

controls and parking can 

contribute towards the success 

of a place; poorly managed and 

designed traffic controls and 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

parking can undermine efforts to 

create highly liveable urban 

areas.  

The parking restrictions 

proposed are to address issues 

identified.   

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Low Traffic devices are not 

permanent and can be changed 

if required. 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Low The Council’s roading network is 

considered a strategic asset. 

The changes are intended to 

improve safety and accessibility 

of our transport network to a 

variety of user types. 

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Low  

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Low Delivering some of the proposed 

traffic control devices now as 

part of the Streets for People 

projects with external funding, 

may reduce planned expenditure 

to deliver these changes in 

future years.   

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

8.  Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

No  

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater and Affordable Waters 

services? 

No  
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10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 The Transport Choices and Streets for People projects have included extensive 

communications.  

10.2 Directly affected residents and businesses have been engaged to provide feedback on the 

proposed changes. 

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 The cost of installing the proposed traffic control devices, and updating the register, will be 

met from existing budgets. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 There are safety risks associated with not approving some of the traffic control devices. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 Providing improved facilities for walking, cycling and public transport, are likely to reduce 

transport emissions. 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 The proposed traffic control device changes are consistent with the Council’s Walking and 

Cycling Strategy, the Richmond and Motueka Town Centre Parking Strategy 2018–2038, 

and the Regional Public Transport Plan (RPTP). 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The changes to traffic control devices are proposed to ensure the safe functioning of the 

road network at these locations, and to contribute to achieving the objectives of the 

Transport Choices projects, the Walking and Cycling Strategy, and the Regional Public 

Transport Plan. 

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If the Council approves the proposed changes: 

16.1.1 Staff will provide instructions to our contractors to implement the changes required. 

16.1.2 Staff will update the Traffic Control Devices Register as soon as changes are in 

place. 

16.2 Community Infrastructure staff will provide the Communications team with details of the 

significant approved changes to be included in Newsline and on the Council’s website 
 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.⇩  Traffic Control Devices Diagramatic Description - June 2024 24 

  

CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_files/CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_Attachment_20335_1.PDF
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•

•

•

Street name Primary 

Restriction

Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

River Road (Appleby) No through road for 

Heavy Vehicles 

>3,500kg (Local 

access only)

1609932.35 5425637.58 1610558.60 5426997.92
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Toru Street

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Toru Street No-stopping 1608059.11 5433068.80 1608067.06 5433078.88

Toru Street No-stopping 1608107.22 5433102.26 1608127.15 5433113.68

Toru Street No-stopping 1608175.90 5433142.66 1608191.87 5433152.33

Toru Street to Iwa Street No-stopping 1608244.35 5433184.13 1608270.25 5433181.92
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Crescent Street

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615490.59 5423079.67 1615374.77 5423037.57

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615352.94 5423064.57 1615343.68 5423076.33

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615340.58 5423080.42 1615331.09 5423091.75

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615328.06 5423096.06 1615318.17 5423108.45

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615311.72 5423115.95 1615337.85 5423201.05

Blair Terrace No-stopping 1615403.54 5422990.30 1615385.49 5423019.72

Crescent Street No-stopping 1615301.84 5423119.25 1615271.25 5422910.46

•

•

•
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Rototai Road / Meihana Street

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Rototai Road No-stopping 1583851.37 5478034.66

Meihana Street No-stopping 1583852.49 5478009.65
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Olympus Way
•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Olympus Way No-stopping 1615483.20 5422451.21 1615487.76 5422451.04
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Hunter Avenue
•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Hunter 

Ave (Richmond)

No-stopping 1616017.61 5422590.53 1616011.38 5422585.04
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Waverley Street

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Waverley Street No-stopping 1614919.20 5423609.48 1614937.41 5423577.83
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Greenwood-Wilkinson and Vosper Streets Intersections

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Greenwood Street No-stopping 1601179.37 5449014.90 1601188.03 5449014.46

Greenwood Street No-stopping 1601206.84 5449015.80 1601214.60 5449016.17

Greenwood Street No-stopping 1601188.10 5449026.03 1601179.97 5449026.47
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Heritage Crescent

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Heritage Crescent No-stopping 1616813.17 5423757.70 1616813.99 5423763.79
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Reilly Street / Junction Street

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Reilly Street No-stopping 1583542.27 5476929.97

Junction Street No-stopping 1583542.56 5476895.41
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Elizabeth Street / Gibbs Road

The Council has been advised of safety concerns for vehicles using the Elizabeth Street and Gibbs Road 

intersection as a result of vehicles parking in the proximity of the intersection restricting visibility and a 

request for no-stopping lines to be installed. 

The Council therefore plan to install “No-Stopping” markings to allow for safe travel through this 

intersection. See below diagram. 

Feedback:

Adjacent property feedback was supportive.

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Elizabeth Street No-stopping 1573164.96 5497000.76

Gibbs Road No-stopping 1573182.20 5496997.88
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Talbot Street (Richmond) Removal of carpark Opposite KFC Restaurant

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Talbot Street 

(Richmond)

No-stopping 1615798.35 5423488.32 1615804.36 5423480.74
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230 High St Motueka

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

High Street P10 1600914.71 5448659.31 1600915.79 5448671.62
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Barros Place 

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Barros Place No-stopping 1614334.00 5425054.63 1614334.75 5425059.89

Barros Place No-stopping 1614336.39 5425065.90 1614337.47 5425068.51

Barros Place No-stopping 1614342.34 5425077.45 1614345.87 5425081.28

Barros Place No-stopping 1614352.10 5425086.61 1614356.17 5425090.05

Barros Place No-stopping 1614371.14 5425102.63 1614375.62 5425106.46

Barros Place No-stopping 1614384.91 5425114.24 1614389.22 5425117.36
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Wallace St Motueka

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Wallace St No Parking
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Aranui Road Mapua, Wharf End

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road 120 Minute Disability 

Park 
Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road 120 Minute Disability 

Park 
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•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road Loading Zone P15 1608469.25 5432770.81 1608488.95 5432762.11
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Queen Street Holiday Park Vehicle Access to Estuary Place

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Estuary Place No-stopping 1614706.71 5424784.65 1614710.78 5424787.56

Estuary Place No-stopping 1614716.75 5424792.86 1614720.33 5424795.92
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Richmond Town Hall

•

Street nam Primary 

Restriction

Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Richmond Town Hall P180 1615353.93 5423600.62 1615363.82 5423585.69

Richmond Town Hall P180 1615326.95 5423547.25 1615331.58 5423541.43

Richmond Town Hall P180 1615345.38 5423554.19 1615348.89 5423549.71
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Railway Reserve at Jubilee Park

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Railway Reserve No-stopping 1614857.32 5423808.67 1614847.77 5423803.37

Railway Reserve No-stopping 1614838.51 5423800.31 1614836.20 5423804.42

Railway Reserve No-stopping 1614835.45 5423806.65 1614838.14 5423810.01

Railway Reserve No-stopping 1614841.57 5423811.06 1614855.01 5423810.01
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Main Road Tapawera

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Main Road Tapawera P10 1585254.61 5417569.23 1585255.21 5417552.06
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Paton Road - Hope School

•

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Paton Road No Stopping 1612142.94 5420228.39 1612204.54 5420279.54
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Sheet 1
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Sheet 2

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Meihana Street Pedestrian Crossing 1583832.81 5478033.24 1583824.97 5478025.70

Meihana Street No-stopping 1583845.35 5478005.84 1583827.59 5478023.98

Meihana Street No-stopping 1583819.67 5478045.70

Rototai Road No-stopping 1583925.22 5478116.10
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Gardner Valley Road – School Bus Bay

We have received feedback that the bus bay is dangerous, as 
the direction the bus parks requires school students to access 
the door via the live traffic lane and sometimes more difficult to 
use when other vehicles are parked on the sealed shoulder. 

There are often times the bus cannot use the shoulder and 
parents are not able to pull into the NZTA land (Road Reserve 
land) as too many cars are parked in the way and the school 
bus also has to negotiate where to pull in if a car or truck is 
parked.

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Gardner Valley Road No-stopping 1604581.00 5434115.31 1604560.62 5434129.35

Gardner Valley Road No-stopping 1604548.75 5434130.69 1604534.42 5434129.05

Gardner Valley Road School Bus Bay 1604560.62 5434129.35 1604548.75 5434130.69
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Whakarewa / Manoy – Motueka Intersection Upgrade

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Manoy Street Giveway Roundabout 1600703.20 5448440.79

Development 

Road

Giveway Roundabout 1600695.73 5448416.90

Whakarewa Street Giveway Roundabout 1600707.23 5448424.07

Whakarewa Street Giveway Roundabout 1600685.43 5448434.22

Whakarewa Street No-stopping 1600683.83 5448424.62 1600695.55 5448410.36

Development 

Road

No-stopping 1600701.00 5448410.36 1600725.63 5448422.38
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•

•

•

•
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•
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Council approved layout changes to the Aranui Road Streets for People project at its 2 May 2024 meeting as follows:

1. Remove the arrows in opposing directions on the cycleway - Change the on-road separated space to a, wharf bound cycle lane.

2. Remove planter boxes and replace with yellow lines – Add no-stopping restrictions where necessary.

3. Remove white plastic bollards – No traffic control devices Bylaw change.

4. Create defined space on the road section of shared path heading towards the wharf for one-way cycling - Change the on-road separated space to a 

standard, wharf bound cycle lane. Pedestrians will stick to footpath. Tasman’s Great Taste Trail section remains a shared path. 

5. Encourage cyclists to take the lane when heading away from the wharf - No traffic control devices Bylaw change.

6. Extend the corner footpath by the school for cyclists - No traffic control devices Bylaw change.

The following sheets will show further detail for each traffic control device change associated with the amended layout.
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Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road Cycle lane 1607603.69 5433751.08 1607825.50 5433381.49

Aranui Road Shared path 1607592.81 5433829.03 1607935.53 5433234.16
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Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road Cycle lane 1608039.61 5433094.47 1608194.19 5432893.79

Aranui Road Shared path 1608189.87 5432901.54 1608257.99 5432847.62
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Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607837.43 5433364.64 1607845.83 5433353.44

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607863.07 5433329.18 1607875.28 5433312.09

Remove planter boxes and replace with yellow lines – Add no-stopping restrictions where necessary.
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Remove planter boxes and replace with yellow lines – Add no-stopping restrictions where necessary.

Street name Primary Restriction Start NZTM X Start NZTM Y End NZTM X End NZTM Y

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607921.19 5433248.94 1607928.50 5433238.64

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607954.55 5433204.04 1607956.42 5433201.39

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607962.28 5433194.01 1607964.33 5433191.47

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607968.66 5433185.72 1607986.24 5433163.18

Aranui Road No-stopping 1607974.60 5433154.07 1607981.09 5433145.82
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7.3  REFERRAL FROM THE JOINT NELSON TASMAN REGIONAL TRANSPORT 

COMMITTEE - NELSON TASMAN REGIONAL LAND TRANSPORT PLAN 2024-34 AND 

NELSON TASMAN PUBLIC TRANSPORT PLAN 2024-34 DELIBERATIONS REPORT  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Bill Rice, Senior Infrastructure Planning Advisor - Transportation; 

Elaine Stephenson, Team Leader - Democracy Services  

Report Authorisers: Dwayne Fletcher, Strategic Policy Manager  

Report Number: RCN24-06-6 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 To provide the recommendations of the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee 

regarding the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and the Nelson 

Tasman Public Transport Plan 2024-34. The Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport 

Committee recommends that the Council approve these plans.   

1.2 At its 30 April 2024 meeting, the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee 

deliberated on the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and the Nelson 

Tasman Public Transport Plan 2024-34. 

1.3 The Committee resolved as follows: 

That the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee: 

1. receives the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and Nelson 

Tasman Public Transport Plan 2024-34 Deliberations Report RNTRTC24-04-3; and 

2. notes that consultation on the Regional Land Transport Plan and the Regional Public 

Transport Plan occurred simultaneously; and  

3. approves lodging the amended Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-

34 (Attachment 1 to the agenda report) separately with the Tasman District Council 

and Nelson City Council for consideration, with the following changes: 

3.1 amendments to ensure consistency with the draft Government Policy Statement 

on Land Transport; and 

3.2 amendments to New Zealand Transport Agency activities and 10 year forecast 

to ensure consistency with their State Highway Investment Proposal; and 

3.3 incorporation of Nelson City Council’s East West Cycle Project in the significant 

activities table; and 

3.4 shifting the State Highway 6, Rocks Road Offroad Shared Pathway from the 

Significant Activities table to the On the Horizon Activities table; and 

3.5 changes to the ranking of significant activities to reflect the draft Government 

Policy Statement strategic direction; and 

3.6 allowance for inflation in Tasman District Council’s activity list; and 
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3.7 adding an activity ‘investigate capacity issues through Motueka and on the 

Motueka Bridge’ within the On the Horizon Activities table; and 

3.8 changes to reflect community feedback to the mode shift and safety objectives. 

4. approves lodging the amended Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-2034 

(Attachment 2 to the agenda report) with the Tasman District and Nelson City Councils 

for consideration, with the following changes: 

4.1 amendments to ensure consistency with the draft Government Policy 

Statement on Land Transport; and 

4.2 amendments to reflect the recent release of the draft fares and pricing 

requirements for public transport authorities; and 

4.3 amendments to the financial tables to reflect the draft Nelson and Tasman 

Long Term Plans; and 

4.4 amendments to remove the Stoke on Demand service; and 

4.5 amendments to reflect free travel on eBuses for total mobility card holders and 

their caregivers. 

5. approves delegating changes to the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 

2024-34 and the Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34, to the Chair 

and Deputy Chair of the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee, 

including: 

5.1 minor changes associated with the finalisation of the Government Policy 

Statement on Transport, 

5.2 changes to align with both Council’s Long Term Plan 2024 – 2034 budgets, 

5.3 minor editorial amendments, 

5.4 updating the Chair’s foreword in the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport 

Plan 2024-34 relative to the latest information in the SHIP. 

Recommendation to Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council 

That the Nelson City Council/Tasman District Council 

1. adopts the Regional Land Transport Plan that will be submitted to New Zealand 

Transport Agency Waka Kotahi no later than 1 August 2024; and  

2. adopts the Regional Public Transport Plan that will be notified with the parties listed in 

section 121(1)(c)(i) of the Land Transport Management Act 2003.   

1.4 The report to the 30 April 2024 Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee meeting 

is appended as Attachment 1. 

2. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Referral from the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee - 

Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and Nelson Tasman Public 

Transport Plan 2024-34 Deliberations Report RCN24-06-6; and 
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2. adopts the Regional Land Transport Plan that will be submitted to New Zealand 

Transport Agency Waka Kotahi no later than 1 August 2024, subject to the same 

agreement by Nelson City Council; and 

3. adopts the Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan that will be notified with the 

parties listed in section 121(1)(c)(i) of the Land Transport Management Act 2003, 

subject to the same agreement by Nelson City Council. 

 

3. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.⇩  Report to 30 April 2024 Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee NTRLTP 

and NTPTP Deliberations 
73 
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6.1  NELSON TASMAN REGIONAL LAND TRANSPORT PLAN 2024-34 AND NELSON 
TASMAN PUBLIC TRANSPORT PLAN 2024-34 DELIBERATIONS REPORT  

Report To: Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee 

Meeting Date: 30 April 2024 

Report Author: Margaret Parfitt, Manager Transport and Solid Waste, Nelson City 
Council  

Report Authorisers: Alec Louverdis, Group Manager, Infrastructure, Nelson City Council  

Report Number: RNTRTC24-04-3 

  

1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To provide information to assist the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee 
(JNTRTC) in its deliberations on the Draft Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 
2024-2034 (RLTP) and the Draft Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-2034 
(RPTP). 

1.2 To approve the lodging of the RLTP and RPTP with the two respective councils for adoption.  
This will allow the RLTP to be submitted to the New Zealand Transport Agency Waka Kotahi 
(NZTA) by 1 August 2024 and the RPTP to be notified in accordance with the requirements 
of the Land Transport Management Act 2003. 

2. Report Summary 

2.1 The JNTRTC is required to prepare, consult on, deliberate on and lodge the RLTP with both 
councils for approval. Once approved, the RLTP needs to be submitted to NZTA by 1 
August 2024. 

2.2 Changes to the draft RLTP are proposed to ensure it is consistent with the draft Government 
Policy Statement on Transport (draft GPS), aligns with the recently released State Highway 
Investment Proposal (SHIP) and Nelson and Tasman’s draft Long Term Plans (LTP).  
Amendments are also proposed following submitter feedback on the objectives. 

2.3 The two councils are required to prepare, consult on, deliberate on and notify the RPTP with 
the parties listed in the Land Transport Management Act 2003.   

2.4 Changes to the draft RPTP are also proposed to align with the draft GPS, remove the Stoke 
on Demand service, and update to reflect free travel on eBuses for total mobility card 
holders and caregivers. 

3. Recommendation 

That the Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee: 

1. receives the Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and Nelson Tasman 
Public Transport Plan 2024-34 Deliberations Report; and 
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2. notes that consultation on the Regional Land Transport Plan and the Regional Public 
Transport Plan occurred simultaneously; and  

3. approves lodging the amended Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
(Attachment 1 to the agenda report) separately with the Tasman District Council and 
Nelson City Council for consideration, with the following changes: 

3.1 amendments to ensure consistency with the draft Government Policy Statement 
on Land Transport; and 

3.2 amendments to New Zealand Transport Agency activities and 10 year forecast to 
ensure consistency with their State Highway Investment Proposal; and 

3.3 incorporation of Nelson City Council’s East West Cycle Project in the significant 
activities table; and 

3.4 shifting the SH6 Rocks Road Offroad Shared Pathway from the Significant 
Activities table to the On the Horizon Activities table; and 

3.5 changes to the ranking of significant activities to reflect the draft GPS strategic 
direction; and 

3.6 allowance for inflation in Tasman District Council’s activity list; and 

3.7 adding an activity ‘investigate capacity issues through Motueka and on the 
Motueka Bridge’ within the On the Horizon Activities table; and 

3.8 changes to reflect community feedback to the mode shift and safety objectives. 

4. approves lodging the amended Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-2034 (Attachment 2 
to the agenda report) with the following changes with the Tasman District and Nelson 
City Councils for consideration, with the following changes: 

4.1 amendments to ensure consistency with the draft Government Policy Statement 
on Land Transport; and 

4.2 amendments to reflect the recent release of the draft fares and pricing 
requirements for public transport authorities; and 

4.3 amendments to the financial tables to reflect the draft Nelson and Tasman Long 
Term Plans; and 

4.4 amendments to remove the Stoke on Demand service; and 

4.5 amendments to reflect free travel on eBuses for total mobility card holders and 
their caregivers. 

5. approves delegating changes of a minor nature, including minor changes associated 
with the finalisation of the Government Policy Statement on Transport, no both the 
Nelson Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 and Nelson Tasman Regional 
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Public Transport Plan 2024-34 to the Chair and Deputy Chair of the Joint Regional 
Transport Committee. 
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Recommendation to Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council 

1. adopts the Regional Land Transport Plan that will be submitted to New Zealand 
Transport Agency Waka Kotahi no later than 1 August 2024; and  

2. adopts the Regional Public Transport Plan that will be notified with the parties listed 
in section 121(1)(c)(i) of the Land Transport Management Act 2003. 
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4. Background and Discussion 

Regional Land Transport Plan 

4.1 The RLTP sets out how the Nelson Tasman land transport system will develop and identifies 
proposed regional transport activities for investment (local and central government) over the 
next 10 years. It includes policy and activities related to road maintenance and 
improvements, public transport services and infrastructure, walking and cycling 
infrastructure, road safety and transport planning.  

4.2 The Land Transport Management Act 2003 (Act) requires Unitary Authorities to prepare an 
RLTP every six years and review it every three years. The 2024-2034 RLTP is a mid-term 
review. 

4.3 The draft RLTP is a joint document, with Nelson City Council (NCC), Tasman District 
Council (TDC), Department of Conservation (DOC) and New Zealand Transport Agency – 
Waka Kotahi (NZTA) to enable the key transport objectives and policies to provide a joint 
voice when competing for central government funding.  Note the previous RLTP included 
Marlborough District Council, but they are not included in this mid-term review. 

4.4 Two JNTRTC workshops have been held (6 June 2023 and 27 October 2023) to understand 
the key issues, opportunities and benefits facing the region from a transport perspective. 

4.5 The RLTP also includes the two councils, DOC and NZTA’s transport programme for 10 
years. The councils are required to submit the mid-term review no later than 1 August 2024. 

4.6 The RLTP provides the mechanism for the Council to seek investment funding from the 
National Land Transport Fund (NLTF) through submission of its work programme to NZTA. 

Regional Public Transport Plan 

4.7 The draft RPTP sets out the intentions and policies regarding public transport in Nelson and 
Tasman for the next 10 years. 

4.8 The key direction of public transport for Nelson Tasman was discussed at the 27 October 
2023 workshop. Following the significant step change in August this year with the eBus 
service, direction was provided by the JNTRTC members to largely maintain the current 
service with improvements as previously planned in the 2021-2031 RPTP, but subject to a 
one-year review of the services. This review is scheduled to start in August 2024 and could 
take up to 12 months to complete and will inform the development of the next RPTP for the 
2027-37 period. 

Consultation 

4.9 When preparing an RLTP or RPTP, a Regional Transport Committee must consult in 
accordance with the principles specified in section 82 of the Local Government Act (LGA) 
and may use the special consultative procedures specified in section 83 of the LGA. 

4.10 A regional council may carry out consultation on the proposal to adopt an RPTP in 
conjunction with the relevant RTC’s consultation on its RLTP. 
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4.11 On 11 December 2023, the JNTRTC approved both the draft RLTP and draft RPTP 
documents for public consultation using the Special Consultative Procedure. Consultation 
occurred between 22 January 2024 and 25 February 2024. 

4.12 Over the consultation period 76 individual submissions were received, 10 submitters spoke 
at the hearing on 20 March 2024. 

4.13 The written submissions are included in Attachment 1. 

4.14 From the submissions the following high level summary has been prepared based on the 
key themes the submitters made: 

a. road safety was supported by 16 submitters with three against a decrease in speed 
limits.  The Speed Management Plan being developed by this JNTRTC will consider 
speed limit changes in mid 2024; 

b. positive feedback, or an improvement for the public transport service was noted 78 
times, with requests for the service to start earlier, be more frequent and extend into the 
satellite towns the three most common themes.  The feedback received will be used to 
inform the one year review of the eBus service; 

c. increased road capacity and/or congestion reduction was suggested by 13 submitters.  
Three submitters were for the Hope Bypass and three were against.  Five submitters 
requested that alternatives or changes to the Hope bypass be investigated which aligns 
with the recent GPS submission made by this JNTRTC in that input into the scope of 
this significant project is requested to ensure it delivers the best outcomes for the 
community; and 

d. improvements to walking and cycling infrastructure was requested by 15 submitters with 
three against further development.  TDC have included $3.8m over the next 10 years for 
walking and cycling improvement projects and similarly NCC has $23m, however we 
note that obtaining NZTA co investment for this activity class will be more challenging 
under the draft GPS. 

5. Discussion 

Regional Land Transport Plan 

5.1 An amended RLTP is included as Attachment 2.  This attachment reflects officer 
recommendations as detailed in this report. 

5.2 The draft GPS from the new coalition government has a different set of strategic outcomes 
from the 2021 GPS and consequently has changed the activities and some details within the 
draft RLTP. 

5.3 Changes to the draft RLTP are proposed to ensure it is consistent with the draft GPS.  
These changes are highlighted in yellow in Attachment 2. 

5.4 Changes resulting from feedback from the consultation are highlighted in teal in Attachment 
2 and include: 
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5.4.1 The suggestion from the Ministry of Education to include the word ‘education’ in the 
mode choice strategic objective.  It is proposed to read: 

 Communities have access to a range of travel choices to meet their social, economic, 
education, health and cultural needs. 

 The suggestion from Nelsust to include ‘regardless of mode’ in the safety objective.  It 
is proposed to read: 

 Communities have access to a safe transport system regardless of mode. 

5.5 The NZTA SHIP describes the investment Waka Kotahi is seeking for state highways 
maintenance, operations and renewals, and the improvements needed.  The SHIP is an 
input to RLTP’s and the NLTP. 

5.6 A revised SHIP was received on 12 April 2024.  Changes to the draft RLTP to reflect the 
revised SHIP are highlighted in green in Attachment 2. Key changes from the version initially 
published in November 2023 include: 
5.6.1 the Hope Bypass is delivered over a longer timeframe, with business case, project 

development and route protection in the first six years with detailed design starting in 
2030.  Construction to follow. Approx $153m in the first 10 years of the project total 
estimated cost of almost $500m; 

 removal of the Rocks Road Walking and Cycling Activity.  This activity is now 
contained within the “on the Horizon’ table for projects that are important to the region 
but currently have not been proposed for funding by the relevant road controlling 
authority; and 

 less investment in road safety infrastructure improvements.  The Safety Intervention 
Programme that was aligned with Road to Zero has been renamed and aligned with 
the draft GPS. This places less of an emphasis on major safety infrastructure 
interventions, but lower cost safety interventions will be retrofitted on high-risk parts of 
the network where they provide value for money.  The budget has reduced for Nelson 
State Highways from approximately $11m over 10 years to $2m and for Tasman State 
Highways $99m down to $30m. 

5.7 The Significant Activities table in the RLTP which includes improvement projects that 
represent the highest priority for this region requires change to accommodate the amended 
SHIP.  A workshop with the JNTRTC was held on 17 April 2024 to consider how both the 
draft GPS and the SHIP impacts on the ranking of the significant activities. 

5.8 The amended ranking: 
5.8.1 retains the Hope Bypass as the top priority; and 

5.8.2 promotes Lower Queen Street Upgrade and Millers Acre Bus Exchange above the 
Commercial Vehicle Safety Centre projects in both Nelson and Tasman. 

5.9 NCC has, through their LTP development, resolved to include the East West Cycle Project, 
and it is included in the Significant Activities table.  This and changes to public transport 
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budgets to match the draft LTP and better reflect forecast costs have been made to the draft 
RLTP.  These and other minor changes are highlighted in blue in Attachment 2. 

5.10 TDC in error did not factor inflation when including activity costs in the draft RLTP.  This has 
been corrected and other minor TDC changes are highlighted in pink in Attachment 2. 

Regional Public Transport Plan 

5.11 An amended RPTP is included as Attachment 3.  This attachment reflects officer 
recommendations as detailed in this report. 

5.12 Changes to the draft RPTP from the draft GPS and the recently released ‘draft fares and 
pricing requirements for public transport authorities’ are highlighted in yellow in Attachment 
3. 

5.13 Changes resulting from feedback from the consultation or recent decisions are highlighted in 
teal in Attachment 3 and include: 
5.13.1 amendments to remove the Stoke on Demand service recommended by the 

JNTRTC on 20 March 2024 and resolved by Nelson City Council on 4 April 2024; 
and 

 amendments to reflect free travel on eBuses for total mobility card holders and their 
caregivers resolved by the JNTRTC on 20 February 2024. 

5.14 Changes to the public transport operating budgets to better reflect forecast costs have been 
made to the draft RLTP and RPTP.  These changes are highlighted in blue in Attachment 3. 

5.15 There was considerable feedback requesting improvement to the recent eBus service in the 
submissions, as discussed above.  There is no proposed change to the RPTP at this stage, 
but rather the submissions will be used to inform the one year review of the new service 
scheduled to start August 2024. 

6. Options 

6.1 Three options are presented to the JNTRTC for consideration.  Officers support option 2. 

 

Option 1: No major changes to the RLTP or RPTP 

Advantages • Does not require additional investment 
compared to the proposed programme 

Risks and Disadvantages • Puts funding from the NLTF at risk as it is 
a statutory requirement for an RLTP to be 
consistent with the GPS 

• Ignores community input on the two plans 
• Doesn’t acknowledge recent policy and 

investment changes from various sources 
as summarised in this report 
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Option 2: ‘Recommended option’ – make changes to the RLTP and RPTP 
as recommended in this report 

Advantages • Reflects the most up to date information 
including changes following: 
o release of the draft GPS 
o release of the State Highway 

Investment Proposal 
o release of the draft Long Term Plan 

proposals from both councils 
o release of the Draft Fares and pricing 

requirements for public transport 
authorities  

o community feedback on both the draft 
RLTP and RPTP 

o recent Council and Committee 
decisions 

• Meets statutory timeline for submission of 
RLTP to Waka Kotahi by 1 August 2024 
to provide eligibility for national funding 
(NLTF) 

Risks and Disadvantages • Nil 

Option 3: Make other changes to the RLTP and RPTP 

Advantages • Not able to determine without knowledge 
of proposed changes 

Risks and Disadvantages • Unclear impact on RLTP and RPTP until 
changes are known 

 

Considerations for Decision Making 
1. Fit with Purpose of Local Government 

Providing a RLTP and RPTP is a requirement of the Land Transport 
Management Act 2003. This deliberations report will inform the final 
RLTP and RPTP. 

2. Consistency with Community Outcomes and Council Policy/Legal 
requirements 

The development of a Regional Land Transport Plan sets the key 
objectives, measures and activities that contribute to the community 
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outcome “our infrastructure is efficient, cost effective and meets current 
and future needs”. 

3. Strategy and Risks 
The changes recommended by the officers have no substantive impact 
on the plan. There are risks to both Councils if NZTA financial constraints 
or project misalignment with the draft GPS result in the anticipated 
subsidy not being available. However, all RTCs and Road Controlling 
Authorities around the country are facing this same risk and the general 
approach adopted by the JNTRTC is consistent with the approach of the 
South Island RTCs. 

4. Financial impact/Budgetary implications 
The financial impact for each council is consistent with their draft Long 
Term Plans. 

5. Degree of significance and level of engagement 
As noted, the decision making process being followed complies with the 
requirements of the Land Transport Management Act 2003 and the 
principles of 82 and 83 of the Local Government Act 2002. 

6. Climate Impact 
The RLTP recognises that the transport network we have traditionally 
relied upon may not be appropriate for the future. This is in part due to 
vehicle usage effects on our natural environment and that our 
communities are susceptible to losing access in more frequent weather 
events. The plans propose a number of adaptation and mitigation 
measures that have a significant role to play in meeting the RLTP target 
of 47% reduction in transport generated carbon emissions by 2035. 

7. Inclusion of Māori in the decision making process 
Māori have had the opportunity to provide feedback as part of the 
consultation process including a bespoke invite at the 14 February 2024 
Te Ohu Taiao Hui. 

8. Delegations 

The Joint Nelson Tasman Regional Transport Committee has the 
following delegations to consider in relation to the RLTP and RPTP. 

Areas of Responsibility: 

• prepare the joint regional land transport plan in accordance with 
sections 14 and 16 of the Act; 

• consult in accordance with sections 18 and 18A of the Act; 

• lodge the joint regional land transport plan with the Joint Committee 
of Tasman District and Nelson City, representing the joint regional 
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councils in accordance with section 18B of the Act; (note this 
delegation in in conflict with the LTMA 2003 and a separate report to 
both Councils for 2 May 2024 is being prepared to amend this 
delegation.  The recommendation will be consistent with the LTMA 
2003, that requires each Council to separately adopt the RPTP. 

Powers to Recommend (if applicable): 

The preparation of the following, for adoption by the partner councils: 

• a Joint Regional Land Transport Plan, including undertaking all 
required consultation processes relating to the preparation of this plan 
and any variations.  

• a Joint Regional Passenger Transport Plan, including undertaking 
all required consultation processes related to the preparation of this 
Plan. 

 

7. Conclusion and Next Steps 

7.1 The JNTRTC is required to prepare, consult on, and lodge the RLTP and RPTP with Council 
for approval. 

7.2 Consultation has been undertaken and hearings held. Officers recommend changes as 
outlined above to the RLTP and RPTP. 

7.3 Subject to approval, each Council will consider recommendations of the JNTRTC to enable 
the RLTP to be lodged with NZTA prior to 1 August 2024. 

7.4 Subject to approval, each Council will consider recommendations of the JNTRTC to enable 
the RPTP to be notified with the parties listed in section 121(1)(c)(i) of the Land Transport 
Management Act 2003 

7.5 Staff will thank submitters for their feedback. 
 

8. Attachments 

1.  Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34  

2.  RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34  

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 84 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 12 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 85 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 13 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 86 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 14 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 87 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 15 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 88 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 16 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 89 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 17 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 90 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 18 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 91 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 19 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 92 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 20 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 93 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 21 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 94 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 22 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 95 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 23 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 96 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 24 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 97 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 25 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 98 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 26 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 99 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 27 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 100 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 28 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 101 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 29 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 102 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 30 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 103 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 31 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 104 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 32 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 105 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 33 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 106 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 34 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 107 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 35 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 108 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 36 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 109 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 37 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 110 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 38 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 111 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 39 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 112 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 40 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 113 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 41 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 114 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 42 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 115 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 43 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 116 

 

 

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 44 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 117 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 45 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 118 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 46 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 119 

 

 

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 47 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 120 

 

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 48 
 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 121 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 49 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 122 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 50 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 123 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 51 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 124 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 52 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 125 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 53 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 126 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 54 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 127 

 

 

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 55 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 128 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 56 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 129 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 57 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 130 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 58 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 131 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 59 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 132 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 60 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 133 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 61 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 134 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 62 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 135 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 63 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 136 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 64 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 137 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 65 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 138 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 66 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 139 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 67 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 140 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 68 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 141 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 69 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 142 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 70 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 143 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 71 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 144 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 72 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 145 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 73 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 146 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 74 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 147 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 75 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 148 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 76 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 149 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 77 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 150 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 78 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 151 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 79 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 152 

 

  

Attachment 1 Nelson-Tasman Regional Land Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 1 Page 80 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 153 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 81 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 154 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 82 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 155 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 83 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 156 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 84 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 157 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 85 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 158 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 86 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 159 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 87 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 160 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 88 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 161 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 89 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 162 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 90 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 163 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 91 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 164 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 92 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 165 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 93 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 166 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 94 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 167 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 95 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 168 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 96 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 169 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 97 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 170 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 98 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 171 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 99 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 172 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 100 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 173 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 101 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 174 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 102 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 175 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 103 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 176 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 104 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 177 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 105 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 178 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 106 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 179 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 107 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 180 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 108 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 181 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 109 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 182 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 110 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 183 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 111 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 184 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 112 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 185 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 113 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 186 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 114 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 187 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 115 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 188 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 116 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 189 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 117 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 190 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 118 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 191 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 119 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 192 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 120 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 193 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 121 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 194 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 122 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 195 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 123 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 196 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 124 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 197 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 125 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 198 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 126 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 199 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 127 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 200 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 128 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 201 

 

 

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 129 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 202 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 130 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 203 

 

 

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 131 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 204 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 132 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 205 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 133 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 206 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 134 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 207 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 135 
 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.3 - Attachment 1 Page 208 

 

  

Attachment 2 RPTP Nelson Tasman Regional Public Transport Plan 2024-34 
 

 

Item   - Attachment 2 Page 136 
 

 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.4 Page 209 
 

7.4  STREETS FOR PEOPLE POST IMPLEMENTATION FEEDBACK - SALISBURY ROAD 

AND HILL STREET  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Joe Bywater, Project Manager; Jamie McPherson, Transportation 

Manager  

Report Authorisers: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Number: RCN24-06-7 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to summarise and present feedback and relevant data on the 

Salisbury Road and Hill Street pilot cycleways that have been installed as part of the Streets 

for People (SfP) programme, and request approval from the Council on the next steps. 

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 On 2 May 2024, staff presented a report to the Council requesting a decision about the 

Streets for People pilot projects on Aranui Road, Champion Road, and Queen Street. The 

Council endorsed the decision to maintain the pilot cycleways on Champion Road and 

Queen Street ‘as is’ and the pilot on Aranui Road with some changes.  

2.2 The SfP project team has since completed collecting feedback on the pilot cycleway 

installations on Salisbury Road (between Champion Road and Queen Street), and Hill Street 

(between Champion Road and Queen Street). 

2.3 All these pilots (Salisbury Road, Hill Street, Champion Road, Queen Street and Aranui 

Road) deliver initiatives from the Walking and Cycling Strategy (adopted in 2022), which has 

overarching targets of increasing the proportion of trips made within our urban areas by 

walking or cycling.  

2.4 Staff have commissioned an external provider to summarise qualitative and quantitative 

data, including vehicle speeds, user numbers, and customer perceptions (Attachment 2). 

2.5 Staff have also considered feedback received through other formats including service 

request, emails and meetings. 

2.6 Understanding the performance of the fast, low-cost pilot projects will assist the Council in 

improving these projects in the short term, and in planning future permanent changes to 

street layouts to deliver against its strategic objectives in the long term. 

2.7 The feedback has not raised any new issues that would suggest the Council should move 

away from delivering on-street cycle lanes in order to make progress towards achieving its 

strategic objectives for walking and cycling. 

2.8 Based on the analysis and consideration of feedback, staff recommend the following 

changes for the Salisbury Road pilot. 
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Salisbury Road 

• Options 2 and 3 - retain with changes. Proposed changes are: 

o Replace some concrete separators with a more visible/durable product. 

o Maintain two carparking spaces on road in front of the Florence Medical Centre. 

2.9 Staff recommend the following changes for the Hill Street pilot: 

Hill Street 

• Option 5 – retain the existing pilot with removal of the 30 km/h zone between Queen 

Street and William Street.  

2.10 If approved, staff will work with our contractors to action any changes as soon as possible. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Streets for People Post Implementation Feedback - Salisbury Road and 

Hill Street report RCN24-06-7; and 

2. approves the following design changes: 

2.1 Salisbury Road 

2.1.1 Retain pilot but replace some concrete separators with a more visible 

product. 

2.1.2 Retain pilot but reinstate two car parking spaces in front of Florence 

Medical Centre.  

2.2 Hill Street 

2.2.1 Retain pilot but remove the 30 km/h zone between William Street and 

Queen Street. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

Walking and Cycling Strategy 

4.1 In May 2022, the Council adopted its Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022-52. This strategy 

outlined goals as follows: 

• Improving network capacity, by encouraging people to walk or cycle to relieve 

congestion from cars; 

• Looking after our environment, by reducing emissions; 

• Healthy communities, by encouraging more people to engage in physical activity; and 

• Vibrant urban communities, where better urban design helps reduce the need to travel 

by motor vehicle. 

4.2 Among other things, the strategy outlined a network of new and improved cycle lanes in 

Tasman’s urban areas. Safer infrastructure was the number one action that the community 

said would make them more likely to walk or cycle. 

4.3 The strategy set a target of increasing walking and cycling for short local journeys around 

the urban area from 19% in 2018, to 40% by 2030 and 60% by 2050. 
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4.4 For more background information regarding the relevance of the Richmond Programme 

Business Case and growth and intensification, please see the report presented to the 

Council on 2 May 2024 (RCN24-05-7, included in Attachment 1). 

Delivery of Streets for People Project 

4.5 Since the start of the project in 2022, staff have held numerous Governance Panel meetings 

and workshops, and have had designs endorsed for all streets in the SfP programme. 

4.6 These designs have also been approved and relevant elements including cycle lanes and 

zebra crossings incorporated into the Traffic Control Devices Bylaw register. 

4.7 Projects which have been implemented, and had data and feedback received and analysed, 

are on Aranui Road, Champion Road, Queen Street, and now Hill Street and Salisbury 

Road.  

4.8 The SfP programme does not follow the ‘standard’ project lifecycle where a detailed design 

is produced, consulted on, refined, approved, and constructed in permanent and relatively 

high-cost ways. Rather, it is implemented rapidly using lower-cost materials and refined over 

time based on feedback and ongoing engagement with users. 

4.9 All pilot projects have been delivered using relatively low-cost materials which can be refined 

with minimal investment.  

4.10 The simplified steps for each site’s feedback process were as follows (all post the bylaw 

approval from the Council): 

4.10.1 Pre-construction experience survey.  

4.10.2 Construction. 

4.10.3 Post-construction experience survey (at least two weeks after construction 

completion) open for at least four weeks. 

4.10.4 Tube count data in February/March (annual tube count data). 

4.10.5 Collation of feedback received and theming/coding to feedback into multiple 

themes. 

4.10.6 Interpret and summarise themed feedback (undertaken externally). 

4.11 The Council engaged an external consultant to collate and interpret the range of qualitative 

and quantitative data. The report summarising this data is included in Attachment 2. 

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 Staff advise that those who are satisfied with the pilot cycleways are less likely to provide 

feedback, as they are not seeking a change. The same people who submitted in favour of 

the installation of cycleways for the Walking and Cycling Strategy in 2021/2022 may not 

have submitted for this round of feedback on Salisbury Road and Hill Street.  

5.2 Staff note that the Hill Street survey was the last of 12 surveys specifically for Streets for 

People projects in the last couple of years. While all residents of Hill Street received a 

survey after implementation, there was a marked reduction in the number of surveys 

completed compared with other previous surveys. This is possibly due to consultation 

fatigue on the part of the community.  

5.3 Council staff also sent out a randomised set of surveys to 150 residents of Richmond, but 

only received 23 responses. These were more positive than those received from the more 
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targeted Hill Street resident group and generally in favour of active mode safety 

improvements. This is consistent with the premise that while most people agree with the 

objectives of improving walking and cycling, most people would also rather not lose on-street 

parking outside their property.  

5.4 The loss of on-street parking is an issue that was discussed at length during the 

development of the Walking and Cycling Strategy in 2021/22. Ultimately the Council 

acknowledged in that strategy that the benefits of allocating space for safer on-street cycling 

outweigh the inconvenience of loss of on-street parking. This has led directly to the delivery 

of the on-street cycle lanes on key routes in Richmond. 

5.5 For more background to this analysis and advice, as well as the Monitoring and Evaluation 

Indicators used, please refer to the report (RCN24-05-7) presented to the Council on 2 May 

2024 (Attachment 1). 

Monitoring and Evaluation Results to Date 

Hill Street 

5.6 The Hill Street pilot installation included separated cycle lanes on each side of Hill Street, 

from William Street to Champion Road. From William Street to Queen Street, rather than 

separated cycleways, the speed limit was dropped to 30 km/h, and parking retained on both 

sides of the road.  

5.7 Since the installation, general perceptions of safety have improved, with a 10% increase in 

survey respondents saying they feel safer, and an 8% decrease in perceptions of being 

unsafe.   

5.8 When asked about the perceived safety for children walking, biking, and scootering to 

school, responses show a 20% reduction in lack of safety (from 41% to 21%), and a 21% 

increase in perception of safety for children (from 41% to 62%). 

5.9 Vehicle speeds decreased slightly, though it is notable that operating speeds within the pilot 

30km/h zone between Queen Street and William Street remain similar to speeds in the 

50km/h areas, and well above 30km/h.   

5.10 Datasets on cyclist numbers are not complete due to the installation having been in place 

only a short time, but early indicative results suggest they have increased by 15% from 2023 

to 2024. Future counts will be carried out to track and verify changes in cyclist numbers and 

measure progress towards targets in the Walking and Cycling Strategy and Transportation 

Activity Management Plan.  

5.11 Key feedback themes centre around support for the increased safety for active modes, 

particularly for pedestrians. Residents have expressed a preference for fewer separated 

cycle lanes and more raised crossing facilities. There was also significant feedback 

expressing concern around the lack of carparking (although note that a survey conducted on 

Hill Street pre-change showed a utilisation/parking occupation rate of 8.0% between 

Champion Road and Queen Street). 

5.12 As a result of this feedback, staff recommend maintaining the pilot cycle lanes between 

William Street and Champion Road but discontinuing the 30 km/h section from William 

Street to Queen Street. The lower speed limit has had negligible effect on traffic speed, so 

this section is not providing safety benefits to cyclists, and there is not sufficient time to 

install higher cost traffic calming features before the project funding expires on 30 June 

2024. 
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Salisbury Road 

5.13 The Salisbury Road SfP pilot installation included a buffered cycle lane on both sides of the 

road with all on-street parking being removed, apart from existing indented parking by the 

school and shops. 

5.14 Since the pilot cycleways were installed, average motor vehicle speeds have not changed 

significantly along Salisbury Road.  

5.15 Datasets on cyclist numbers are not complete due to the installation having been in place 

only a short time, but early indicative results suggest they have increased by 14.7% from 

2023 to 2024. Future counts will be carried out to track and verify changes in cyclist 

numbers and measure progress towards targets in the Walking and Cycling Strategy and 

Transportation Activity Management Plan.  

5.16 Since the installations, general perceptions of safety have improved. Before the installation, 

47% of respondents thought the area was ‘very unsafe’ or ‘unsafe’ for school children or 

teens to walk, scoot, skate or cycle. After the installation, this reduced to 20%. 

5.17 Key feedback centres around sentiments that the changes have improved safety, but 

significant concern about the removal of previous space available for car parking and dislike 

of the concrete separators. The concern about loss of car parking is largely focused on the 

area in front of the Florence Medical Centre.  

5.18 As a result of the feedback, staff recommend maintaining the pilot as is, but incorporating 

two carparking spaces in front of Florence Medical Centre and replacing some of the 

concrete separators, which are in areas more prone to vehicle strike, with a more visible 

product.  

5.19 Given the overall off-street parking capacity and proximity to nearby side streets, staff note 

that these cycleways are a key element of progressing the integrity of the Richmond cycle 

network and achieving strategic objectives. The ‘network effect’ of creating linked-up 

cycleways is critical to achieving the targets and objectives of the Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

5.20 See engagement feedback below for additional commentary.  

Engagement Feedback  

General Comments 

5.21 Early results suggest the installations are contributing positively towards the objectives of the 

Walking and Cycling Strategy, noting that changes in user behaviour (for example, choosing 

to walk or cycle rather than drive for a short trip) take time and results should be tracked and 

measured across multiple years. 

5.22 Some schools in the pilot area have suggested that they have more students cycling to 

school since the cycle lanes were installed, as evidenced by cycle racks being full to 

overflowing. 

5.23 Hill Street received 225 individual feedback submissions post construction, and Salisbury 

Road received 612 responses. Staff acknowledge that the residents that completed this 

survey were self-selecting and may therefore not be a statistically representative sample 

size.  

5.24 Staff consider it is likely that many residents that were supportive of the pilot installations 

may not have filled out the post-construction survey, as the pilots were satisfactory in their 

view. 
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Salisbury Road, Richmond 

5.25 The Summary of Findings report identifies the five main positive themes, and the five main 

negative themes from the feedback data. The five main negative themes are as follows: 

• Concern about car parking removal (124 responses from the 612 total). 

• Concerns about impact to safety (87 responses from the 612 total). 

• Lack of clear rationale or data to support change (47 responses from the 612 total). 

• Opposition to concrete separators (47 responses from the 612 total). 

• Opposition to materials/bollards/fit out (44 responses from the 612 total). 

Hill Street, Richmond 

5.26 The Summary of Findings Report lists the top positive and negative feedback themes 

received for Hill Street. The top five themes from the question “what do you dislike about the 

project?” (excluding the general opposition theme) was as follows:  

• Concern about car park removal (91 responses from the 225).  

• Concerns about impact to safety (30 responses from the 225 total). 

• Opposition to colours, markings, signage (23 responses from the 225 total). 

• Opposition to cycle lanes (15 responses from the 225 total).  

• Consider accessibility needs (12 responses from the 225 total). 

5.27 Opposition to the removal of car parking is not unexpected. It takes a significant amount of 

time before the community adjusts to the required change in habits due to any change in 

infrastructure.  

5.28 Staff also note that a survey conducted on Hill Street pre-change showed a utilisation/ 

parking occupation rate of 8.0% between Champion Road and Queen Street prior to the 

installation of the pilot cycle ways. 

5.29 While not a key feedback theme from the community, the speed data indicates that the 30 

km/h speed zone between William Street and Queen Street has not been effective and 

therefore the pilot has delivered no benefits to cyclists on this section. Rather than install 

traffic calming features, which will not be achievable within the SfP project funding deadline 

of 30 June 2024, staff recommend restoring a 50km/h speed limit with an acknowledgement 

that no improvement to cycling was achieved on this section through either the pilot or by 

removing the pilot. 

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options for Salisbury Road are outlined in the following table: 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Retain pilot projects as 

is and continue to 

monitor the site.  

• Maintains increased 

level of protection to 

cyclists and other 

active mode users. 

• Continues to build 

connection to the wider 

developing cycle 

network. 

• Follows through on 

policies and objectives 

approved through the 

Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

• Allows for more time to 

see an increase in 

active mode user 

numbers as the 

network continues to 

grow and link up. 

• Takes action to make it 

safer for significant 

numbers of children to 

get to school safely. 

• Members of the 

community who do not 

like the project, or 

elements of the project, 

may not feel listened to. 

• Does not respond to 

some of the issues that 

staff recommend warrant 

some minor change. For 

example, parking and 

accessibility to the 

Florence Medical Centre. 

2. Retain pilot with the 

replacement of some 

concrete separators 

with a more durable 

and visible product. 

 

• Increase visibility of the 

separators while 

maintaining the safety 

element of having 

physical separation 

between the cycle lane 

and live traffic. 

• Less maintenance 

cost. 

• Responds to a frequent 

theme in the 

consultation feedback. 

• Additional cost to replace 

the current concrete 

separators. 

• The public may not like 

the more ‘temporary’ look 

of the more visible 

separator replacements. 

• Additional period of road 

works necessary. 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

3. Retain pilot project with 

the reinstatement of 

two carparks in front of 

the Florence Medical 

Centre. 

(Realign cycle lane to 

go around the 

carparking and rejoin 

the original pilot after 

the Salisbury 

Road/Talbot Street 

intersection). 

• Will allow 

predominately elderly 

patients to park directly 

in front of the Medical 

Centre. 

• Demonstrates that 

feedback can result in 

change (this was a 

common theme in the 

feedback). 

• Cyclists would need to 

navigate their way around 

any parked cars and 

opening doors, which 

decreases the level of 

safety for cyclists 

although for a short, 

localised area only. 

4. Retain pilot project with 

the following change: 

Reinstate parking on 

one side of the road 

and install sub-standard 

dual-direction cycleway. 

• Would reinstate 

parking on one side of 

the road. 

• Cycleway width would be 
well below the minimum 
standard for a dual 
direction facility. 

• Dual directional cycle 
ways are also less safe 
than single direction. 

• This option creates 
ambiguity within the full 
network of cycleways. 

• Not achievable within the 
Streets for People 
timeframes so would need 
to be funded within the 
transportation activity 
budget. 

5. Remove pilot 

installation entirely. 

• Satisfies those 

community members 

who want on-road 

parking re-instated. 

• Increases risk for 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Fails to give the project a 

long enough chance to 

gain traction.  

• Contrary to the objectives 

and targets of the Walking 

& Cycling Strategy and 

Transportation Activity 

Management Plan.   

6.2 Options 2 and 3 (retain pilot with some changes) are recommended for Salisbury 

Road.  

6.3 The options for Hill Street are outlined in the following table: 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Retain pilot project as is • Maintains increased level 

of protection to cyclists 

and other active mode 

users, with the exception 

of the William Street to 

Queen Street section. 

• Continues to build 

connection to the wider 

developing cycle network. 

• Follows through on 

policies and objectives 

approved through the 

Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

• Allows for more time to 

see an increase in active 

mode user numbers as 

the network continues to 

grow. 

• Members of the 

community who do not 

like the project, or 

elements of the project, 

may feel not listened to. 

• 30 km/h shared zone 

between William Street 

and Queen Street will 

continue to operate with 

poor speed limit 

compliance, putting 

cyclists at risk. 

 

2. Retain pilot project with 

the following changes: 

Reinstate parking on one 

side of the road and 

install sub-standard dual-

direction cycleway. 

Return speed limit to 50 

kmph.  

• Partially satisfies residents 

who want on-street 

parking. 

• Insufficient road width 

means dual directional 

cycle way would be below 

minimum standards, so 

would not operate safely. 

• Dual directional cycle 

ways are also generally 

less safe than single 

direction. 

• This option creates 

ambiguity within the full 

network of cycleways. 

• Not achievable within the 
project timeframes so will 
need to be funded wholly 
by the Council. 

• Fails to take steps to 

action the targets and 

policies in numerous 

approved Council 

strategies.  
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

3. Retain pilot with 

additional traffic calming 

measures between 

William Street and 

Queen Street to achieve 

30km/h zone. 

• This may reduce operating 

speeds to the required 

30kmh, making it safer for 

cyclists while still retaining 

parking 

• Installs additional humps 

for emergency services 

and buses to navigate.  

• Will likely attract 

significant negative 

feedback from commuters 

using this road (as we 

have for Wensley Road) 

when alternative options 

exist. 

• Not be able to be 

completed by 30 June 

2024 therefore costs 

would be wholly absorbed 

by the Council, rather than 

90% by NZTA. 

4. Retain pilot, with 

additional removal of on-

street parking between 

Queen Street and 

William Street, 

installation of cycle lanes 

and resumption of 

50km/h speed limit in this 

section. 

• Provides a more 

consistent and complete 

cycleway network in 

accordance with the 

Strategy. 

• Provides benefits to 

cyclists 

• More removal of on-street 

parking 

• Limited time to implement 

before funding ends on 30 

June 2024 

5. Retain pilot, with removal 

of 30km/h zone between 

Queen Street and 

William Street. 

• Aligns vehicle operating 

speeds with speed limit, 

which is generally safer 

than having poor speed 

limit compliance. 

• Does not provide safe 

facility for cyclists as 

envisaged by the Walking 

& Cycling Strategy. 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

6. Remove pilot installation 

entirely 

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking reinstated 

along the length of Hill 

Street. 

• Inconsistent with the 

targets and objectives of 

the Walking & Cycling 

Strategy 

• Increases risk for cyclists. 

• Fails to give the project a 

long enough chance to 

gain traction.  

• Limits the connectedness 

of the Richmond cycle 

network. 

• Fails to take steps to 

contribute to meeting the 

targets and policies in 

approved Council 

strategies.   

6.4 Option 5 (retain overall pilot, with removal of 30km/h zone) is recommended for Hill 

Street on the basis that the required traffic calming is not affordable for the Council. This 

option provides no real change from the current pilot level of service. 

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 Any changes to traffic control devices will need to be reflected in the Traffic Control Devices 

Bylaw register through a subsequent Council resolution. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

8.1 Staff held multiple hui with iwi during early concept design. Given that works included 

retrofitting areas already allocated as road reserve, iwi did not request to be actively 

engaged for the remainder of the project. 

8.2 To note, this engagement was undertaken before the Whakawhitiwhiti Whakaaro (Iwi 

Engagement Space) was developed. 

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 This report is of high significance to residents that live on any of the SfP streets as the ability 

to utilise on-street parking has been removed. 

9.2 This report is of high significance to residents wanting to utilise cycle lanes and with an 

interest in improving the effectiveness of the transport network in Richmond. 

9.3 Relative to many Council projects, the Walking & Cycling Strategy and SfP projects have 

had a high degree of engagement with our community.  
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

High The responses to our experience 

surveys have been high, 

indicating that public interest is 

high. There is anecdotal 

evidence that the recommended 

option will be controversial. 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

High The recommended option will 

positively impact the wellbeing of 

the community in the future, as 

evidenced during development 

and engagement on the Walking 

& Cycling Strategy. This is due 

to safer cycle lanes giving 

residents freedom of transport 

choice. This will free up 

congestion for those that must 

drive and reduce emissions with 

less of the population driving. 

With active transport modes 

being promoted and being a safe 

option, it will lead to a healthier 

community with wider economic 

benefits.  

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Low The pilot projects demonstrate 

that road layouts can be 

modified relatively quickly and 

easily. 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Low Roads are a strategic asset, but 

this decision relates to a small 

part of the network. 

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Moderate A decision to remove the pilot 

installations would decrease the 

Councils ability to achieve 

performance measure targets for 

cycling. 

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

No  

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

8.  Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

No  

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater or particular consideration 

of current legislation relating to water 

supply, wastewater and stormwater 

infrastructure and services? 

No  

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 Staff have run a significant feedback process both pre- and post-implementation of pilot 

projects on Salisbury Road and Hill Street. A summary of this feedback process is included 

in Attachment 2. 

10.2 For additional information about the communication and feedback process for these pilots 

and the Walking and Cycling Strategy, refer to the report (RCN24-05-7) presented to the 

Council on 2 May 2024 (Attachment 1). 

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 The recommended options provided in this report are achievable within the existing budgets 

for the SfP projects. 

11.2 Any works that cannot be completed by 30 June 2024 will not be eligible for 90% subsidy 

from NZTA. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 Should the Council approve the recommended options, there may be a risk that parts of the 

community may feel their voices weren’t listened to. 

12.2 There is a risk that residents who agreed with the pilots did not engage in the feedback 

process as they were satisfied that the pilots had addressed their prior concerns.  

12.3 If the options to remove any or all of the pilot cycle lanes is adopted, there is a risk that 

significant numbers of the community will be unhappy that what was considered progress 

towards safer cycling, trips to school, and environmental benefits have been retracted.  

12.4 If the options to remove any or all the pilot cycle lanes is adopted, there is a risk that the 

significant number of residents, schools and community groups that strongly supported the 

Walking and Cycling Strategy will see this decision as the Council not adhering to a high-

profile plan that was widely consulted on and adopted.  
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12.5 If the pilot projects are removed, there is a risk that members of the community will perceive 

this decision as Tasman District Council failing to take action to tackle climate change. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 The matter requiring a decision in this report was considered by staff in accordance with the 

process set out in the Council’s ‘Climate Change Consideration Guide 2024’. 

13.2 The recommended options may reduce the greenhouse gas emissions associated with use 

of the Council’s transport network, which is one of the goals of the Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

13.3 The options for removing the pilot cycle lanes may increase or keep the greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with the Councils transport network the same. This is based on the 

existing cycle network staying the same and the proportion of commuters cycling staying the 

same. According to the Walking and Cycling Strategy, if the proportion of people undertaking 

their commute by car versus cycling or walking stays the same as 2018, there will be 16,600 

more cars on the road by 2050 (accounting for population growth projections). 

13.4 For more information about climate change considerations, refer to the report (RCN24-05-7) 

presented to the Council on 2 May 2024 (Attachment 1). 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 There is significant strategy and policy in place, adopted and endorsed by Tasman District 

Council over the last several years that outlines the installation of cycling infrastructure to 

make these goals and targets achievable. The actions proposed come directly from the 

actions and networks that form part of the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022. 

14.2 The pilot cycle lanes installed on Salisbury Road and Hill Street align closely with the maps 

consulted on for the Walking and Cycling Strategy (2022) and support the principles, policies 

and targets identified in the strategy. 

15.3 For more information on the high level of strategic alignment with existing Council and 

regional plans, refer to the report (RCN24-05-7) presented to the Council on 2 May 2024 

(Attachment 1). 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The pilot projects including cycleways that make up the Salisbury Road and Hill Street 

Streets for People projects are closely aligned to a wealth of strategy and policy decisions 

already endorsed by Tasman District Council. 

15.2 The projects are the physical actions that have resulted from carrying out the plans and step 

changes identified in the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022.  

15.3 Robust consultation and engagement were undertaken for the prior strategies that form the 

genesis of the Streets for People projects, and for the pilot cycle ways themselves. 

15.4 Despite the brief amount of time that they have been installed, staff have measured an 

increase in active mode use, and an increase in perception of safety.  

15.5 Feedback was received that some members of the community are unhappy with the 

reallocation of road space to cycleway, but this feedback is expected and not unusual for 
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this type of project. Feedback was also received confirming that the roads now feel safer for 

people walking or cycling.  

15.6 Staff recommend that the Council retains the pilot project on Hill Street (with changes 

between Queen Street and William Street where the 30km/h zone is not effective) and retain 

the pilot on Salisbury Road (with changes based on feedback from the community, 

specifically replacing some of the concrete separators and reinstating two car parks in front 

of the Florence Medical Centre).  

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If the recommendations in this report are approved by the Council, staff will take action to 

make the identified changes as quickly as possible. 

16.2 NZTA funding for all Streets for People projects expires on 30 June 2024, so all changes will 

be implemented by this time. 

16.3 Staff will continue to collect information on vehicle speeds, cyclist numbers and perceptions 

of safety as the pilots continue.  

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.⇩  Streets for People Report 2 May 2024 224 

2.⇩  Folkl Summary of Findings Salisbury Hill 256 
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7.8  STREETS FOR PEOPLE IMPLEMENTATION FEEDBACK - ARANUI ROAD. QUEEN 

STREET AND CHAMPION ROAD  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 2 May 2024 

Report Author: Joe Bywater, Project Manager; Jamie McPherson, Transportation 

Manager; Bill Rice, Senior Infrastructure Planning Advisor - 

Transportation  

Report Authorisers: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Number: RCN24-05-7 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

The purpose of this report is to summarise and present feedback and relevant data on the Aranui 

Road, Queen Street and Champion Road pilot cycleways that have been installed as part of the 

Streets for People (SfP) programme and request approval from the Council on the next steps. 

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 On 30 June 2022, staff presented a report (ROC22-06-3) to the Operations Committee 

introducing the Streets for People project.  

2.2 The SfP project team has since completed pilot cycleway installations on Aranui Road 

(Māpua), Champion Road (between Salisbury Road and Hill Street) and Queen Street 

(between Salisbury Road and Hill Street). 

2.3 This report does not include the remaining streets in the SfP Programme which are 

Salisbury Road, Hill Street (between Queen Street and Champion Road) and Wensley 

Road. These remaining pilots are either in the community feedback phase or are yet to be 

constructed. Staff will present feedback on these pilots at the Council meeting on  

20 June 2024. 

2.4 All these pilots deliver initiatives from the Walking and Cycling Strategy (adopted in 2022), 

which has overarching targets of increasing the proportion of trips made within our urban 

areas by walking or cycling.  

2.5 Staff have undertaken pre and post implementation experience surveys to accompany the 

following datasets (Attachment 1): 

a) Pre and post implementation 

1) Vehicle counts 

2) Vehicle speeds 

3) Cycle counts 
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4) Cycling routes (footpath and road) 

b) Feedback from businesses 

c) Feedback delivered through other formats (service requests, emails, meetings) 

2.6 Understanding the performance of the fast, low-cost pilot projects will assist the Council in 

improving these projects in the short term, and in planning future permanent changes to 

street layouts to deliver against its strategic objectives in the long term. 

2.7 Based on the full range of data in 2.5, staff recommend the following changes (if any) for the 

Māpua SfP pilot. 

Aranui Road 

• Staff recommend Option 2-retain with changes. Changes listed here: 

o Remove the arrows in opposing directions on the cycleway.  

o Remove planter boxes and replace with yellow lines. 

o Remove white plastic bollards. 

o Create defined space on the road section of shared path heading towards the wharf 

for one-way cycling. 

o Encourage cyclists to take the lane when heading away from the wharf. 

o Extend the corner footpath by the school for cyclists. 

2.8 Staff recommend the following changes for the Richmond SfP Pilots: 

Queen Street 

• Staff recommend Option 1 – retain the existing pilot cycle ways with no changes. 

Champion Road 

• Staff recommend Option 1 – retain the existing pilot cycle ways with no changes. 

2.9 If approved, staff will work with our contractor to action any changes as soon as possible. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Streets for People Implementation Feedback - Aranui Road. Queen Street 

and Champion Road report, RCN24-05-7; and 

2. approves the following design changes 

2.1 Aranui Road 

2.1.1 Remove the arrows in opposing directions on the cycleway.  

2.1.2 Remove planter boxes and replace with yellow lines. 

2.1.3 Remove white plastic bollards. 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.4 - Attachment 1 Page 226 

 

  

 Report to Tasman District Council Meeting - 2 May 2024 

STREETS FOR PEOPLE IMPLEMENTATION FEEDBACK - ARANUI ROAD. QUEEN STREET AND 

CHAMPION ROAD 

 

Item 7.8 Page 3 
 

2.1.4 Create defined space on the road section of shared path heading towards 

the Māpua wharf for one-way cycling. 

2.1.5 Encourage cyclists to take the traffic lane when heading away from the 

Māpua wharf. 

2.1.6 Extend the corner footpath from Aranui Park to Māpua Fruit and Vege 

Shop. 

2.2 Champion Road 

2.2.1 Retain pilot with no changes. 

2.3 Queen Street 

2.3.1 Retain pilot with no changes. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

Walking and Cycling Strategy 

4.1 In May 2022, the Council adopted its Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022-52. This strategy 

outlined goals as follows: 

• Improving network capacity, by encouraging people to walk or cycle to relieve 

congestion from cars; 

• Looking after our environment, by reducing emissions; 

• Healthy communities, by encouraging more people to engage in physical activity; and 

• Vibrant urban communities, where better urban design helps reduce the need to travel 

by motor vehicle. 

4.2 Among other things, the strategy outlined a network of new and improved cycle lanes in 

Tasman’s urban areas. Safer infrastructure was the number one action that the community 

said would make them more likely to walk or cycle, 

4.3 The strategy set a target of increasing walking and cycling for short local journeys around 

the urban area to 40% by 2030 and 60% by 2050. 
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Figure 1: Targets set out in the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022 

4.4 The Walking and Cycling Strategy underwent extensive consultation and a full hearings 

process and received 79% approval from the community through the feedback analysed by 

staff. 

4.5 The current Streets for People projects being decided on now are linked directly to the 

targets and network plans approved through the Walking and Cycling Strategy. 

4.6 Crashes that affect cyclists and pedestrians are ongoing in the scope area — notably the 

cyclist fatality on Champion Road in 2022 (person knocked off bike by door being opened in 

parked car), and an injury-causing accident to a 14-year-old girl on Hill Street in 2023 (struck 

from behind by a vehicle when cycling past a parked car). These types of crashes, and 

many near misses that go undocumented, could be reduced with different road layouts and 

associated infrastructure, which is being piloted through the Streets for People programme.  

4.7 Richmond Transport Programme Business Case 

4.8 On 16 December 2021 (RCN21-12-3), the Council approved the Richmond Transport 

Programme Business Case (PBC). The PBC identified the following problems: 

• Safety and Place: Increasing traffic volumes because of growth creates severance and 

rat running, leading to reduced place value and increased safety risk (50%) 

• Route Efficiency: Traffic congestion through Richmond causes delays to people and 

goods reducing travel time reliability and access to economic opportunities (30%). 
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• Travel Choice: Reliance on private cars for short journeys because of car-oriented 

development results in low utilisation of public and active transport modes and conflict 

between modes (20%) 

4.9 The preferred programme included installation of cycleways on key routes in Richmond in 

the short term, alongside other interventions including road and intersection upgrades, and 

improved public transport. 

4.10 The benefits for investing in the preferred programme were described as: 

• improved livability 

• improved safety 

• efficient movement through Richmond 

• improved travel choice 

Growth and Intensification 

4.11 Both the Walking and Cycling Strategy and the Richmond PBC identified that significant 

traffic congestion was likely in Richmond if growth continued as projected, and few changes 

were made to the transport system.  

4.12 Growth across the district and the likely intensification of Richmond identified in ‘Richmond 

on the Rise’ is likely to result in the need to move significantly more people along our 

transport corridors. Unless a significant proportion of those people travel by means other 

than private cars, then the number of vehicles on the road is likely to progressively increase. 

4.13 According to the medium population growth model, there will be around 16,000 more cars in 

the urban area in 2050 than we have now. Shifting transport choices to walking and cycling 

is a critical part of mitigating this growth in emissions and associated congestion. 

4.14 Providing capacity for such an increase in private cars within our road network will become 

more and more difficult and expensive.    

4.15 Additionally, The National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPSUD) removed the 

minimum parking requirements in 2020, meaning that new developments do not have to 

provide any off-street car parking specifically for those residences. If cycleways are to ever 

be installed along the intensification zones in Richmond, now is the best time to put those in 

place. A lack of on street parking will encourage developers to provide any necessary 

parking for residents on the development sites, and not rely on public road space.  

4.16 If cycle lanes and active transport networks are installed as an uninterrupted network linking 

residential areas to key destinations, like schools and the town centre, it will become easier 

for the growing population of Richmond to make short journeys actively. One of the strategic 

benefits of making it easy to get around Richmond locally for those short trips (especially in 

the face of intensification), is that driving into Richmond from the surrounding areas in 

Tasman and Nelson can remain a pleasant and not frustrating trip. This is important for 

reducing urban congestion and for businesses that depend on regional customers, not just 

local to Richmond, to continue to thrive.  

Streets for People 
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4.17 In 2022, the New Zealand Transport Agency invited councils to apply to be part of the 

Streets for People programme, which offered 90% funding towards reshaping streets to 

expand low-carbon transport choices through rapid, adaptive projects during 2022-24.  

4.18 Staff identified the SfP programme as an opportunity to deliver key elements of the Strategy 

at low cost to the Council. 

4.19 Tasman was successful in obtaining funding for projects in Richmond and Māpua, and the 

Council has been delivering the various project elements during 2023 and 2024 to date. 

4.20 On 30 June 2022, staff presented a report (ROC22-06-3) to the Operations Committee 

introducing the Streets for People project and requesting the development of the Streets for 

People Governance Panel (Panel). The scope of the panel is: 

a) Approve the scope of the Streets for People project. 

b) Maintain oversight of the direction and decisions made by the project team. 

c) Maintain oversight of the communications and engagement plan. 

d) Make recommendations on any new or revised formal delegations to the project team. 

e) Receive update/monitoring reports. 

Delivery of Streets for People Project 

4.21 Since the June 2022 resolution, staff have held numerous Governance Panel meetings and 

workshops, and have had designs endorsed for all streets in the SfP programme. 

4.22 These designs have also been approved and relevant elements including cycle lanes and 

zebra crossings incorporated into the Traffic Control Devices Bylaw register. 

4.23 Projects which have been implemented, and had data and feedback received and analysed, 

are on Aranui Road, Champion Road and Queen Street. 

4.24 The SfP programme does not follow the ‘standard’ project lifecycle where a detailed design 

is produced, consulted on, refined, approved, and constructed in permanent and relatively 

high-cost ways. Rather, it is implemented rapidly using lower-cost materials and refined over 

time based on feedback and ongoing engagement with users. 

4.25 All three pilots have been delivered using relatively low-cost materials which can be refined 

with minimal investment.  

4.26 The simplified steps for each sites feedback process were as follows (all post the bylaw 

approval from the Council): 

4.26.1 Pre-construction experience survey.  

4.26.2 Construction. 

4.26.3 Post-construction experience survey (at least two weeks after construction 

completion) open for at least four weeks. 

4.26.4 Tube count data in February/March (annual tube count data). 
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4.26.5 Collation of feedback received and theming/coding to feedback into multiple 

themes. 

4.26.6 Interpret and summarise themed feedback (undertaken externally). 

4.27 Staff engaged an external consultant to collate and interpret the range of qualitative and 

quantitative data. The report summarising this data is included in Attachment 1. 

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 During the consultation period for the Walking and Cycling Strategy, staff hand-delivered 

engagement letters to every residence on the streets tagged for parking removal and cycling 

lane installation (including Champion Road, Queen Street and Aranui Road). From these 

responses, 57% were in favour of cycle lanes on the roads in front of their properties, 10% 

were generally supportive but concerned about parking, 12% were unsure, and 22% 

opposed the proposal. (Reports RSH22-05-1 and RSPC22-05-3). 

5.2 Staff advised the Council that when works began for the installation of the cycleways, it was 

likely that more negative feedback would be received, as the reallocation of road space from 

space historically able to be used for parking, to cycleway, requires a significant change in 

habit from some residents and road users. 

5.3 The current frustration expressed by some residents and business owners regarding the 

reallocation of road space is an expected reaction to this change. Human behaviour tends to 

be resistant to change and habits can take a long time to adapt. This does not mean that the 

project will not ultimately be successful or embraced by the wider community.  

5.4 Staff advise that those who are satisfied with the pilot cycleways are less likely to provide 

feedback, as they are not seeking a change. The same people who submitted in favour of 

the installation of cycleways for the Walking and Cycling Strategy may not have submitted 

this for this round of feedback On Queen Street, Champion Road and Aranui Road.  

Monitoring and Evaluation Indicators 

5.5 Key measures for SfP projects were identified in the planning stages and are focused on 

user perceptions (customer surveys), and safety indicators (vehicle speeds). 

5.6 While staff have collected cycle counts, these numbers are not considered a reliable 

indicator of success yet. It is early days in respect of delivery against the Walking and 

Cycling Strategy objectives and targets. A key foundation of the strategy is developing a 

more complete network of cycleways, which at the time of preparing this report is still not 

complete. Figure 2 below shows the status of Richmond SfP on-street cycleway projects 

physical works as at 31 March 2024. 
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Figure 2. Status of Richmond Street for People on-street cycleway projects physical works 

5.7 The remaining works to be completed will mean that cyclists will be able to get from home to 

work, town or school in a fully linked network of cycleways. If there are significant gaps in the 

network, or areas where people feel unsafe, cyclist numbers are unlikely to rise significantly. 

5.8 The SfP programme focused mainly on mid-block cycle way treatments (between major 

intersections) which are faster and cheaper to install. To achieve the goals set out in the 

Walking and Cycling Strategy, the full cycling network must be improved from a perceived 

safety perspective, including intersections. 

5.9 The Transport Choices (TC) programme was developed to improve the main intersections 

along the SfP network in Richmond (Wensley/Oxford Roundabout, Salisbury/Queen 

Roundabout, Queen/Hill Intersection, Champion/Hill Roundabout) and improve William 

Street for walking and cycling. 

5.10 In November 2023, funding for the TC programme from the New Zealand Transport Agency 

(Waka Kotahi) was retracted before these major intersection upgrades were contractually 

committed – except for works around William Street. 
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5.11 Confident cyclists will continue to use cycle lanes for their commute, but the less confident 

cyclists, who some studies1 suggest make up 50–60% of commuting residents, are less 

likely to shift transport modes in the short term. Investment in further improvements will take 

time. 

5.12 As a comparison to illustrate the expected timeframe, Christchurch City began their 

cycleways programme in 2013, and are making steady progress towards implementing their 

high-quality cycleway network. They are seeing growth in cyclist numbers over time, as 

illustrated in Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. Christchurch City Council example of cyclist numbers growing over time 

5.13 If the pilot programmes remain in place, we will continue to carry out counts of cyclists. This 

is a performance measure in the Council’s Long Term Plan. 

5.14 Staff advise that the removal of the pilot cycleways at this stage would be premature for 

several reasons, including: 

• the pilots have not been in place long enough to measure changes in behaviour;  

• The network is not yet complete; 

• feedback from schools is very positive and many people appreciate the improvements;  

• the Walking and Cycling Strategy envisaged a long term commitment, and is not only 

focused on kids, but on short journeys for all (to work, services and school).  

Monitoring and Evaluation Results to Date 

Aranui Road 

5.15 The Aranui Road pilot installation included a shared path, separated cycleways, planter 

boxes, parking removal and raised pedestrian crossings. 

 
1 Koorey-Teather-2WC-4Types_0.pdf (viastrada.nz) 
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5.16 Since the installation, perceptions of safety have improved and vehicle speeds decreased, 

particularly at the pedestrian crossing near Māpua School where speeds have reduced from 

an average of 39.8 km/h to around 26 km/h. 

5.17 Pedestrian movements have changed significantly along Aranui Road as well, with 

pedestrians choosing to cross at the raised crossings, rather than seemingly at random. 

5.18 Key feedback themes centre around support for the new pedestrian infrastructure and 

opposition to the planter boxes. Residents have expressed a preference for yellow dotted 

lines rather than planter boxes. There was also significant feedback expressing confusion 

around the layout of the shared path/cycle lane layout. 

5.19 As a result of this feedback, staff recommend maintaining the pilot but replacing the planter 

boxes with yellow lines and increasing clarity around cycle lane layout.  

Queen Street 

5.20 The Queen Street SfP pilot installation included a buffered cycle lane on both sides of the 

road with all on-street parking being removed. 

5.21 Since the pilot cycleways were installed, average motor vehicle speeds have decreased 

slightly in all segments of Queen Street between Oxford Street and Hill Street. The speed 

reductions are minor and vary between -1.7% and -3.8% (a 1 to 2 km/h reduction). This was 

measured using TomTom GPS data. 

5.22 To note, the pedestrian crossing on Queen Street between Edward Street and Washbourne 

Drive is due to be upgraded to a raised pedestrian crossing in May/June 2024. Staff expect 

to see speeds reduced in this area as has been the case in the Aranui Road SfP project and 

the Salisbury Road raised crossings. 

5.23 Since the installation of the pilot installation on Queen Street, cyclist numbers have 

increased 22%.  

5.24 Key feedback centres around sentiments that the changes have improved safety, but 

significant concern about the removal of previous space available for car parking.  

5.25 Staff have expected negative feedback regarding on road car parking removal but have 

assessed the off-street parking capacity of residences along Queen Street and the parking 

utilisation rates in the area. Given the overall off street parking capacity and proximity to 

nearby side streets, staff recommend maintaining the pilot as it is as it is a key element of 

progressing the integrity of the Richmond cycle network and achieving strategic objectives. 

See engagement feedback below for additional commentary.  

Champion Road   

5.26 The Champion Road SfP pilot installation included a buffered cycle lane on both sides of the 

road with all on-street parking being removed. 

5.27 Since the changes were made, average vehicle speeds have decreased in all segments of 

Champion Road between Salisbury Street and Hill Street. The speed reductions are minor 

and vary between -0.8% and -3.6% (a 1 to 2 kmph speed reduction). 
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5.28 To note, the pedestrian crossing on Champion Road outside Garin College is due to be 

upgraded to a raised pedestrian crossing in April/May 2024. Staff expect to see speeds 

reduced in this area as has been the case in the Aranui Road SfP project and the Salisbury 

Road raised crossings. 

5.29 Since the installation of the Streets for People pilot on Champion Road, cycle numbers have 

increased. A 117% increase was measured near Salisbury Road, and a 15% increase was 

measured near Hill Street. This was measured in the annual tube count programme. 

5.30 Staff note the significant increase in cycling numbers on Champion Road near Salisbury 

Road. This may be partly due to the proximity to Garin College, but also due to the new 

cycle path link through Saxton Field to the Railway Reserve which was completed in mid-

2023. The impact of completing this link in the cycling network is evidence that providing a 

more complete network improves the uptake of cycling.  

5.31 Key feedback centres around supporting the new cycle infrastructure and expressing 

concern about car park removal. 

5.32 Due to the Champion Road cycleway being a critical link in the Richmond cycle network 

planning, staff recommend maintaining the pilot project as it is. 

Engagement Feedback  

General Comments 

5.33 Staff advise that before the full network of cycle infrastructure identified in the Walking and 

Cycling Strategy is installed (at least as a pilot) it is unlikely to see major changes in active 

mode numbers. There have been increased active transport numbers (more on Champion 

Road due to the high percentage of school students), but a significant and lasting increase in 

numbers takes time for people to shift their habits and a full network to be installed without 

gaps that leave people feeling unsafe. If there is one intersection or section of road that feels 

dangerous, the ‘interested but concerned’ cyclists and their loved ones will still hesitate to 

use the rest of the network.   

5.34 Each site received approximately 400-700 individual feedback submissions post 

construction. Staff acknowledge that the residents that filled in this survey were self-

selecting and may therefore not be a statistically representative sample size.  

5.35 Staff consider it likely that many residents that were supportive of the pilot installations may 

not have filled out the post-construction survey, as the pilots were satisfactory in their view, 

and they felt they were likely to remain. 

Aranui Road, Māpua 

5.36 The Summary of Findings report (page 20) identifies the five main positive themes, and the 

five main negative themes from the feedback data. The five main negative themes are as 

follows: 

• Opposition to planter boxes 

• Concerns about impact to safety 

• Concern about car park removal 
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• Confusion about the new layout 

• Opposition to material / bollard / fit-out 

5.37 From these key themes, staff have drafted some design for alternative options. Staff also 

have the following comments about the themes. 

Opposition to planter boxes (86% of respondents, Summary of Findings page 21) 

5.38 The planter boxes served three purposes: 

• Protect setbacks from vehicle crossings, so that vehicles don’t park to close to them. 

Being low, the planters allow visibility of the footpath either side of the vehicle 

crossing. Drivers can more easily see if a pedestrian is approaching the vehicle 

crossing before the driver turns in, so the safety is improved. 

• Provide a narrowing effect on the road, which encourages slower speeds for vehicles. 

(The Summary of Findings (page 8) indicates a speed reduction in this zone of 15-

20% has been achieved. The raised tables will be contributing to this). 

• Provide more greenery along Aranui Road in advance of any further permanent 

streetscape improvement project.  

Table 1 –  Brief options analysis and recommendation relevant to this theme. Designs in 

Attachment 2 

Option  Description Brief description  Recommended 

1 Leave planter boxes as 

they are. 

Status quo. No change. Vehicle speeds 

will not increase.  

 

2 Remove planter boxes 

and reinstate on-street 

parking as before. 

Vehicle speeds may increase as the road 

may feel wider. Pedestrian safety at 

vehicle crossings will be compromised as 

vehicles can block site lines.  

 

3 Remove planter boxes 

and replace with yellow 

lines. 

Vehicle speeds may increase as the road 

may feel wider but pedestrian safety at 

vehicle crossings will be maintained. 

Outside the Four Square already has this 

arrangement.  

X 

Concerns about impact to safety and confusion about the layout (30-50% of respondents) 

5.39 These two themes have been combined as the feedback is similar between them. Reviewing 

the feedback comments for these theme categories, some key sub-themes come through: 

• Mixed-mode use on the footpath (pedestrians and cyclists). They should be separated.  

• Cyclists unsure where to go. Too many options.  

• The stop-start nature of the cycle lane (stops through town centre). 

• Confusing for tourists.  
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• Children become complacent.  

5.40 Note: The Summary of Findings (page 10) shows that even before the project, 45% of 

cyclists through the town centre use the footpath, so pedestrian cyclist conflicts were already 

present to an extent. 

Table 2 –  Brief options analysis and recommendation relevant to this theme. Designs in 

Attachment 3 and 4 

Option  Description Brief description  Recommended 

1 Leave alignment as it is. Status quo. No change. Confusion 

ongoing. 

 

2 Road section of shared 

path to convert to wharf-

bound cycle lane only. 

Cyclists heading away from the wharf 

will cycle in the road lane just like a 

car. Pedestrians will stick to footpath. 

Tasman’s Great Taste Trail section 

remains a shared path.   

X 

 

3 Road section of shared 

path to convert to wharf-

bound cycle lane only. 

Reroute GTT. 

Cyclists heading away from the wharf 

will cycle in the road lane just like a 

car. Pedestrians will stick to footpath. 

Tasman’s Great Taste Trail could be 

redirected down Iwa Street but would 

require further consultation.  

 

Opposition to materials / bollards / fit-out 

5.41 Reviewing the feedback comments for these theme categories, some key sub-themes come 

through: 

• Clutter of paint, signs, and poles. Too many obstacles. Hazardous. 

• Negatively impacts the character of the village.  

5.42 Note: Given the low-budget, interim nature of the project, there is limited ability to achieve a 

high-quality aesthetic. A review from a landscape architect has suggested some 

improvements that could be made: 

• Consider more appealing paint treatments of cycle lane thresholds and signage. 

• Remove planter boxes and concrete some at pedestrian crossings to create pause 

areas. 

• Modify these planter boxes to create seating and make more visually appealing, using 

materials that connect with the wharf precinct aesthetic.  

Table 3 –  Brief options analysis and recommendation relevant to this theme 

Option  Description Brief description  Recommended 
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1 Remove white plastic 

bollards. 

With the planters already gone, and 

the cycle lane 1-way, also removing 

white bollards will result in a 

significant difference overall.  

X 

 

2 Remove white plastic 

bollards & concrete 

separators.  

Seventeen percent (17%) of 

respondents did highlight objections 

to the concrete bollards. Note that 

these are likely contributing to slower 

traffic. They also add a layer of 

protection for kids so removing them 

may result in upsetting a different 

group of residents.   

 

3 Remove white plastic 

bollards and concrete 

separators. Implement 

landscaping 

improvements from  

A pause area up by the school could 

be effective. However, there may 

already be so much opposition to 

planters that any remnant of them 

may be a legacy reminder.   

 

 

Concerns about carpark removal 

5.43 The Summary of Findings (page 21) does show that 68% of respondents would like to see 

more on-street parking. However, in the same graph, 51% of respondents would like to see 

either the same amount or more cycle lanes. 

5.44 The Summary of Findings (page 21) also notes that pre-project data indicated on-street 

parking demand outside the town centre on Aranui Road was less than 8%. This is not 

compelling data to reinstate parking. Particularly along the Java Hut to School end, on-street 

parking is still available on the opposite side of the road.   

5.45 The on-street car-parking removal undertaken as part of this project is consistent with what 

has been outlined in the Walking & Cycling strategy.  

Table 4 – Brief options analysis and recommendation relevant to this theme 

 

Option  Description Brief description  Recommended 

1 Leave alignment as it is. Status quo. No change.  X 

2 Remove section of cycle 

lane between Higgs Road 

and the wharf.  

This stretch of road was most impacted by the 

on street car-park removal. However, nearby 

side streets are still available for parking. 

 

3 Remove all sections of 

cycle lane (Higgs to wharf 

and Java Hut to School) 

All cyclists would now share the road with 

cars.  

 

Staff received feedback through the Māpua Masterplan process, and SfP feedback supporting the 

extension of footpath from Aranui Park towards the Māpua Fruit and Vege Shop. Staff have 
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drafted a concept in Attachment 5 – Option 2. Should the Council approve this concept, 

staff will assess the feasibility in terms of budget and alignment.   

Queen Street 

5.46 The top five themes (from the question “what do you dislike about the project?”) which 

suggested a change to the existing pilot (excluding the general opposition theme) was as 

follows:  

• Concern about car park removal (299 responses from the 729 total). 

• Lack of clear rationale or data to support changes (131 responses from the 729 total).  

• Concerns about impact to safety (85 responses from the 729 total). 

• Concern about impact on and/or access to businesses (70 responses from the 729 

total).  

• Criticism of the Council’s engagement process and decision making (65 responses 

from the 729 total).  

5.47 From these key themes, staff have drafted some design for alternative options in section 6 of 

this report with supporting Attachments 7 and 8. Staff also have the following comments 

about the themes. 

Concern about car park removal   

5.48 Due to the width of Queen Street, there is not an option that safely caters for separated 

cycleways and provides on-street parking.  

5.49 Irrespective of that, staff have drafted a design (Attachment 7 - Option 3) which shows the 

maximum cycleway width that’s achievable accounting for the minimum traffic lane width 

and parking bay width.  

5.50 When assessing the concerns about the car park removal, it's important to note the parking 

utilisation counts below.  

5.51 Before the Queen Street SfP project commenced, staff and members of the community 

working group undertook a parking utilisation survey. The number of available on-street car 

parks between Salisbury Road and Hill Street was 128. 

5.52 The average utilisation of these car parks was 14.88% (19 out of 128 parks utilised) with the 

highest number being 28 at 11am on 5 October 2022. To note, the parking utilisation data 

set included 19 individual counts between 20 September 2021 and 12 April 2023.  

5.53 A further note – staff observed commuter parking at the Salisbury Road end of Queen Street 

which was unrestricted free parking. Counts taken outside of 8am to 4:30pm (approximate 

work commuter times) were on average 12 out of 128 parks utilised (compared to average of 

20 out of 128 parks between the hours of 8am to 4:30pm). There were previously 

approximately 12 free unrestricted car parks at the bottom end of Queen Street between 

Washbourne Drive and Salisbury Road. 

5.54 Staff have reflected this theme with an option to completely remove the cycle ways  

(Option 3) and reinstate the on-street parking as it was before the SfP project started. This 
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option, however, has serious drawbacks and implications for the safety of cyclist and 

pedestrians on Queen Street and the operation of the wider cycle network planned for 

Richmond. 

5.55 The original network map of Richmond approved as part of the Walking and Cycling 

Strategy (Figure 4) shows upper Queen Street as having no parking, separated cycle ways, 

and importantly, continuing to have a 50 kmph speed limit.  

5.56 Queen Street was intended to serve as one of the urban roads that maintained a higher 

speed limit which will reduce the tendency of drivers to divert into other roads (such as 

William Street). This helps protect the areas with higher pedestrian density, particularly with 

school frontages. To safely maintain a 50 kmph speed limit, it is crucial to keep cyclists 

separate from vehicle traffic. 

Figure 4: Planned Richmond cycle network and speeds as shown in the approved Walking 

and Cycling Strategy (2022). 
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5.57 Additionally, according to the New Zealand Transport Agency’s One Network Framework, 

upper Queen Street is defined as an urban connecter—which is a road that carries a 

significant amount of vehicle traffic but also is a key active mode connector and has places, 

homes and some businesses. Urban Connectors are intended to stay higher speed to allow 

for faster connections and more efficient travel.  

5.58 Policy 6 of the Walking and Cycling Strategy 

makes it clear that if a road is to remain at  

50 kmph, it needs to have separated facilities for 

cyclists to allow people to safety make the choice 

to not drive.  

5.59 The current Government has also indicated that 

one of the changes that will be made to the Speed Setting Rule is making it more difficult to 

justify lowering a speed limit to 30 kmph. To do this, the Council will need to be able to show 

through crash history the danger to pedestrians and cyclists and gain majority approval of 

the speed change from the community among other requirements. This makes it highly 

unlikely that upper Queen Street will be approved as a 30 kmph zone, therefore increasing 

the need to retain the pilot separated cycleways.  

5.60 Staff note that only 14% of the feedback received regarding the changes on Queen Street 

were from residents of Queen Street. 

Lack of clear rational or data to support changes   

5.61 This theme more reflects the reach of the strategy consultation and consultation undertaken 

in the Streets for People project, rather than feedback that staff can alter with an alternative 

design. It would be fair to say that despite the relatively significant focus on communication 

and engagement during both the strategy development and the SFP projects, many 

residents are not aware of the Council’s strategy. Staff consider that option 3 below will 

satisfy those residents that have given this feedback.   

Concerns about impact to safety   

5.62 All installations have had an external “safe systems” audit and are considered safe from a 

technical design perspective. Most of the safety concerns seem to be guided towards the 

following:  

• Removal of on-street parking and the need to park and walk should on-site parking be 

already utilised – particularly for elderly (with many complaints being on behalf of 

elderly).  

• Upright separators (hit sticks) being difficult to see.  

• Difficulty for support staff accessing their clients.  

5.63 To note – staff have received feedback through surveys from people speaking on behalf of 

elderly or less-able-bodied residents like the feedback received here - “I don't like that it 

discriminates the elderly and those with limited mobility, I have heard that elderly aren't 

visiting their friends as they can't park and walk the distance to visit, also would make 
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delivering meals on wheels and other important services like support workers to those in 

need harder.” Quote in the feedback survey from a resident of Queen Street aged 30-50.  

5.64 While staff acknowledge the inconvenience to these residents, staff are yet to receive a 

specific complaint (other than survey feedback like the above quote) from a carer, health 

provider, emergency services or resident requiring one of these services stating that they 

have been unable to receive the necessary care due to lack of on-street parking. Staff 

consider this reflects the initial analysis carried out before project implementation which 

showed the availability of off-street parking at properties in the project area. 

There are concerns about impact on and/or access to businesses  

5.65 There are two sets of businesses along the SfP section of Queen Street – the Henley 

Dairy/Sprig and Fern (S&F) /Queen Street Fish & Chip Shop (F&C) block, and the Richmond 

Antique Store. All businesses were consulted in the design phase of the project.  

The Henley Dairy/Sprig and Fern/Queen Street Fish & Chip Shop block  

5.66 Before the pilot installations, there were nine 10-minute angled car parks on the northern 

side of Queen Street (heading away from the Council offices) directly outside the shops, on-

street parking on the southern side of Queen Street, and a large car park (approximately 20 

spaces) behind the shops (available to F&C and S&F customers only – however, not actively 

supervised). 

5.67 After the pilot installations, there are now five parallel car parks on the northern side of 

Queen Street, no on-street parking on the southern side, and the car park behind the shops 

remains. Cars travelling towards Salisbury Road that are wanting to stop at the shops either 

must pull into the off-street car park, U-turn onto the northern side, or turn into George Street 

to park.  

5.68 The owner of the Henley Store Dairy has expressed concerns that the pilot installations are 

affecting the business as some customers have said that they are continuing into town to do 

their convenience shopping instead of turning into the side streets and parking or doing a  

U-turn and parking in the parallel parks.   

5.69 The business owner has also indicated that revenue has decreased since the SfP pilots 

were installed. This is a fluctuation on revenue week on week, with some week’s revenue 

being the same as before the pilots were installed. It is worth noting that this revenue 

analysis did not consider any seasonal fluctuations, potential changes to cost of living and 

market spending on convenience goods.  

5.70 Staff have not received any complaints about revenue fluctuations from the Sprig and Fern 

or the Fish and Chip shop.  

5.71 Staff have subsequently drafted options (Attachment 8) which reinstates car parking on the 

Southern side of Queen Street in a 30km/h “slow speed zone”. 

The Richmond Antique Store  

5.72 Before the pilot installations, the following parking was available by the Antique Store:  
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• Three unmarked, time-restricted car parks on the northern side of Queen Street directly 

outside the Antique Shop;   

• Four business car parks parallel to the building which are exclusive to the Antique Shop;  

• Four free parking bays within 100 meters of the Antique Shop also on the northern side 

of Queen Street; 

• Eight free parking bays both outside and within 100 meters of the Antique Shop on the 

southern side of Queen Street  

5.73 The pilot installations have removed the 12 on-street parking bays and the three time-

restricted car parks to install the separated cycle lanes.  

5.74 None of the parking removed as mentioned above was exclusive to the business, and the 12 

free parking bays were frequently occupied by commuter parking when assessed in the 

parking counts (more comments on this under the Queen Street previous parking utilisation 

heading below).  

5.75 As a part of the project, the Council regraded the Antique Stores private gravel car park 

which provides approximately seven spaces provided multiple signs leading customers to 

the car parks. These spaces are exclusive to the business.  

5.76 Staff have not received any complaints from the business owners since the pilot installation.  

Criticism of the Council’s engagement process and decision making   

5.77 Staff consider this theme to be a criticism of Council processes more than the pilot 

installations alone and will include it in the project ‘lessons learnt’ register. It is also a 

common complaint of people who do not support the decisions that the Council makes, 

regardless of the amount of consultation and engagement that has taken place. 

Queen Street previous parking utilisation  

5.78 Before the Queen Street SfP project commenced, staff and members of the community 

working group undertook a parking utilisation survey. The number of available on-street car 

parks between Salisbury Road and Hill Street was 128. 

5.79 The average utilisation of these car parks was 14.88% (19 out of 128 parks utilised) with the 

highest number being 28 at 11am on 5 October 2022. To note, the parking utilisation data 

set included 19 individual counts between 20 September 20231 and 12 April 2023.  

5.80 Commuter parking outside the Antique Shop was the biggest contributor to utilisation. 

Counts taken outside of 8am to 4:30pm (approximate work commuter times) were on 

average 12 out of 128 parks utilised (compared to average of 20 out of 128 parks between 

the hours of 8am to 4:30pm).  

5.81 Each site received approximately 400-700 individual feedback submissions post 

construction. Staff acknowledge that the residents that filled in this survey were self-

selecting and may therefore not be a statistically representative sample size.  
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5.82 Staff consider it likely that many residents that were supportive of the pilot installations may 

not have filled out the post-construction survey, as the pilots were satisfactory in their view, 

and they felt they were likely to remain. 

Champion Road 

5.83 For Champion Road, the top five themes which suggested a change to the existing pilot 

(excluding the general opposition theme) were as follows:  

• Concern about car park removal (102 responses of the 422 total).  

• Lack of clear rationale or data to support changes (43 responses of the 422 total).  

• Concerns about impact to safety (60 responses of the 422 total).  

• Criticism of the Council’s engagement process and decision making (28 responses of 

the 422 total). 

• Opposition to colours/markings/signage (18 responses of the 422 total). 

5.84 From these key themes, staff have drafted some design for alternative options  

(Attachment 6). Staff also have the following comments about the themes.  

Concern about car park removal   

5.85 Due to the width of Champion Road, there is not an option that safely caters for separated 

cycleways and provides on-street parking. There were multiple suggestions in the feedback 

to provide cycling facilities on one side of the road with a parking bay on the other. 

5.86 Irrespective of that, staff have drafted a design (Attachment 6 – Option 3) which shows the 

maximum cycleway width that is achievable accounting for the minimum traffic lane width 

and parking bay.  

5.87 When assessing the concerns about the car park removal, it's important to note the parking 

utilisation counts below.  

5.88 Staff also assessed the off-street parking capabilities of all residents along this stretch of 

Champion Road – with the average off-street parking available being six.  

5.89 The lowest number of off-street car parks available is four and the maximum distance from a 

side street with car parks was 138 meters.  

5.90 Staff have reflected this theme with an option to completely remove the cycleways and 

reinstate the on-street parking as it was before the SfP project started, however this is not 

recommended due to the overwhelming evidence of safety from cycle lanes, maintaining the 

integrity of the cycle network, support from Garin College and increase of cyclist numbers in 

the scope area.  

Lack of clear rationale or data to support changes  

5.91 This theme more reflects the reach of the walking and cycling strategy consultation and 

consultation undertaken in the Streets for People project, rather than feedback that staff can 

alter with an alternative design.  

5.92 Staff assume that option 3 below will satisfy those residents that have given this feedback. 
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Concerns about impact to safety   

5.93 As above with Queen Street qualitative data summary for the same theme. 

Criticism of the Council’s engagement process and decision making   

5.94 As above with Queen Street qualitative data summary for the same theme. 

Opposition to colours/markings/signage   

5.95 All installations have had an external “safe systems” audit and are considered safe from a 

design perspective. The markings, signage and painted lanes are industry standard and are 

measures to ensure safety of all road users.  

5.96 Therefore, there are no options that will alleviate these concerns apart from option 3 which 

removes all cycle lanes and reinstates previous road alignment. It may be aesthetically 

displeasing to some, but staff do not feel that is a strong enough argument to recommend 

change.  

5.97 Also to note, this theme was referenced 18 times in the 403 individual submissions, so staff 

do not consider it a significant theme.  

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

 

6.1 The options for Aranui Road are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Retain pilot project as is • Maintains increased level 

of protection to cyclists 

and other active mode 

users. 

• Continues to build 

connection to the wider 

developing cycle network. 

• Takes steps to achieve 

the Council’s climate 

action goals. 

• Follows through on 

policies and plans 

approved through the 

Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

• Allows for more time to 

see an increase in active 

mode user numbers as 

the network continues to 

grow. 

• Members of the 

community who do not 

like the project, or 

elements of the project, 

may not feel listened to. 

• There will continue to be 

confusion in the 

community around the 

layout of the cycle lanes, 

which may limit uptake of 

cycling in Māpua. 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

2. Retain pilot project with 

changes the following 

changes: 

a. Remove the arrows in 

opposing directions 

on cycleway.  

b. Remove planter 

boxes and replace 

with yellow lines. 

c. Remove white plastic 

bollards. 

d. Create defined space 

on the road section of 

shared path heading 

towards the wharf for 

one-way cycling. 

e. Encourage cyclists to 

take the lane when 

heading away from 

the wharf. 

f. Extend the corner 

footpath by the school 

for cyclists. 

• Will show the community 

their dislike of planter 

boxes to limit parking was 

listened to.  

• Will increase clarity 

around how to use the 

new cycle facilities 

provided. 

• Will increase safety by 

adding separation 

between cyclists and 

pedestrians heading to the 

wharf. 

• Cyclists will need to share 

the lane with vehicle 

traffic heading away from 

the wharf. 

3. Remove pilot installation 

entirely 

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking re-instated. 

• Increases risk for 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Fails to give the project a 

long enough chance to 

gain traction.  

• Fails to take steps to 

action the targets and 

policies in numerous 

approved Council 

strategies.   

6.2 The options for Champion Road are outlined in the following table: 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Retain pilot project as is • Maintains increased level 

of protection to cyclists 

and other active mode 

users. 

• Continues to build 

connection to the wider 

developing cycle network.  

• Takes steps to achieve 

Council’s climate action 

goals. 

• Follows through on 

policies and plans 

approved through the 

Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

• Allows for more time to 

see an increase in active 

mode user numbers as 

the network continues to 

grow. 

• Members of the 

community who do not 

like the project, or 

elements of the project, 

may feel not listened to. 

2. Retain pilot project with 

the following possible 

changes: 

• Reinstate parking on 

one side of the road 

and install sub-

standard dual-

direction cycleway.  

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking re-instated. 

• This option would not 

pass an external safety 

audit. Should the Council 

install these facilities there 

are risks around liability 

knowing this facility is not 

safe. 

• This option provides dual 

directional cycle way 

under the minimum 

allowable width of a single 

directional cycle way.  

• Fails to take steps to 

contribute to meeting the 

targets and policies in 

approved Council 

strategies.   
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

3. Remove pilot installation 

entirely 

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking reinstated. 

• Increases risk for 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Fails to give the project a 

long enough chance to 

gain traction.  

• Limits the connectedness 

of the Richmond cycle 

network. 

• Fails to take steps to 

contribute to meeting the 

targets and policies in 

approved Council 

strategies.   

6.3 The options for Queen Street are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Retain pilot project as is • Maintains increased 

level of protection to 

cyclists and other 

active mode users. 

• Continues to build 

connection to the wider 

developing cycle 

network. 

• Takes steps to achieve 

Council’s climate 

action goals. 

• Follows through on 

policies and plans 

approved through the 

Walking and Cycling 

Strategy. 

• Allows for more time to 

see an increase in 

active mode user 

numbers as the 

network continues to 

grow. 

• Members of the 

community who do not 

like the project, or 

elements of the project, 

may not feel listened to. 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

2. Retain pilot project with 

the following changes: 

• Reinstate parking 

on one side of the 

road and install sub-

standard dual-

direction cycleway. 

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking 

reinstated. 

• This option would not 

pass an external safety 

audit. Should the Council 

install these facilities there 

are risks around liability 

knowing this facility is not 

safe. 

• This option provides dual 

directional cycle way 

under the minimum 

allowable width of a single 

directional cycleway. 

• Dual directional cycle 

ways are also less safe 

than single direction. 

• This option creates 

ambiguity within the full 

network of cycleways. 

• Fails to take steps to 

action the targets and 

policies in numerous 

approved Council 

strategies.   

3. Remove pilot 

installation entirely 

• Satisfies community 

members who want on-

road parking re-

instated. 

• Increases risk for 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Fails to give the project a 

long enough chance to 

gain traction. 

• Limits the connectedness 

of the Richmond cycle 

network. 

• Fails to take steps to 

action the targets and 

policies in numerous 

approved Council 

strategies.   

6.4 Option 2 (retain project with some changes) is recommended for Aranui Road. 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.4 - Attachment 1 Page 249 

 

  

 Report to Tasman District Council Meeting - 2 May 2024 

STREETS FOR PEOPLE IMPLEMENTATION FEEDBACK - ARANUI ROAD. QUEEN STREET AND 

CHAMPION ROAD 

 

Item 7.8 Page 26 
 

6.5 Option 1 (retain current layout) is recommended for Champion Road and Queen 

Street. 

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 Any changes to traffic control devices will need to be reflected in the Traffic Control Devices 

Bylaw register. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

 Staff held multiple hui with iwi during early concept design. Given that works included retrofitting 

areas already allocated as road reserve, iwi did not request to be actively engaged for the 

remainder of the project. 

8.2 To note, this engagement was undertaken before the Whakawhitiwhiti Whakaaro (Iwi 

Engagement Space) was developed. 

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

This report is of high significance to residents that live on any of the SfP streets as the ability to 

utilise on-street parking has been removed to improve safety. 

9.2 This report is of high significance to residents wanting to utilise cycle lanes. 

9.3 Relative to many Council projects, the Walking & Cycling Strategy and SfP projects have 

had a high degree of engagement with our community.  

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

High The responses to our experience 

surveys have been high, 

indicating that public interest is 

high. There is anecdotal 

evidence that the recommended 

option will be controversial. 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

High The recommended option may 

positively impact the wellbeing of 

the community in the future. This 

is due to safer cycle lanes giving 

residents freedom of transport 

choice and ultimately less 

people undertaking short trips by 

car. This will free up congestion 

for those that must drive and 

reduce emissions with less of 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

the population driving. With 

active transport modes being 

promoted and being a safe 

option, it may lead to a healthier 

community with wider economic 

benefits.  

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Low The pilot projects demonstrate 

that road layouts can be 

modified relatively quickly and 

easily. 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Low Roads are a strategic asset, but 

this decision relates to a small 

part of the network. 

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Low A decision to remove the pilot 

installations would decrease the 

Councils ability to achieve 

performance measure targets for 

cycling. 

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

No  

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

8.  Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

No  

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater and Affordable Waters 

services? 

No  
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10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 Staff have run a significant feedback process both pre and post implementation of pilot 

projects on Queen Street, Champion Road and Aranui Road. A summary of this feedback 

process is included in Attachment 1. 

10.2 The following communication has been undertaken with residents post the inception of the 

SfP programme: 

- Direct consultation and discussions with all businesses on the streets and key 

stakeholders (FENZ, Police, St John, Schools). 

- Multiple community “working group” design sessions for each street. These were open 

invites with active invites to key stakeholders (FENZ, Police, St John, Schools). 

- All greater Richmond residents received a flyer with a map of all works taking place. 

- All residents of the streets received both a pre-construction and post-construction survey 

which included a cover letter. The remainder of residents were encouraged to fill in these 

surveys via our website and social media channels, additionally paper copies of the 

survey were left in strategic locations. 

- All residents of the streets received a letter at least four weeks before construction with a 

concept design and contact details – and again received a letter one week before 

construction with specific traffic management details. This information was also posted 

on our website and social media channels. 

- Staff also held multiple drop-in sessions to provide information and allow people to give 

feedback at multiple stages, these included: 

• A community drop in pop-up which ran for two weeks in the Richmond Mall. 

• “Bikers brekkies” in Sundial Square, Aranui Road, and Woolworths Champion 

Road. 

• Two community drop in sessions pre-construction at Java Hut (Māpua) and two 

community drop in sessions post construction at the Community Hall (same 

session as the Māpua Masterplan Consultation) 

• Consultation sessions at Garin College and Māpua School. 

10.3 To note, the Walking and Cycling Strategy undertook a full submissions and hearings 

process, with online information seminars and directly affected residents being actively 

invited to submit on the strategy.  

10.4 A range of opinions have been expressed in the feedback. Staff are confident in the 

communication and engagement strategy undertaken for the SfP programme. Staff believe 

that there is a common misconception that “having your say” is the same as “having your 

way” with many residents believing that if the latter is not achieved then it is a failure of the 

engagement process. 
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11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

 

11.1 All options provided in this report are achievable within the existing budgets for the SfP 

projects. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 Should the Council approve the recommended options, there may be a risk that the parts of 

the community may feel their voices weren’t listen to. 

12.2 There is a risk that residents who agreed with the pilots did not engage in the feedback 

process as they were satisfied that the pilots had addressed their prior concerns.  

12.3 If the options to remove any or all of the pilot cycle lanes is adopted, there is a risk that 

significant numbers of the community will be unhappy that what was considered progress 

towards safer cycling, trips to school, and environmental benefits have been retracted.  

12.4 If the options to remove any or all the pilot cycle lanes is adopted, there is a risk that the 

significant number of residents, schools and community groups that strongly supported the 

adoption of the Walking and Cycling Strategy will see this decision as Council not adhering 

to a high-profile plan that was recently consulted on and adopted.  

12.5 If the pilot projects are removed, there is a risk that members of the community will perceive 

this choice as Tasman District Council failing to take action to take climate change. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

The matter requiring a decision in this report was considered by staff in accordance with the 

process set out in the Council’s ‘Climate Change Consideration Guide 2024’. 

13.2 The recommended options may reduce the greenhouse gas emissions associated with use 

of the Council’s transport network, which is one of the goals of the Walking & Cycling 

Strategy. 

13.3 The options for removing the pilot cycle lanes may increase or keep the greenhouse gas 

emissions associated with the Councils transport network the same. This is based on the 

existing cycle network staying the same and the proportion of commuters cycling staying the 

same. According to the Walking and Cycling Strategy, if the proportion of people undertaking 

their commute by car versus cycling or walking stays the same, there will be 16,600 more 

cars on the road by 2050 (accounting for census growth projections). 

13.4 The Walking and Cycling Strategy identifies the need to take urgent action to reduce our 

transport emissions and present the network plans and strategy policies as crucial steps 

towards achieving those goals. 

13.5 Tasman Climate Response Strategy and Action Plan 2023-2035 lists reducing reliance on 

cars by ‘substantially improving infrastructure for walking and cycling” as a key action in 
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support of the Emission Reduction Plan targets (reducing transport emission by 41% by 

2035 and net zero by 2050). 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

There is significant strategy and policy in place, adopted and endorsed by Tasman District Council 

over the last several years that highly encourages the bold installation of cycling infrastructure to 

make these goals and targets achievable. The actions proposed come directly from the actions 

and networks that form part of the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022. 

 

Figure 5: Strategic fit of the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022 

14.2 The pilot cycle lanes installed on Queen Street, Champion Road and Aranui Road align 

closely with the maps consulted on for the Walking and Cycling Strategy (2022) and support 

the principles, policies and targets identified in the strategy. 

14.3 The pilots also are steps towards achieving the strategic targets in the Richmond 

Programme Business Case, aiming to significantly increase the number of people who 

choose to walk and cycle for local trips.  

14.4 The pilots support the strategic aims of the Richmond and Motueka Car Parking Strategy 

2018-2038, which states that “…walking and cycling…will be encouraged through prioritised 

infrastructure in prominent locations and investment of our network to provide safe and 

convenient routes to the town centres.” 

14.5 The pilots align with the targets set in the Regional Land Transport Plan 2021-2031, which 

has a headline target of doubling the amount of active mode use by 2030 (which also aligns 

with the Walking and Cycling Strategy).  
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14.6 The pilot cycleways are supported by Richmond on the Rise (2024) which identifies the 

length of upper Queen Street as an area for intensified residential housing. If cycleways are 

in place now, future developers have the option to provide off street parking for residents. If 

the pilot cycleways are removed now, developers will be less likely to provide parking off 

road for residents and rely on on-street parking. This will make it increasingly difficult to 

install cycleways along these routes in the future.  

14.7 Richmond on the Rise also highlights upper Queen Street as a key transit corridor and target 

for active transport improvements, and states that “With a growing population, we need to 

make sure people choose types of transport that suit them best. Cycling, walking, e-mobility 

(electric skateboards, scooters etc) and public transport all have a role to play in 

Richmond, alongside private cars”. 

14.8 The pilot projects for SfP take steps to achieve the goals and targets of the Emissions 

Reduction Plan and the Tasman Climate Response Strategy and Action Plan 2023-2035. 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The pilot projects including cycleways that make up the Queen Street, Champion Road and 

Aranui Road Streets for People projects are closely aligned to a wealth of strategy and 

policy decisions already endorsed by Tasman District Council. 

15.2 The projects are the physical actions that have resulted from carrying out the plans and step 

changes identified in the Walking and Cycling Strategy 2022.  

15.3 Robust consultation and engagement were undertaken for the prior strategies that form the 

genesis of the Streets for People projects, and for the pilot cycle ways themselves. 

15.4 Despite the brief amount of time that they have been installed, staff have measured an 

increase in active mode use, and an increase in perception of safety.  

15.5 Feedback was received that some members of the community are unhappy with the 

reallocation of road space to cycleway, but this feedback is expected and not unusual for 

this type of project. Feedback was also received confirming that the roads now feel safer for 

people walking or cycling.  

15.6 Staff recommend that the Council retains the pilot projects on Queen Street and Champion 

Road as they are, and retain the pilot project on Aranui Road with several changes 

encouraged by the community.  

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If the recommendations in this report are approved by the Council, staff will take action to 

make the identified changes as quickly as possible. 

16.2 Staff will continue to collect information on vehicle speeds, cyclist numbers and perceptions 

of safety as the pilots continue.  

16.3 Staff will continue to meet with the Walking and Cycling Governance Panel to update the 

Council on the project and gain feedback. 
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16.4 Staff will provide a summary of community feedback on the remaining Streets for People 

projects (Salisbury Road and Hill Street) at the next Council meeting in June 2024.  

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.  Attachment 1 Summary of Findings Report  

2.  Attachment 2 - Aranui Road - Java & Tennis Area  

3.  Attachment 3 - Aranui Road - Wharf End  

4.  Attachment 4 - Aranui Road - Toru Street  

5.  Attachment 5 - Aranui Road - Aranui Park Crossing  

6.  Attachment 6 - Champion Road Options  

7.  Attachment 7 - Queen Street Options  

8.  Attachment 8 - Queen Street Shops Options  
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J U N E  2 0 2 4

 Tasman District  
Council
Streets for People. Richmond.  
Salisbury Road and Hill Street. 
Summary of Findings.
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Background & Project Objectives

In 2022 Tasman District Council was approved for funding for 
the Waka Kotahi Streets for People programme which aimed 
to support councils in evolving their streets and creating 
people friendly spaces in partnership with their communities. 

The Richmond Streets for People projects aim to create and 
improve spaces for safer cycling over the next two years, 
linking places where people live, schools, commercial centres 
and the wider existing network of cycle trails. 

Richmond will continue to grow in population and popularity 
in the coming years. It is important to find ways to ensure 
cycling and walking paths, roads, and public transport can 
deal with growth within the area, and ensure Richmond is 
easy to live in and travel around.

The purpose of this report is to understand the impacts and 
changes in community perception and quantitative measures 
relative to the project objectives.

Project Objectives:
Aligning with national and regional transport strategies, 
Tasman District Council are seeking to:

Make Richmond 
roads safer for 
everyone.

Help ensure journey 
times are more 
reliable for both 
people and freight, 
particularly during 
busy times of the day.

Make it easier 
for people to 
walk, bike or take 
different transport 
options to get to 
work and school.

Improve connections 
between streets, and build 
safe and attractive walking 
and cycling paths, helping 
make Richmond an even 
nicer place to live.

1 2

3 4
3
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Changes and Methodology

Methodology: Research and engagement was conducted over a 16-month period, beginning 
in December 2022 (pre construction) and ending in May 2024 (post construction).

Changes: This report covers the changes to Hill Street and Salisbury Road only. 
The changes that were made are: 

Community 
survey

Workshops/Drop-in sessions 
(including meeting with key 
stakeholders such as business 
owners, schools, medical centre, 
Police and St John Ambulance).

 → Separated cycle lanes. A section 
of shared footpath and a new low 
speed 30 kilometre an hour zone 
where vehicles and cyclists share 
the roadway on Hill Street.

 →  Separated (and protected) cycle lanes, widened 
and extended sections of footpaths, installation of 
concrete separator bollards, an upgrade of the painted 
cycle lanes, improving line marking on Salisbury Road 
and removal of car parks on Salisbury Road.

Motor vehicle speeds and travel times.  
Data from TomTom Traffic Stats and 
Strava Metro was used to compare pre 
and post construction changes.

4
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Salisbury Road Changes

5
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Hill Street Changes
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Scan the QR code or visit shape.tasman.govt.nz/queen-street  
to keep up to date with the project.
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Separated cycle lanes

On-street parking removed 
(both directions) 

Raised pedestrian crossings 
(phase two)

Raised pedestrian crossings 
(phase two)

Park-like recreational space 
outside shops, with bike racks 

and 10 minute car parks 
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For more information, scan the QR code or visit shape.tasman.govt.nz/hill-street
Safety improvement locations are indicative only and not to scale. 

HILL ST

Separated cycle lanes

No on-street parking 
(both directions) 

30km/h shared zone  
(parking retained)

Footpath widened by Golden Elm trees, 
cycle lane/shared path in berm area
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Summary
Māpua, Aranui Road
The following project objectives are aligned with 
the Tasman District Council Walking & Cycling 
Strategy (May 2022), and were used when 
applying for the Streets for People project with 
Waka Kotahi, New Zealand Transport Agency.

 Participants generally felt 
that the changes had improved 
safety for active modes.

 Average vehicle speeds in 
Hill Street and Salisbury Road 
had slightly decreased.

 There was concern 
about the removal of on-
street parking and general 
confusion caused by the 
new layout.

 Participants questioned the 
necessity of the changes. 

The following vision statement was 
created with the Richmond working 
group, which included members 
of the Richmond community and 
various stakeholders:

 “Safe, healthy, and vibrant 
spaces for cycling and walking 
journeys in our community”

Making Richmond’s roads  
safer for everyone.

  Findings:
Perceptions of safety towards school 
children using active modes have 
increased since the changes.

Average Motor vehicles Speeds have 
decreased slightly on Hill Street.

The key findings from 
engagement with the 
community, and via the 
various feedback channels 
and data sources include:

Improving Richmond’s connectivity.

  Findings:
The cycleways provide a valuable 
connection between residential areas, 
schools and town. 

Ensuring reliable journey times in Richmond.

  Findings:
More people are choosing to ride a bike on 
both Salisbury Road and Hill Street.

Average motor vehicle travel times have not 
been impacted on Salisbury Road. There 
has been a minor increase in travel times on 
Hill Street of approx +8 seconds.

Making active and alternative 
transportation easier for Richmond.

  Findings:
Cyclist numbers have increased on 
both Salisbury Road and Hill Street.

Overall, the cycle lanes provide a 
safer and therefore more attractive  
journey for riders due to the clear 
separation from traffic.

1 2 3 4Project 
Objective 1

Project 
Objective 2

Project 
Objective 3

Project 
Objective 4

7
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Source: FOLKL Research.

Behaviour
This section shows the impact the changes 
to Salisbury Road and Hill Street have had 
on motor vehicle behaviour in the area. 

8
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Cyclist heatmap
This heat map is a visualisation of a rolling one year period of cycling 
activities in the area, and shows that Salisbury Road, Queen Street, 
Champion Road and Hill Street are a popular choice for those riding a bike.

The heatmaps represents all user 
activity where the user registered 
their movement via the Strava 
application. The brighter lines 
represent a higher frequency of use.

9Source: Tomtom Traffic Stats, comparing February 2023 (pre) with February 2024 (post). Strava analyses average speeds in segments, indicated by the orange line.

Salisbury Road

Hill Street

Champion Road

Queen Street
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Behaviour
Salisbury Road
Average motor vehicles speeds on Salisbury Road 
have remained static, cyclist numbers are up.
Average motor vehicle speeds on the entire section 
between Champion Road and Queen Street, 
have remained static since the changes (when 
comparing 2021, 2022, 2023 and 2024). Motor 
vehicles travelling south west have an average 
speed of 27.6 km/h, while those travelling north 
east have a higher average speed of 29.8 km/h.

When looking at specific segments, some show a decrease in 
speeds while others show a increase in speeds.

There is an increasing number of people recording cycling 
activities in the Nelson/Tasman area via the mobile application 
Strava and this includes on Salisbury Road. Trips on this road 
increased by +9.9% when comparing January to April 2022 
with 2023, and +14.7% when comparing 2023 with 2024.

Average Motor Vehicle Speeds

Nelson & Tasman - Cyclist numbers and trips

Time period People % Change - 
Year on year

Trips % Change - 
Year on year

Trips per 
Person

Jan - Apr 2022 8,975 - 42,690 - 4.8

Jan - Apr 2023 9,429 4.8% 45,658 6.5% 4.8

Jan - Apr 2024 10,822 12.9% 53,086 14.0% 4.9

Salisbury Road – Cyclist numbers and trips

Time period People % Change - 
Year on year

Trips % Change - 
Year on year

Trips per 
Person

Jan - Apr 2022 770 - 2,820 - 3.7

Jan - Apr 2023 910 15.4% 3,130 9.9% 3.4

Jan - Apr 2024 935 2.7% 3,670 14.7% 3.9

10Source: Tomtom Traffic Stats, comparing 27 May - 05 June, 2021 - 2024. Analysis of average speeds in segments, indicated by the orange line. Strava Metro - Jan - Apr, 2022-2024.

Queen Street

SW NE

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 36.7 km/h 37.4 km/h 37 km/h  34.9 km/h  

NE 22.6 km/h 23.3 km/h 26.7 km/h 27.3 km/h 

Salisbury Road

Champion Road

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 39.5 km/h 35.8 km/h 36.8 km/h  37.2 km/h  

NE 43.6 km/h 37.5 km/h 42.1 km/h 42.5 km/h 

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 39.4 km/h 33.9 km/h 41.2 km/h  40.4 km/h  

NE 44.8 km/h 41.1 km/h 46.2 km/h 43.3 km/h 
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Nelson & Tasman – Cyclist numbers and trips

Time period People % Change - 
Year on year

Trips % Change - 
Year on year

Trips per 
Person

Jan - Apr 2022 8,975 - 42,690 - 4.8

Jan - Apr 2023 9,429 4.8% 45,658 6.5% 4.8

Jan - Apr 2024 10,822 12.9% 53,086 14.0% 4.9

Hill Street – Cyclist numbers and trips

Time period People % Change - 
Year on year

Trips % Change - 
Year on year

Trips per 
Person

Jan - Apr 2022 770 - 2,720 - 3.5

Jan - Apr 2023 785 1.9% 2,800 2.9% 3.6

Jan - Apr 2024 925 15.1% 3,095 9.5% 3.3

Behaviour
Hill Street
Average Motor vehicles Speeds on  
Hill Street have decreased slightly.
Average motor vehicle speeds on the entire section 
between Champion Road and Queen Street, have 
decreased since the changes (when comparing 
2021, 2022, 2023 and 2024). Motor vehicles 
travelling south west have an average speed  
of 37.1 km/h, while those travelling north east  
have a higher average speed of 39.7 km/h.

When looking at specific segments, there has 
been a slight decrease in average speeds. 

There is an increasing number of people recording 
cycling activities in the Nelson/Tasman area via 
the mobile application Strava and this includes on 
Hill Street. Trips on this road increased by +1.9% 
when comparing January to April 2022 with 2023, 
and +15.1% when comparing 2023 with 2024.

11Source: Tomtom Traffic Stats, comparing 27 May - 05 June, 2021 - 2024. Analysis of average speeds in segments, indicated by the orange line.

Average Motor Vehicle Speeds

Queen Street SW NEHill Street

Champion Road

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 45.7 km/h 45.5 km/h 46.0 km/h  44.2 km/h  

NE 48.6 km/h 49.0 km/h 49.3 km/h 46.6 km/h 

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 47.0 km/h 51.2 km/h 49.7 km/h  46.8 km/h  

NE 50.7 km/h 51.1 km/h 50.3 km/h 46.1 km/h 

Direction 2021 2022 2023 2024

SW 48.4 km/h 48.0 km/h 48.6 km/h  47.7 km/h  

NE 47.5 km/h 49.1 km/h 48.9 km/h 47.4 km/h 
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Source: FOLKL Research.

Safety
This section shows the impact the changes 
to Salisbury Road and Hill Street have had 
on safety perceptions in the area. 

12
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Safety. Feelings of safety for those not in vehicles improved both at Salisbury Road and Hill Street

In general, how safe do you feel the speed is in the project area, for those not in vehicles?

Salisbury Road

Hill Street

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  With the introduction of the cycle lanes, cyclists 
stated that the speed of vehicles was less of a 
concern now due to having a dedicated lane.

 →  Many respondents highlighted that speed wasn't a 
major issue here due to the congestion along the 
street, particularly during school terms and pick-up / 
drop-off times. 

 →  Some respondents noted that the project has led 
to increased traffic congestion and slower traffic 
speeds, which was attributed to reduced availability 
of car parking and drop-off spaces, as well as 
changes to the traffic layout  

 →  People aged under 18 and cyclists were more likely 
to state they felt the speed in the area was safe after 
the changes.

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  Many respondents stated they had never had an 
issue with speed in this area, highlighting a lack of 
evidence to support the changes. 

 →  Other respondents felt the speed was perhaps 
too high for safe use of the street by pedestrians, 
cyclists, and motorists, and called for a speed 
reduction. There were calls for the low-speed limit 
zone to be extended in order to improve safety as 
drivers are often ignoring the limits.

  Pre-construction    Post-construction

  Pre-construction    Post-construction

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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14%
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38%

43%

25%

19%
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5%

5%

Very unsafe 

Unsafe

Neutral / Unsure

Safe

Very safe

‘Unsafe’ and ‘Very unsafe’ 
-21 percentage points 
from 35% to 14%.

‘Unsafe’ and ‘Very unsafe’ 
-8 percentage points 
from 27% to 19%.

‘Safe’ and ‘Very safe’  
+8 percentage points 
from 46% to 57%.

‘Safe’ and ‘Very safe’  
+10 percentage points 
from 53% to 63%.

Very unsafe 
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Please note: the pre-construction survey for 
Salisbury Road had a smaller sample size so 
any comparison needs to consider this.

13Source: ‘Shape Tasman’ Hill Street Survey n=307, n=224 (post construction), Salisbury Road n= 76 (pre construction), n=603 (post construction)
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Safety. Soundbites
When asked “how safe do you feel the speed is in the project area, for those not in vehicles 
now”, respondents were encouraged to provide context to their answer. Those in green 
had selected ‘safe’ or ‘very safe’, and those in red had selected ‘unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’.

This is a selection of comments that 
reflect wider common themes.

“There are footpath for people to walk which is safe and during 
school hrs the speed is reduced making safe for students.” 
— A resident of Salisbury Road, aged 30-50

“Due to raised pedestrian crossings/humps decreased 
speed is necessitated. Bollards separate cyclists and 
pedestrians from vehicles.” 
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 50-70

“Hill Street is a busy road particularly at school drop off/rush hour 
timings.  Many children have to cross it in order to get to the 
school campuses at Henley/Waimea.  Cars are often driving faster 
than they should and treating it more like a highway than a road 
that is used by a lot of pedestrians and cyclists.  [...]  I would like to 
see the 30 kph speed extended all the way to Champion Road to 
make crossing the road safer for kids on their way to/from school” 
— A resident of Richmond not on Hill Street, aged 30-50

“With raised pedestrian crossings no longer a racetrack. 
Pedestrian islands in the middle of the road great for 
slow/young/old people crossing.”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Hill Street, aged 50-70

“Active modes have an identified place on the road. It feels like 
drivers are more respectful of that. Before they would overtake 
closely and the parked cars were a scary hazard when there were 
other cars coming up behind you.” 
— A resident of Richmond not on Hill Street, aged 30-50

“50km/h provides a somewhat unsafe speed for drivers 
and would have less time to react when a cyclist or 
pedestrian steps out onto Salisbury Road without 
looking.”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 0-18

“People drive very fast and often don’t look for children. My son was 
nearly hit by a car who drove through a green pedestrian walking 
signal at Salisbury and Arbor Lea lights. I’ve also seen multiple cars 
drive through red lights there.” 
— A resident of Salisbury Road, aged 30-50

“There is now too much traffic congestion caused by speed bumps and traffic 
calming measures being placed in the neighbourhood streets, meaning that cars 
now go along Salisbury Road, creating busy traffic. People walking and biking now 
have to cross past cycle lanes.” 
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury aged 30-50

Hill Street

  Safe/Very safe    Unsafe/Very unsafe

&
Salisbury Road

14Māpua ‘Shape Tasman’ Survey
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Safety. Participants perceive Hill Street and Salisbury Road to 
be safer for young people using active modes of transport
How safe do you feel this area is for school children and teens to walk, scoot, skate or cycle? 

Salisbury Road

Hill Street

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  The removal of car parking was a concern for 
some respondents, particularly during peak times 
for schools and in drop-off zones.

 →  A number of responses highlighted the improved 
safety for users of this area not in vehicles, 
particularly around schools. Many mentioned the 
pedestrian crossings, which were not part of the 
SfP project. 

 →  Overall, the cycle lanes seemed to be an 
improvement to the cycling network in the area, 
providing a safer journey for riders due to the clear 
separation from traffic.

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  The cycle lane was generally considered to 

improve safety for cyclists. However, some 
felt lanes on both sides were unnecessary 
and suggested having a lane on one side and 
reinstating parking on the other.

  Pre-construction    Post-construction

  Pre-construction    Post-construction
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from 47% to 20%.
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from 41% to 21%.
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+13 percentage points 
from 42% to 55%.

‘Safe’ and ‘Very safe’ +21 
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41% to 62%.
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Please note: the pre-construction survey for 
Salisbury Road had a smaller sample size so 
any comparison needs to consider this.

15Source: ‘Shape Tasman’ Hill Street Survey n=305, n=221 (post construction), Salisbury Road n= 76 (pre construction), n=603 (post construction)
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Safety. There is a sentiment that the designs could be improved to 
provide better support for the elderly and those with limited mobility
How safe do you now feel this area is for the elderly or those with limited mobility to get around? 

Salisbury Road

Hill Street

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  The removal of car parking was a key concern for 
the elderly and those with mobility issues, who 
reported limited access to the medical centre on 
Salisbury Road and concerns about frequent cars 
backing out of driveways due to lack of on-street 
car parking. .

 →  Some comments suggested the changes created 
an unsafe environment due to concrete separators 
and objects and uneven and inconsistent 
footpaths being a hazard or distraction for elderly. 
However, others felt the dedicated space for 
each road user made the environment safer, and 
in some instances, encouraged them to use the 
temporary infrastructure.

Additional context from safety responses.
 →  A concern for elderly on Hill Street was the removal 

of parking (particularly for family/visitors/carers).
 →  The road markings and colours (old vs. new) were 
thought to be confusing.

 → Those aged 70+ very more likely to answer ‘Safe’ or 
‘Very safe’.

  Pre-construction    Post-construction

  Pre-construction    Post-construction
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‘Unsafe’ and ‘Very unsafe’ 
-13 percentage points 
from 43% to 30%.

‘Unsafe’ and ‘Very unsafe’ 
+4 percentage points 
from 25% to 29%.

‘Safe’ and ‘Very safe’  
+10 percentage points 
from 32% to 42%.

‘Safe’ and ‘Very safe’ +3 
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37% to 40%.
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Please note: the pre-construction survey for 
Salisbury Road had a smaller sample size so 
any comparison needs to consider this.

16Richmond ‘Shape Tasman’ Hill Street Survey n=304 (pre construction) n=221 (post construction), Salisbury Road n= 75 (pre construction), n=604 (post construction)
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Safety. Soundbites
When asked “how safe do you feel this area is for the elderly or those with limited mobility 
to get around”, respondents were encouraged to provide context to their answer. Those in 
green had selected ‘safe’ or ‘very safe’, and those in red has selected ‘unsafe’ or ‘very unsafe’.

This is a selection of comments that 
reflect wider common themes.

“Because there's more room for everyone. The path no longer 
has to be shared with bicycles, and people with different 
abilities such as mobility aids therefore will have more room.”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 50-70

“I am elderly and am now prepared to cycle rather than drive.”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 50-70

“There is NO provision for me to park near where I need to visit 
family & friends. I’m unsteady on my feet & can’t walk any distance.
Well done Tasman District Council you’ve now made it IMPOSSIBLE 
for me to keep up my important social networks - which I might 
add you seem to think you are providing a healthy community 
when you have DELIBERATELY ignored a very important part of 
healthy living - social & psychological support.” 
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 70+

“I am 75% Blind and have no problems.” 
— A resident of Hill Street, aged 70+

“There is better visibility. You can see the 
whole road both ways now.” 
— A resident of Salisbury Road, aged 70+

“[...] the footpaths are not in good shape and the 
contour is so variable it is difficult when you have poor 
eyesight and mobility”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Salisbury, aged 50-70

“Because there are areas where they have to compete with cyclists 
for space and cyclists are a bunch of rude impatient buggers..with 
cars as well....you've really tipped the balance in their favour”  
— A resident of Richmond not on Hill Street, aged 70+

“Uneven paths and gateways”  
— A resident of Hill Street, aged 70+

Hill Street

  Safe/Very safe    Unsafe/Very unsafe

&
Salisbury Road

17Māpua ‘Shape Tasman’ Survey
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Safety. Overall people feel safe using all features 
of the Salisbury Road and Hill Street layout

 → The majority of the 69% of people 
who have used the new cycle lanes 
on Salisbury Road have felt safe and 
very safe using it.

 → 84% of respondents have felt very 
safe or safe using the footpaths.

 → 63% of the respondents have felt 
very safe or safe using the road area.

 → 52% of respondents who have used 
the new cycle lanes have felt very 
safe or safe doing so.

 → 80% of respondents have felt very 
safe or safe using the footpaths.

 → 63% of respondents have felt very 
safe or safe using the road area

 → 64% of respondents who have used 
the 30kph shared zone have felt very 
safe or safe doing so. 

How safe do you feel when using the following layout features?

Cycle lanes (n=357) 

Footpaths (n=458) 

Road area (n=560)

Cycle lanes

Footpaths

Road area

30 kph shared zone
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  Very safe     Safe     Unsafe     Very Unsafe

Salisbury Road
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Source: FOLKL Research.

This section highlights the general community sentiment 
related to the changes in Richmond and summarises the 
most prevalent ideas and considerations from participants.

Riders enjoy new Richmond cycle lanes
Salisbury Road’s new test 
layout of separated cycle 
lanes is in place and seems 
popular with users.

This is the first phase of our 
Waka Kotahi funded $2.4 million 
Richmond Streets for People 
project, which will begin to create 
a complete network of safe walking 
and cycling spaces in our streets.

Year 11 Garin College student Nate 
Wilbourne faces the traffic every day 
when cycling to school so signed up 
for the community working group to 
try and improve the situation.

He says the Streets for People 
programme lays the foundations of 
safer cycling and walking into the 
future.

“It’s about seeing the long game 
and improving the situation now for 
future generations”.

Nate says being part of the working 
group has been very worthwhile.

“Interacting with other people 
from the community and sharing 
differing perspectives to achieve 
a worthwhile outcome is very 
pleasing.”

Nate is keen to continue as a 
member of the working group and 
says he’ll be keen to encourage a 
few more of his college peers to be 
part of the Streets for People project. 

Monitoring and evaluation of 
the new Salisbury Road layout is 
underway. A survey is on our website 
and we’re looking for feedback from 
all road users. To have your say visit 
shape.tasman.govt.nz/streets-people.

Our designers and working group of 
community representatives are now 
working on potential designs for 
Wensley Road and Oxford Street.

I'M RECYCLABLE

TASMAN.GOVT.NZ

24 FEBRUARY 2023

ISSUE 540

General Sentiment,  
Ideas and Considerations
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Sentiment. 
Participants valued the safety improvements on  
Salisbury Road but there is concern for loss of carparks
The themes echoed those of Hill Street, with participants expressing concerns 
about the loss of parking and frustration, sometimes viewing the project as 
unnecessary and/or poorly executed. However, others felt that the changes had 
created a safer environment for cyclists and pedestrians and therefore support 
using active and/or public transport.

Most prevalent themes when asked ‘What do you 
like/dislike about the Salisbury Road project?’(when 
excluding ‘general support’ and ‘general opposition’). 
The larger the bubble the more prevalent the theme.

Changes  
improve safety 

Concern about  
car park removal

Support for 
pedestrian 

infrastructure

Changes 
support 

using active 
and/or public 

transport

Changes  
improve cycle 
infrastructure

Support of  
cycle lane

Lack of clear rationale 
or data to support 

changes

Opposition to 
materials / bollards / 

fitout

Concerns about 
impact to safety

Opposition 
to concrete 
separators

20Source: ‘Shape Tasman’ Salisbury Road Survey n=612, Largest bubble n=approx 122 responses 
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Sentiment. 
Some participants valued the pedestrian and cycle infrastructure, however 
there is dissatisfaction with the removal of car parks on Hill Street
Some participants felt that the project had enhanced pedestrian and cycle 
infrastructure through the introduction of separated cycle lanes and improved 
overall safety by reducing the speed limit and increasing visibility. However, some 
expressed dissatisfaction primarily due to concerns regarding parking issues and 
doubts about the safety and effectiveness of certain design elements, such as 
colours, markings and signage. Additionally, there were questions if accessibility 
needs have been considered enough.

Most prevalent themes when asked ‘What do you 
like/dislike about the Hill Street project?’(when 
excluding ‘general support’ and ‘general opposition’). 
The larger the bubble the more prevalent the theme.

Support for 
pedestrian 

infrastructure

Concern about car 
park removal

Changes 
improve cycle 
infrastructure

Support for 
removing car 

parking

Changes 
improve  
safety

Consider 
accessibility 

needs

Opposition to 
cycle lane

Opposition to 
colours / markings 

/ signage

Concerns about 
impact to safety

21Source: ‘Shape Tasman’ - Hill Street Survey n=225 Largest bubble n=approx 91 responses 
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Ideas and considerations. There was a desire from participants to rethink 
how parking is managed and the design of separated cycle lanes

Thinking about the future layout of Salisbury Road:
 → The majority of participants would like to see fewer separated cycle 
lanes (53%), plastic separators (59%) and concrete separators (65%). 

 → Cyclists and participants under 18 were more likely to state that they 
would like to see more or about the same separated cycle lanes

 → The majority of participants would like to see more on-street parking 
(65%) (please note, a council parking survey conducted on Salisbury 
Rd pre-change showed a utilisation/parking occupation rate of 17.45% 
between Champion Rd and Queen St.)

 →The majority of participants would like to see about the same or more 
raised crossings (51% and 12%)

 →The majority of participants (53%) felt that the number of seating areas 
on Salisbury Road is appropriate, while 30% state it could be increased

Thinking about the future layout of Hill Street:
 → The majority of participants would like to see fewer separated cycle lanes, 
including cycle lane separators (74 and 80%)

 → The majority of participants would like to see more on-street parking 
(76%) (please note, a council parking survey conducted on Hill Street pre-
change showed a utilisation/parking occupation rate of 8.01% between 
Champion Rd and Queen St.) 

 → The majority of participants would like to see about the same or more 
raised crossings (74% and 19%)

 → More than half of the participants (54%) felt that the number of seating 
areas on Hill Street is appropriate, while 20% state it could be increased

What sorts of features do you think Salisbury Road and Hill Street should have added or keep in the future?

  Fewer     About the same     More

  Fewer     About the same     More

Separated cycle lanes

Separated cycle lanes

On-street parking

On-street parking

Raised crossings for 
pedestrians or cyclists

Raised crossings for 
pedestrians or cyclists

Seating areas

Seating areas

Cycle lane separators - 
plastic uprights

Cycle lane separators - 
concrete on ground

Cycle lane separators - 
concrete on ground

35% 11%53%

14% 13%74%

51% 12%37%

19%34% 47%

53% 30%17%

52% 30%18%

25% 16%59%

23% 13%65%

13% 7%80%

22% 65%13%

14% 76%11%

Salisbury Road

Hill Street
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22Richmond ‘Shape Tasman’ Hill Street Survey n=222, Salisbury Road n=589
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Summary
This report provides information for fine-
tuning the design of the Richmond Streets 
for People projects and summarises the 
initial effects the changes have had on 
behavior and sentiment. The report will 
directly feed into design recommendations 
for future changes in the area.

The report highlights practical steps which directly address participant 
concerns, such as design tweaks to minimise confusion and clutter. Although 
the changes are recent, positive impacts on active mode safety is evident. 
Behaviour change and the measurement of impacts can take time and signs of 
this can be seen in the utlisation of the cyclelane infrastructure and concerns 
around the removal of parking. Ongoing monitoring is recommended to assess 
the long-term effects of these once further adjustments have been made.
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Ngā mihi 
Thank you
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Source: FOLKL Research.

Appendix
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Methodology

Research and engagement was conducted over a 18-month 
period, beginning in December 2022 (pre construction) and 
and ending in May 2024 (post construction). 

Survey: 
An online survey of the general public ran from 
15 April 2024 - 22 May 2024 (Salisbury Road) 
and 13 May - 29 May 2024 (Hill Street) and 
received 225 responses for Hill Street and  
612 responses for Salisbury Road. The later 
contain 23 responses from a separate survey 
which ran from 24 April to 24 May 2024.  
150 properties were selected at random in the 
greater Richmond area and asked to complete 
the survey which asked the same questions 
as the general survey. Please note, of the 612 
responses for Salisbury Road 40 were collected 
in person via the Florence Medical Centre.

Prior to the changes a survey ran from  
5 December 2022 to 30 January 2023 
(Salisbury) and September 18 2023 to April 13 
2024 (Hill Street) which received 77 and 308 
responses. Please note, the pre implementation 
survey for Salisbury Road had a smaller sample 
size so any comparison needs to consider  
this. The surveys were hosted on The Shape  
Tasman website and were promoted via social 
media, signage, leaflets and  drop-in sessions. 

Workshops/ 
Drop-in sessions: 
Both for the Hill Street and Salisbury Road 
projects 4 working group sessions have been 
conducted. Community drop-in sessions were 
organized as a two-week pop-up engagement 
in Richmond Mall during school holidays 
(display), along with three Bikers Brekkies, a 
gathering at Woolworths Salisbury Road, and 
two at Sundial Square. Additionally, student 
drop-in sessions took place at Garin College, 
Waimea College and the engagement team 
met with key business owners, student groups 
(including student interviews and cycling 
videos), enviroleaders and key stakeholders 
such as FENZ, the Police (Cops with Cakes 
stall) and St John's, and regular coffee 
meetings with principals from Garin College, 
Henley School, Waimea Intermediate,  
St Pauls, Waimea College, Salisbury  
School and Richmond School took place.

Supplementary data:
TomTom traffic statistic software 
and Strava Metro data was utilised 
to understand average speeds.

26
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Open ended (or free-field) text 
responses to the surveys are 
read and themed according 
to the content. Only themes 
with a count greater than 30 
included in tree diagram.Concern about car park removal

Lack of clear rationale or data to support 
changes

You should have left it as it is
Support for pedestrian infrastructure

Decrease vehicle 
speeds

Opposition of cycle 
laneCriticism of TDC engagement process and 

decision making

Changes improve 
safety

Opposition to 
colours/markings/
signage

General opposition Concerns about impact to safety

Overall theme weightings from all open-ended feedback
Hill Street

27Source: Richmond ‘Shape Tasman’ Hill Street Survey n=225
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Open ended (or free-
field) text responses to 
the surveys are read and 
themed according to the 
content. Only themes with 
a count greater than 30 
included in tree diagram. 

General opposition

Lack of clear rationale or 
data to support changes

Concern about car park removal

Support for 
pedestrian 
infrastructure

Consider 
accessibility needs

Opposition to 
colours/markings/
signage

Project 
adds to 
congestion

Decrease 
vehicle 
speeds

General 
criticism of 
TDC

Confusion 
about the new 
layout

Concern 
about parking 
removal – 
Florence 
Medical 
Centre

Infrastructure not 
being used as 
intended

Changes make life 
more stressful

Support of 
cycle lane

Changes 
improve cycle 
infrastructure

Opposition 
of cycle 
laneChanges improve safety

Concerns about  
impact to safety

General support Opposition to materials / 
bollards / fitout

Criticism of TDC engagement 
process and decision making

You should 
have left it 
as it

Comments 
on general 
congestion 
of streets not 
necessarily 
related to 
project

Design doesn't go far 
enough

Opposition to concrete 
seperators

Overall theme weightings from all open-ended feedback
Salisbury Road

28Source: Richmond ‘Shape Tasman’ Salisbury Road Survey n=612
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7.5  WAIMEA WATER LIMITED - QUARTERLY REPORT 31 MARCH 2024  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Mike Drummond, Chief Financial Officer  

Report Authorisers: Mike Drummond, Chief Financial Officer  

Report Number: RCN24-06-8 

  

1. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

1.1 The Waimea Water Ltd Quarterly Report to shareholders was delivered on 24 May 2024. 

The Quarterly Report is attached as (Attachment 1). 

1.2 Waimea Water Ltd has advised shareholders that the Quarterly Report has been published 

on their website.  

2. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Waimea Water Limited - Quarterly Report 31 March 2024 report,  

RCN24-06-8; and 

2. notes the receipt of the Quarterly Report for the period ended 31 March 2024 from 

Waimea Water Limited; and 

3. notes the sole significant residual risks through to project completion pertain to 

construction contractor disputes; and 

4. notes the Waimea Water Limited Quarterly Report (or a link to the report) will be 

published on the Council’s website within seven (7) days of this meeting. 

3. Purpose  

3.1 To formally receive the Waimea Water Ltd Quarterly Report for the period ended  

31 March 2024. 

4. Background  

4.1 The Company is required under the terms of its Statement of Intent to provide a quarterly 

report to shareholders. These reports are also made available to the public via both the 

Council and the Waimea Water Ltd websites. 

4.2 The report provides information regarding: 

• Health, Safety and Wellbeing performance; 

• A construction Update; 
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• Operational Readiness; 

• Environment;  

• Biodiversity Management Plan; 

• Public Affairs activities; 

• Programme; 

• Cost and Risk update; 

• Progress; 

• Statement of comprehensive revenue and expense, disclosing actual and comparative 

figures; 

• Statement of financial position at the end of the period; and 

• Statement of cashflows;  

4.3 The dam construction progress is set out on Section 3 (page 5) and costs and risks in 

Section 9 (page 14). The estimated cost to complete remains at $198.2 million as forecast. 

As at the end of the period, 31 March 2024, WWL has spent $189.2 million (95%) of the 

forecast cost of $198.2 million, with 99% of the construction completed.  

4.4 In April 2024, the dam was commissioned. The project is expected to achieve Practical 

Completion once the Contractor completes the residual works and obligations in May 2024. 

This is 2.25 years behind the original plan.  

4.5 The report identified the sole significant residual risk pertaining to the contractual disputes 

with the construction Contractor. This commercial risk is associated with an unexpected 

outcome from the Contractor-initiated adjudication (Construction Contracts Act 2002) and 

arbitration (construction contract) that is contrary to the decisions of both the engineer and 

earlier adjudication. 

4.6 Both adjudication and arbitration are progressing. An outcome from the current adjudication 

is expected during mid-2024 and the final and binding arbitration in mid-2025. 

5. Conclusion 

5.1 The Company has provided the required quarterly update. The information in the update is 

in line with the presentation made to the Council at the meeting on 28 March 2024.  

6. Next Step | Timeline 

6.1  Staff will provide a link to the report on the Council’s website within seven days of this 

meeting. 
 

7. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.⇩  Waimea Water Limited - Quarterly Report 31 March 2024 286 

  

CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_files/CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_Attachment_20504_1.PDF
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Figure 1: Water flowing down the spillway, under the Patterson Bridge, April 2024. 

 

  



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.5 - Attachment 1 Page 288 

 

  

 

3 
 

1. Introduction 

This Quarterly Report is presented by the Directors of Waimea Water Limited (WWL), in accordance with 
Section 66 of the Local Government Act 2002. Established in December 2018, WWL is a Council Controlled 
Organisation under Section 6 of the Local Government Act 2002.  

The purpose of this document is to provide shareholders with an unaudited report containing the 
following information relating to the Waimea Community Dam project for the three-month period ending 
31 March 2024. It includes: 

 Health, safety and wellbeing performance. 

 Update on construction. 

 Update on operational readiness. 

 Update on public affairs activities. 

 Update on expected cost and risk. 

 Statement of comprehensive revenue and expense, disclosing actual and comparative figures. 

 Statement of financial position at the end of the period. 

 Statement of cashflows. 

 A commentary on the results for the period. 

 
Figure 2: The full reservoir Te Kurawai o Pūhanga, January 2024. 
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2. Health, Safety and Wellbeing 

WWL has a statutory obligation under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015, and a duty of care for 
people it influences or directs, while delivering the Waimea Community Dam project.  

WWL’s Health, Safety and Wellbeing risks and obligations are managed through its Health, Safety and 
Wellbeing Management System and ongoing due diligence of the Contractor’s construction health and 
safety management, and performance for the dam site. 

WWL’s Health, Safety and Wellbeing Management System has now been updated for dam operations and 
the Emergency Action Plan (EAP) is in place. 

There have been no significant or medical incidents during the quarter. 

The site was safely evacuated following Police direction due to a fire in the Lee Valley that broke out on 7 
February. The fire continued for five days. Contractor staff were able to visit the site during this time to 
refuel generators and undertake a security check.  
 

 

Figure 3: Operating the large valves, April 2024. 
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3. Construction 

During the period, construction activities were focused on the final elements of completing the dam and 
preparing for operations of the three dispersing valves. The final and successful testing of the two large 
dispersing valves on 10 April 2024 marked the facility as being ready for full operations, once the 
Contractor completes their residual work. 

3.1 Finishing permanent pipework  

The reservoir filled and the spillway commenced flowing on 21 January 2024. Following surveillance and 
testing procedures, the temporary pipework was removed from 1 February 2024. The permanent 
pipework was then connected together and completed in late February. The smaller of the three 
dispersing valves was commissioned on 1 March 2024 and put into service the next day. 

 
Figure 4: Welding pipework in the upstream culvert, February 2024. 
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3.2 Spillway flows 

Te Kurawai o Pūhanga, the reservoir behind the Waimea Community Dam, reached its full capacity, and 
the spillway commenced flowing on Sunday 21 January 2024. 

 
Figure 5: Water flowing down the spillway, 21 January 2024. 

 

Figure 6: Water from the full reservoir flows down the spillway, 21 January 2024. 
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3.3 First water release  

Two submersible pumps were installed as a back-up for the period of very low flow and lack of rain in 
February. However, with the smaller of three permanent dispersing valves installed, water was able to be 
released from the reservoir through this valve on Saturday 2 March 2024. Twenty percent of the reservoir 
was released during March and early April 2024 to support an increase in downstream river levels and 
mitigate the impact of the severe drought at the time. During this period of dam operations, the Tasman 
District Council (TDC) removed, rather than having to impose, further water restrictions.  

 

 

 
Figures 7 and 8: The small dispersing valve releasing water, 2 March 2024. 
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3.4 Testing of the two large valves 

Successful testing of the two larger dispersing valves was undertaken after the period in early April 2024, 
marking the dam’s completion. It is due to be commissioned later in April 2024. 

The dam is now ready for operations, and the Contractor has largely demobilised. Practical Completion of 
the project is expected imminently once the Contractor completes their residual works. 

 
Figure 9: Large valves releasing water from the full reservoir, April 2024. 

 

Figure 10: Outlet works flow during commissioning test, 10 April 2024. 
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4. Operational Readiness 

WWL is now prepared for dam operations following the commissioning of the permanent facilities.  

Operational elements completed this period include, but are not limited to: 

 The construction of the site office. 
 Operations and maintenance preparations. 
 Commissioning of the permanent communication systems. 
 Testing and commissioning of the Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System (SCADA).  

 
 

 
 

Figure 11: The complete and operational electrical control room, March 2024. 
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5. Environment  

Progress on the environmental aspects of the project remain on track. Water quality results (Figures 14 
and 15), remain within acceptable standards.  

WWL acknowledges that water clarity has reduced over the summer drought period and that the drought 
conditions have driven algae growth in the Lee River. Water clarity issues are attributed to a long, warm 
and slow summer filling and algae in the river above the dam getting washed into the reservoir during rain 
events, reducing the clarity of water available for release. WWL anticipates that average reservoir and 
release water clarity will improve with the coming winter high flows. 

The Quantitative Macroinvertebrate Community Index (QMCI) score for the period continues to indicate 
excellent river health, a significant achievement over the four years of project construction. WWL notes 
that subsequent to this reporting period, the downstream QMCI score has dipped from ‘Excellent’ to 
‘Good’ and this is being closely monitored. WWL has made some adjustments to the release regime and 
ordered an extra round of monitoring to see if the trend improves. 

Water quality monitoring will shortly move to include operations phase monitoring requirements. 

Fish monitoring and bypass initiatives remain active, with no reports of aquatic impact during the period.  

 
Figure 12: Upstream macroinvertebrate sampling site. 
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Figure 13: Lee River deposited fine sediments. 

 
Figure 14: Lee River QMCI, recorded six-monthly. 
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6. Biodiversity Management Plan 

WWL is happy to report that extensive native replanting at the dam site (Figure 15) seems to have 
survived well through the drought conditions to March 2024. In contrast, planting at the Waimea 
Bermlands site has suffered in the dry conditions and will require infill planting over winter 2024. 

 

 
Figure 15: Planting at the dam site. 
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7. Public Affairs  

WWL organised another display in the Richmond Mall for the community to visit during March and April 
2024. The drop-ins have been popular with the public, who enjoy the information displayed and the up-to-
date photos, newsletters and videos of the dam.  

A presentation was made to the TDC in the public sessions on Wednesday 28 March 2024. 

There were numerous media stories published in local and national media during the period to mark the 
various milestones and water release to mitigate the impact of the drought. 

 

 
Figure 16: Public display in Richmond Mall, March–April 2024.  
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8. Programme 

In April 2024, the dam was commissioned. The project is expected to achieve Practical Completion once 
the Contractor completes its residual works and obligation in May 2024. This is 2.25 years behind the 
original plan. 

 

9. Cost and Risk 

WWL’s construction cost forecast of $198.2M remains.  

The sole significant residual risk pertains to the contractual disputes with the construction Contractor. This 
commercial risk is associated with an unexpected outcome from the Contractor-initiated adjudication 
(Construction Contracts Act 2002) and arbitration (construction contract) that is contrary to the decisions 
of both the engineer and earlier adjudication.  

Both adjudication and arbitration are progressing. An outcome from the current adjudication is expected 
during mid-2024 and the final and binding arbitration in mid-2025. 

 

 

Figure 17: First spillway flow, 21 January 2024. 
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10. Progress 

As at the end of the period, 31 March 2024, WWL has spent $189.2M (95%) of the forecast cost of 
$198.2M (Figure 19), with 99% of construction completed. Funding sources are indicated in Figure 20. 

 

 
 

Figure 18: Project spend and cost forecast. 
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Figure 19: Funding sources and uses. 
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11. Unaudited Financial Information 
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Waimea Water Limited

Financial Statements
For the period ended 31 March 2024
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9 months 
Mar 2024

9 months 
Mar 2023

12 months 
Jun 2023

Note $000 $000 $000

Water charges income 1 2,221 1,050 1,589

Operating expenses

Project costs 2 - - -
Dam operations 3 338 33 44

Employee costs * 430 363 490

Depreciation and impairment 4 13 68 73

Other administrative expenses 5 497 367 507

Operating expenses 1,278 831 1,114

Finance income 6 138 349 494

Finance costs 6 (1,881) (1,106) (1,709)

Surplus / (Deficit) for the period (800) (538) (740)

9 months 
Mar 2024

9 months 
Mar 2023

12 months 
Jun 2023

Note $000 $000 $000

Opening retained earnings (4,839) (4,099) (4,099)

Total surplus (deficit) for the period (800) (538) (740)

Retained earnings as at period end (5,639) (4,637) (4,839)

Opening share capital 93,250 81,016 81,016

Movement for the period 2,049 12,234 12,234

Share capital as at period end 7 95,299 93,250 93,250

Closing equity at period end 89,660 88,613 88,411

Statement of Comprehensive Revenue and 
Expense
For the period ended 31 March 2024

Statement of Changes in Net Assets
For the period ended 31 March 2024

* Some employee costs previously attributable to the build are now classified as operating expenses to 
be recovered in water charges.

Page 2 of 19
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9 months 
Mar 2024

9 months 
Mar 2023

12 months 
Jun 2023

Note $000 $000 $000

Assets
Current

Cash And Cash Equivalents 8 4,648 16,441 10,872

Receivables From Exchange Transactions 9 - 732 623

Receivables From Non-Exchange Transactions 10 248 64 252

Total Current Assets 4,896 17,237 11,747

Non-Current

Property, Plant And Equipment 11 181,317 165,220 168,719

Deferred Tax Asset 12 - - -

Total Non-Current Assets 181,317 165,220 168,719

Total Assets 186,213 182,457 180,466

Liabilities
Current

Payables Under Exchange Transactions 13 804 5,224 3,493

Employee Entitlements 14 109 101 108

Total Current Liabilities 913 5,325 3,601

Non-Current

Loans And Borrowings 15 95,640 88,519 88,454

Total Non-Current Liabilities 95,640 88,519 88,454

Total Liabilities 96,553 93,844 92,055

Net Assets 89,660 88,613 88,411

Equity

Equity Contributions 7 95,299 93,250 93,250

Accumulated Funds (5,639) (4,637) (4,839)

Total Equity 89,660 88,613 88,411

Statement of Financial Position
As at 31 March 2024

Page 3 of 19
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9 months 
Mar 2024

9 months 
Mar 2023

12 months 
Jun 2023

Note $000 $000 $000

Cash flow from operating activities

Water charges income 2,074 1,260 1,897

Payments to suppliers (382) (980) (126)

Payments to employees (388) (322) (423)

Net cash from/(used in) operating activities 1,304 (42) 1,348

Cash flow from investing activities

Purchase of property, plant and equipment (14,669) (29,434) (34,393)

Purchase of financial assets - (0) -

Net cash from/(used in) investing activities (14,669) (29,434) (34,393)

Cash flow from financing activities

Proceeds from equity 2,049 12,234 12,234

Proceeds from sale of financial assets - - -

Proceeds from borrowings 6,835 24,170 24,106

Interest received 138 349 495

Interest paid on borrowings (1,881) (173) (2,255)

Net cash from/(used in) financing activities 7,141 36,580 34,580

Net increase/(decrease) in cash and cash equivalents (6,224) 7,104 1,535

Cash and cash equivalents, beginning of the year 10,872 9,337 9,337

Cash and cash equivalents at end of the year 8 4,648 16,441 10,872

Statement of Cash Flows
For the period ended 31 March 2024

Page 4 of 19
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A Reporting entity

Waimea Water Limited ("WWL") is a Council Controlled Organisation under Section 6 of the Local Government Act
2002. WWL is registered under the Companies Act 1993.  WWL has been established to manage the construction,
operation and maintenance of the Waimea Community Dam.

These financial statements were authorised for issue by the Board of Directors on 24 May 2024.

B Basis of preparation

(a) Statement of compliance

The financial statements have been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Local Government Act
2002 which include the requirement to comply with Generally Accepted Accounting Practice in New Zealand as
required by the Companies Act 1993. WWL has a balance date of 30th June.

The financial statements have been prepared in recognition of WWL being a public benefit entity, in
accordance and to comply with PBE Standards RDR.  Disclosure concessions have been applied. WWL is eligible
to report in accordance with PBE Standards RDR because it does not have public accountability and is not large.

(b) Basis of measurement
The financial statements are prepared on the basis of historical cost, and on the going concern basis.

(c) Functional and presentation currency
The financial statements are presented in New Zealand dollars and all values are rounded to the nearest thousand
dollars ("000s"). The functional currency of WWL is New Zealand dollars (NZ$).

(d) Comparatives
Comparative financial periods are the same period in the prior financial year or the last financial year end. 
Comparatives may have been reclassified from that reported in earlier financial statements where appropriate to
ensure consistency with the expanded presentation of the current year's position and performance. 

(e) Changes in accounting policies
The accounting policies adopted are consistent with those of the previous financial year.  Any impact of new and
amended standards and interpretations applied in the year is limited to additional note disclosures.

C Summary of significant accounting policies

The preparation of financial statements requires WWL to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported
amounts of assets and liabilities at the date of the financial statements and the reported amounts of revenues and
expenses during the reporting period. Future outcomes could differ from those estimates. Areas of judgement in
preparing financial statements are set out below. These are assessed by Management as part of the reporting
process and included within the accounts. The principal area of judgement in financial statements for the period
are described in sections (i) and (k) below.

(f) Cash and Cash Equivalents
Cash and cash equivalents includes cash in hand, deposits held at call with banks, other short term highly liquid
investments with original maturities of three months or less, and bank overdrafts. Bank overdrafts are shown within
borrowings in current liabilities in the Statement of Financial Position.

Notes to the financial statements

Page 5 of 19
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Notes to the financial statements
(g) Trade and Other Receivables
Trade and other receivables are recorded at the amount due, less any allowance for impairment measured using the
simplified expected credit losses method.

(h) Trade and Other Payables
Trade and other payables are initially measured at fair value and subsequently measured at amortised cost using
the effective interest method.

(i) Property, plant and equipment
Property, Plant & Equipment (PPE) is recognised in accordance with PBE IPSAS 17, at historical cost less
accumulated depreciation and any accumulated impairment losses. Historical Cost includes expenditure that is
directly attributable to bringing the asset to the location and condition necessary for it to be capable of operating in
the manner intended by management. ‘Directly attributable’ includes; all costs directly associated with the dam
build including professional fees, all staff costs where a majority of the person’s time is directly associated with the
dam build, and a reasonable allocation of other costs incurred for staff identified above. The assets’ residual values,
useful lives and depreciation methods are reviewed, and adjusted prospectively if appropriate, if there is an indication
of a significant change since the last reporting date. An asset’s carrying amount is written down immediately to its
recoverable amount if the asset’s carrying amount is greater than its estimated recoverable amount. Uncompleted
capital works are not depreciated until ready for service.

Subsequent expenditure is capitalised and added to the carrying amount of an item of Property, Plant and
Equipment when the cost is incurred if it is probable that the future economic benefits embodied in the specific
asset will flow to WWL and the cost of the item can be measured reliably.  The costs of day-to-day servicing of
Property, Plant and Equipment are recognised in the surplus or deficit as incurred.

The cost of an item of Property, Plant and Equipment is recognised as an asset if, and only if, it is probable that
future economic benefits or service potential associated with the item will flow to WWL and the cost of the item can
be measured reliably. Individual or groups of assets are capitalised if their cost is greater than $500. Where an
asset is acquired at no or for a nominal cost it is recognised at fair value as at the date of acquisition.

The majority of capital expenditure will remain as work in progress for the duration of the project and is not
depreciated until ready for service.

Gains and losses are determined by comparing the proceeds with the carrying amount and are recognised in the
surplus or deficit. Net gains and losses are only recognised when the significant risks and rewards or ownership
have been transferred to the buyer, recovery of the consideration is probable, the associated costs can be estimated
reliably, and there is no continuing involvement.

Depreciation
The depreciable amount of an asset is determined based on its useful life. Rates and methods of depreciation reflect
the pattern in which the assets’ future economic benefits are expected to be consumed by WWL.
Buildings not applicable
Leasehold improvements 10%
Furniture and equipment 16% - 50%
Vehicles 20% - 30%
Dam (Capital WiP) not applicable

Disposals

Page 6 of 19
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Notes to the financial statements
After completion, depreciation of dam project components (including costs directly attributable to bringing them to
the location and condition necessary to be capable of operating in the manner intended by management) will be
provided on a straight line basis to write off the cost (or valuation) to estimated residual values, over their useful lives.

Land not depreciated
Buildings (including fit out) 2-100 years
Bridges 100 years
Culverts, structures and fill (concrete, rock) 80-120 years
Earthworks and river stop banks not depreciated
Rock and slope protection 80-120 years
Water pipes/valves/meters (manual) 15-80 years
Water pipes/valves/meters (automatic) 15-80 years

(j) Intangible assets
Software Acquisition and Development
Acquired computer software licences are capitalised on the basis of the costs incurred to acquire and bring to use
the specific software. Costs associated with maintaining computer software are recognised as an expense when
incurred.

(k) Impairment of non-current assets
The carrying amounts of WWL’s assets are reviewed at each annual balance date to determine whether there is any
indication of impairment. If any such impairment exists, the asset’s recoverable amount is estimated.

If the estimated recoverable value amount of an asset is less than its carrying amount, the asset is written down to
its estimated recoverable amount, and an impairment loss is recognised in the surplus or deficit.

The recoverable amount of an asset is the higher of the fair value less costs to sell and value in use. Value in use is
determined by estimating future cash flows from the use and discounting these to their present value using a pre-tax
discount rate that reflects the current market rates and the risks specific to the asset. For an asset that does not
generate largely independent cash inflows, the recoverable amount is determined for the cash generating unit to
which the asset belongs.

Where an impairment loss subsequently reverses, the carrying amount of the asset (cash-generating unit) is
increased to the revised estimate of its recoverable amount, but only to the extent that the increased carrying
amount does not exceed the carrying amount that would have been determined had no impairment loss been
recognised for the asset (cash-generating unit) in prior years. A reversal of an impairment loss is recognised to the
extent that an impairment loss for that asset was previously recognised in the surplus or deficit immediately.

(l) Other Financial Assets
Term investments over 90 days are classified as “other financial assets”. They are initially measured at fair value,
net of transaction costs. After initial recognition, financial assets in this category are measured at amortised cost
using the effective investment method, less impairment. Gains and losses when the asset is impaired are
recognised in the profit or loss.

(m) Share Capital
Ordinary shares are classified as equity. Direct costs of issuing shares are shown as a deduction from the proceeds
of issue.  At balance date some shares may have been issued but not called up.

(n) Interest Bearing Borrowings
Interest bearing borrowings are recognised initially at fair value less attributable transaction costs. Subsequent to
initial recognition, interest bearing borrowings are stated at amortised cost using the effective interest method.
Borrowing costs directly attributable to the acquisition or construction of an asset that takes a period of greater than
one year to get ready for its intended use, but not recoverable as revenue, are capitalised as part of the cost of the
asset.
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Notes to the financial statements
(o) Employee Entitlements
A liability for annual leave is accrued and recognised in the Statement of Financial Position. The liability is
calculated on an actual entitlements basis at current rates of pay. These include salaries and wages accrued up to
balance date, alternate days earned but not yet taken, and annual leave earned but not yet taken up to balance
date.

(p) Revenue
Revenue comprises the fair value of the consideration received or receivable in the ordinary course of WWL’s
activities, net of discounts, rebates and taxes. Revenue is recognised to the extent it is probable that the economic
benefits will flow to WWL and the revenue can be reliably measured.
Revenue includes the recovery of both financing and operating costs.

Interest income is recognised on an accrual basis using the effective interest method.

(q) Expenses
Financing Costs
Financing costs comprise interest payable on borrowings calculated using the effective interest rate method.
They exclude qualifying costs that are capitalised.

Dividends
WWL operates on a cost recovery basis. Therefore no dividends are payable.

(r) Income Tax
Income tax expense in relation to the surplus or deficit for the period comprises current tax and deferred tax.

Current tax is the amount of income tax payable based on the taxable profit for the current year, plus any
adjustments to the income tax payable in respect to prior years. Current tax is calculated using rates that have
been enacted or substantively enacted by balance date.

Deferred tax is the amount of income tax payable or recoverable in future periods in respect of temporary differences
and unused tax losses. Temporary differences are differences between the carrying amount of assets and liabilities
in the financial statements and the corresponding tax bases used in the computation of taxable profit.

Deferred tax liabilities are generally recognised for all taxable temporary differences. Deferred tax assets are
recognised to the extent that it is probable that taxable profits will be available against which the deductible
temporary differences or tax losses can be utilised.

Deferred tax is not recognised if the temporary difference arises from the initial recognition of an asset and liability in
a transaction that is not a business combination, and at the time of the transaction, affects neither accounting profit
nor taxable profit.

Deferred tax is calculated at the tax rates that are expected to apply in the period when the liability is settled or the
asset is realised, using tax rates that have been enacted or substantively enacted by balance date.

Current tax and deferred tax is charged or credited to the surplus or deficit, except when it relates to items charged
or credited directly to equity, in which case the tax is dealt with in equity and other comprehensive revenue and
expenses.

(s) Goods and Services Tax (GST)
All items in the financial statements are stated exclusive of GST, except for receivables and payables, which are
stated on a GST inclusive basis. Where GST is not recoverable as input tax then it is recognised as part of the
related asset or expense.

The net amount of GST recoverable from or payable to Inland Revenue is included as part of receivables or
payables in the Statement of Financial Position.

The net GST paid to or received from Inland Revenue, including the GST relating to investing and financing
activities, is classified within operating cash flow in the Statement of Cash Flows.
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Company Directory
Directors
David Wright (Chair)
Bruno Simpson (Deputy Chair)
Doug Hattersley
Julian Raine
Andrew Spittal
Margaret Devlin
Graeme Christie

Registered Office
20 Oxford Street Telephone: 027 544 0030
Richmond 7020 Email: info@waimeawater.nz 
New Zealand

Chief Executive
Mike Scott

Management
Chief Financial Officer: Dave Ashcroft
Operations Manager: Alasdair Mawdsley

Auditor
Audit New Zealand on behalf of the Auditor-General

Accountant
Findex Ltd

Banker
ANZ Corporation

Lawyers
Anderson Lloyd
Duncan Cotterill
Pitt & Moore

Page 19 of 19



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.6 Page 322 
 

7.6  INITIATION OF THE MOTUEKA WASTEWATER TREATMENT SOLUTIONS PROJECT  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Pauline Webby, Senior Water and Wastewater Planning Advisor; Adam 

Henderson, Team Leader - Project Managers  

Report Authorisers: Dwayne Fletcher, Strategic Policy Manager; John Ridd, Group 

Manager - Service and Strategy  

Report Number: RCN24-06-9 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 To seek the Council’s approval for the initiation of the Motueka Wastewater Treatment 

solutions (WWTS) project.  

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 At the time of writing this report, there are 11 years left to investigate, design, fund, build and 

commission a new solution for Motueka Wastewater Treatment (WWTS). 

2.2 This report sets out the project timeline in associated blocks and details the next year of 

work which we are seeking approval to commence. 

2.3 The timeframe of the work stages to complete and commission a Motueka wastewater 

treatment solution is bounded by the resource consent expiry date of 15 October 2035. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Initiation of the Motueka Wastewater Treatment Solutions Project report, 

RCN24-06-9; and 

2. approves the initiation of the Motueka Wastewater Treatment Plant work programme 

(first stage year 1 preparation and options). 

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 The Motueka WWTS is in a location that is no longer appropriate or resilient to natural 

hazard events/climate change effects for a wastewater treatment plant and a solution is 

required that would relocate from the current site.  

4.2 The risk factors for the Motueka WWTS include flooding from the Motueka river, coastal 

storm surges, and rising sea level. Over time, climate change induced sea level rise will 

render the location untenable for use as a WWTS facility.  
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4.3 Alongside this risk, our region’s iwi have signalled consistently that the WWTS adversely 

impacts wāhi tapu, mahinga kai and that the discharges directly to water are offensive. 

4.4 Resource consent decision RM141088 sets out the consent framework and conditions for 

the existing WWTS and gave a term of 20 years with the expiry date being 15 October 2035. 

Condition 6 of this consent required a feasibility study to be undertaken to look at the 

possible future site options that would meet a set of criteria. 

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 The first year of project planning is critical to the project’s success by ensuring there is an 

effective team in place to ensure the framework for development and implementation of a 

WWTS solution is robust.  

5.2 The March Council workshop signalled the start of this work programme in July 2024. It is 

intended the following work will be undertaken in the first two years: 

• ensure that partnership with iwi is in place - the Regional Wastewater Philosophy 

(RWWP) work provides a framework; 

• reactivate and task the Motueka Wastewater Working Group. As part of this process, 

update the terms of reference and replace ‘working’ in the name of the group to 

‘reference’. This provides clarity that this existing group has a historical context and for 

other stakeholders there will be other forums to gather their input; 

• set up a Motueka Wastewater Project Board and structure, with iwi in partnership with 

the Council; 

• identify the internal team and requirements; 

• develop project principles and set up a communication plan; 

• undertake a ‘lessons learned’ process which includes the Waimea Community Dam 

project and other large projects (potentially from around New Zealand); 

• identify key stakeholders; 

• review and investigate current wastewater treatment designs/solutions in New Zealand; 

• review and investigate all practicable options for a Motueka wastewater treatment 

solution, including the transfer of wastewater elsewhere; 

• set a review schedule to update the Council’s Executive Leadership Team and 

Councillors on the project timeline and to keep the Motueka Ward Councillors regularly 

briefed; and 

• schedule a Councillor workshop for May 2025, to outline completed work and outcomes 

and seek direction for Year 2 of the work plan.  

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 
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Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Approve programme of 

work for next year 

Ensures there is a clear 

start point for the project. 

Ensures that lessons 

learnt from (WCD and 

other projects of scale in 

New Zealand) are built 

into the programme. 

Allows time to set up a 

Council project framework 

effectively. 

Will be able to factor in 

wastewater servicing/ 

housing growth and 

relocation longer term for 

areas of Motueka exposed 

to rising sea level risks 

Burdens on funding, staff 

constraints - not being 

available to support the work. 

Increased funding risk 

associated with a project with 

significant scale for the 

Council. 

2. Delay work in part or 

full 

Financial commitment 

deferred. 

WWTS may not be 

commissioned before the 

consent expiry on 15 October 

2035. 

Natural hazard impacts may 

be realised without any 

preparation for alternatives. 

No climate resilience is being 

accounted for. 

6.2 Option one is recommended.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi, Resource Management Act (RMA), Local 

Government Act (LGA), Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP), Tasman Wastewater 

Bylaw and the RM141088 resource consent 2035 expiry date. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

8.1 Early work undertaken with the District’s iwi for a transfer to Three Waters entity is now 

being taken advantage of to reposition as a partnership with iwi under the framework set out 

in ‘Together Te Tauihu.’ This will enable a strong and effective partnership between the 

Council and iwi to understand the opportunities and constraints of developing a new WWTS 

solution together. 

8.2 The partnership will lead the public engagement with the community and key stakeholders. 

8.3 The existing Motueka Wastewater Working Group will be reactivated and tasked to support 

the community process in some form (yet to be decided). It has full membership of all the 

District’s iwi and corporate entities. 
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8.4 The Motueka Wastewater Working Group is a specific group formed post the iwi 2005 

Environment Court challenge to the Tapu Bay pipeline. This group has a specific 

membership and over the past 20 years has been a reference group for Motueka 

wastewater generally and re-tasked several times. Staff are recommending this role be 

better reflected in the group’s name by changing it to the Motueka Wastewater Reference 

Group. 

8.5 The last work undertaken was the development of the feasibility study that was a 

requirement of RM141088 condition 6. This group has been on hold since 2022 and will be 

re-tasked at the start of the Motueka WWTS project. Membership is as follows:  

• Department of Conservation; 

• Nelson Tasman Health Board; 

• Fish & Game; 

• the region’s iwi; 

• Wakatū; 

• Whakarewa (NRAIT); 

• Motueka Councillors; and 

• Motueka Community Board Chair. 

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 Schedule 1 of the significance and engagement policy lists Wastewater treatment plants and 

reticulation as a strategic asset. The community will have a high level of interest in the 

solutions identified, and ultimately the solution decided upon. The financial, environmental, 

and cultural impact of the solution ultimately constructed will be significant. There will be 

several steps over the longer-term programme to engage the public formally on this. 

9.2 However, this report recommends we start work and outlines the proposed programme for 

the next year, including early engagement with interested parties, and seeks the Council’s 

approval. This decision, by itself, is not significant and doesn’t require consultation. 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

Low The Motueka WWTS will involve 

the community and interest is 

already high in parts of the 

community and interested 

stakeholders.  

The start-up decision in this 

report is not of high significance.   

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Low Yes, but the decision sought in 

this report to initiate early work is 

not significant in of itself.   
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Med The decision to start the project 

this year ensures no further loss 

of time for the project and allows 

for project planning.  

The long term outcomes are 

reliant on effective front end 

planning. 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Med Yes, but the decision sought in 

this report to initiate early work is 

not significant in of itself.   

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Low No, the decision sought in this 

report does not propose any 

changes to levels of service. The 

final solution will improve 

capacity and resilience of 

wastewater treatment for 

Motueka, but this does not 

change the Council’s level of 

service.    

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Low Not in the next first year of the 

project, but over the next 10 

years this will be a significant 

financial commitment. 

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

Low No.  

8. Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

Low Not at the first phase of 

planning. 

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

Low There will be early community 

engagement and communication 

messaging in Year 1. 

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater? 

 

Med Communication/community 

engagement. There will be a 

need to provide opportunities for 

the community and stakeholders 

to engage with us, alongside 

early key messages, and good 

visibility on the steps for the 

project.  
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

There will be an opportunity for 

community engagement on the 

solutions for the Motueka WWTS 

solutions. 

11 Does the proposal require 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater and Three Waters 

services? 

High Yes, it will need to be where 

there is a proximity to 

freshwater. 

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 Over the next 11 years the Motueka wastewater project is a high cost/high risk project. The 

estimated costs are set out in the Draft Long Term Plan 2024-2034.  

10.2 The first year of this project is not high cost or risk. However, the foundation work of this first 

year is critical to the planning and success of later stages. 

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 This is a high-risk project for multiple reasons and is considered complex. It will include 

consideration of wastewater volume/quantity/quality issues with climate resilience factors 

needing to be accounted for. 

11.2 There will be risks managing the community and stakeholders' expectations and concerns 

for many reasons. These will encompass community anxiety and concerns around the cost 

and debt impacts on rates, the location of a new WWTS solution, where any output of 

treated discharges will go. 

11.3 This first year will lay out the steps for a robust process. A key component of the planning 

process will be to ensure a clear communication plan with key messages at the key stages 

both internally for the Council staff and externally to the community and stakeholders. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 This does directly impact or affect climate resilience outcomes in the longer-term. Climate 

change resilience will be factored into the project plan. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 The primary driver of a shift of the Motueka WWTS from the Thorp Street location is climate 

change resilience. 

13.2 The future design process will provide opportunities to factor in other elements of developing 

and incorporating climate change resilience into the solution. 
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14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 The 2024-2034 draft LTP process has set out and made provision for the funding of the 

Motueka wastewater project. 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 It is important that the initial steps for this significant programme of work are well framed out 

as early as possible.  

15.2 The discrete steps that are outlined in the timeline are integral to the forward success of this 

project. 

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 Develop a financial plan for Years 1 and 2. 

16.2 Outline the project plan - detail Years 1-2, broader framework for Years 3-11. 

16.3 Set up process/systems to run project management with risk register. 

16.4 Identify mentor framework. 

16.5 Develop a communications plan – internal and external. 

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7.7  REGIONAL WASTEWATER PHILOSOPHY - TRANSFORMATION TO A COUNCIL/IWI 

PARTNERSHIP AGREEMENT  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Pauline Webby, Senior Water and Wastewater Planning Advisor; 

Renee Thomas, Kaihautū - Te Kāhui Hononga  

Report Authorisers: Dwayne Fletcher, Strategic Policy Manager; John Ridd, Group 

Manager - Service and Strategy  

Report Number: RCN24-06-10 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 To approve the Council forming a wastewater partnership with the region’s nine iwi under 

the umbrella of the ‘Together Te Tauihu partnership’ by transformation of the regional 

wastewater philosophy (RWWP) work.  

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 The Regional Wastewater Philosophy work (RWWP) has been undertaken between the 

Council, iwi and the Nelson Regional Sewerage Business Unit (NRSBU) as a means of 

creating a shared understanding that encompasses Te Ao Māori values and aspirations for 

iwi for wastewater management in the region with a long-term view. This work started as a 

collaborative approach leading to the transfer of three waters infrastructure to a Three 

Waters/ Affordable Waters entity.  

2.2 With the removal of the Affordable Waters legislation and the associated transfer of three 

waters infrastructure to the Affordable Water’s entity, the value of the RWWP work has 

changed. It is no longer simply a combined Te Tauihu focus for transfer to a Three Waters 

entity. For Tasman District Council, the RWWP is an effective means of communication and 

shared collaboration with iwi in terms of management of change for its wastewater 

infrastructure.   

2.3 It supports direction for iwi and the Council in terms of development of solutions for ageing 

Wastewater Treatment Plants (WWTPs) in Motueka and Tākaka alongside the management 

of wastewater infrastructure across the Tasman region.   

2.4 The value of the RWWP work is as a framework for partnership with iwi that aligns with the 

commitments and principles in the ‘Together Te Tauihu Partnership Agreement’. 

2.5 Creating the partnership is a fundamental step that is a building block of developing trust/ 

relationships. This supports the work ahead for both the Motueka and Tākaka wastewater 

treatment solutions. 
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3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Regional Wastewater Philosophy - Transformation to a Council/Iwi 

Partnership Agreement report, RCN24-06-10; and 

2. approves the Regional Wastewater Philosophy work programme being framed into a 

partnership with iwi for the management of Wastewater Treatment Plants and 

discharges aligning with the principles and commitments within the ‘Together Te 

Tauihu Partnership Agreement’.  

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 The Motueka Wastewater Strategy Working Group paused mid-2022 to allow iwi/the Council 

to better understand each other's views on wastewater management (the ‘RWWP’ process). 

Synchronicities with the Nelson Regional Sewerage Business Unit’s (NRSBU) masterplan 

work were capitalised on and the Council, NRSBU and iwi joined forces to develop a draft 

regional wastewater philosophy.  

4.2 Costs have been shared 50/50 between the NRSBU and the Council over the past two years 

of this work. The work has helped inform the NRSBU’s draft 50-100-year master plan. It has 

been an effective use of time for iwi and the Council.  

4.3 Iwi have identified that the management of WWTPs, their locations, and the associated 

wastewater discharges is a priority workstream for them.  

4.4 As part of the work completed, iwi provided a shared statement of their position on 

wastewater management from a Te Ao Māori perspective and knowledge.  

4.5 The RWWP is currently a draft document that is cognisant of the positions held by all 

parties. As part of this, there is a draft outcomes and objectives framework for the 

management of WWTPs and the associated wastewater discharges. Te Ahu Rei has gifted 

a Whakatauaki to lead this work and potentially will form part of the partnership document.  

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 The shared approach developing the regional wastewater philosophy work alongside a 

change in government direction has created an opportunity for both a new direction for this 

work, and to ensure the focus and purpose is appropriate. 

5.2 This report proposes that the draft RWWP work forms the basis of a wastewater partnership 

agreement between the Council and iwi that upholds the ‘Together Te Tauihu’ partnership 

agreement.  

5.3 The proposed new direction for the RWWP has now been socialised with the Council’s 

Executive Leadership Team and the Council (the manager of the Nelson Regional 

Sewerage Business Unit was present for this work.)  

5.4 The Council’s partnership with iwi forms part of an integrated process that will support the 

Motueka wastewater treatment solution project, from the start. In the longer term, this will be 

direction setting for wastewater processes across the Tasman District.  

5.5 The value of the partnership agreement and understanding is to elevate the wastewater 

work within the Council’s management structure, where it can provide for: 
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• leadership and collaborative partnership; 

• strengthening co-operative working relationships; 

• significant wastewater projects, form governance arrangements together; and 

• ensuring shared outcomes and objectives with actions and next steps are living 

documents and able to evolve through time.  

5.6 The work to date has informed the direction of the NRSBU’s master plan and they will 

continue to benefit from the direction setting partnership framework between the region’s iwi 

and the Council, where the NRSBU will be a key stakeholder in the Council’s processes. 

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Forming partnership  Sets up the development of 

future WWTP upgrades with 

iwi at the start-up of the 

projects, with a shared 

understanding and working 

framework.  

Reduces the likelihood of 

contested consent 

processes with the potential 

for legal contest.  

Creates opportunity for 

innovation in this space.  

Supports the development 

of the Motueka wastewater 

treatment solution project 

over the next 11 years.  

Potential for investment 

opportunities for 

building/infrastructure. 

Setting up and embedding 

partnership takes ongoing 

commitment and time which 

equates to ongoing costs for 

Council and the region’s iwi.  

2. Not forming 

partnership  

No advantages  Potential for 
misunderstanding each 
other’s perspectives in the 
wastewater space and then 
contested consents and legal 
challenges from iwi if the 
Council does not fulfil their 
obligations under Te Tiriti o 
Waitangi.  

No formal context for the 
RWWP work without Three 
Waters/Affordable Waters.  
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6.2 Option one is recommended.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 The following key documents provide the legal framework for the Council to develop and 

support engagement with our region’s iwi.   

• Te Tiriti o Waitangi/Treaty of Waitangi; 

• Resource Management Act (RMA); 

• Local Government Act (LGA); 

• Tasman Regional Policy Plan (TRPS); 

• Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP); and  

• Tasman Wastewater Bylaw. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

8.1 The RWWP draft framework is the output of engagement for wastewater infrastructure and 

discharges to and near: wai/water, mahinga kai sites/food harvesting/gathering, wāhi 

tapu/sensitive sites with the region’s iwi. Tasman has two WWTP’s that are in locations of 

high and immediate significance to iwi, needing infrastructure capacity upgrades and 

alternative solutions for discharges within a 10 to 15-year window (2035 – Motueka and 

2038 – Tākaka).  

8.2 The RWWP work to date was to have a shared approach on values and aspirations for 

WWTPs and wastewater discharges and to develop a long-term perspective.  

8.3 Iwi have been asking for confirmation of the Council’s Executive Leadership Team (ELT) 

support for the RWWP work over the last two years.  

8.4 Creating a partnership at the appropriate level will strengthen iwi relationships and signals 

the Council’s commitment to the principles of Te Tiriti o Waitangi and this process.  

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 The proposed partnership commitment between the Council and iwi is a significant 

component of the engagement with iwi.  

9.2 Management of wastewater and the associated discharges is a priority activity, and iwi have 

confirmed their wastewater perspectives multiple times within legal challenges by iwi (e.g. 

Tapu Bay pipeline 2005) Council hui, RWWP work. The iwi position is set out within the ‘Iwi 

statement of position for wastewater.’  

9.3 There has been reinforced messaging about the discharges from WWTPs to water, mahinga 

kai and wahi tapu sites being unacceptable and offensive to iwi.  

9.4 An affirmative decision that supports partnership would uphold the commitment below:  
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‘Engaging with iwi/Māori – Council has put in place processes to provide opportunities for 

iwi/Māori to contribute to Council’s decision-making processes (refer to section below1). 

Council will work with iwi/Māori to refine and improve these processes over time.’ 2 

9.5 Creating the partnership is a fundamental step that is a building block of developing trust/ 

relationships. This supports the work being undertaken both within the policy team for land 

and freshwater plan changes and the work ahead for Motueka and Tākaka wastewater 

treatment solutions. 

9.6 The following table is assessed for significance from the perspective for iwi partnership and 

community. It is important to acknowledge that creating the partnership with iwi will not 

reduce the community opportunity to engage or lessen the significance of the wastewater 

project for the community. 

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

High 

 

The public community 

opportunity to engage is not 

impacted or lessened by this 

decision.   

Current political/public debate on 

Te Tiriti may create 

apprehension for some of the 

community around partnership 

models. 

Iwi will also be looking to the 

Council to uphold the ‘Together 

Te Tauihu partnership.’ 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental, or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Medium  What is good for iwi is equally, in 

these circumstances, positive for 

the overall community cultural, 

social, economic, and 

environmental outcomes.  

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

High and Low  This question is dependent on 

the meaning drawn from the 

statement. 

Yes, this contributes to the 

positive benefits due to the more 

focused approach to iwi 

engagement.  

No – this decision does not give 

rise to adverse impacts as a 

consequence of support for 

partnership. 

 
1   Section 2.2 of the Tasman District Council Significance & Engagement Policy, 1 July 2023  
2   Tasman District Council Significance & Engagement Policy, 1 July 2023. 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

High  
WWTPs are strategic assets. 
Forming a wastewater 
partnership between iwi and the 
Council increases the 
opportunities for constructive 
conversations and longer term, 
the success of WWTP projects.  

All WWTPs and associated 

reticulation are considered 

strategic assets in the Council’s 

Significance and Engagement 

Policy, Schedule 1.  

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Low  Does not impact the levels of 

service for the Council. 

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

affect debt, rates, or Council finances 

in any one year or more of the LTP? 

Low  There is scope for increased 

partnership costs, however this 

is likely to be lower than the cost 

of disrupted decision making 

when there is a lack of 

understanding of differing world 

views and perspectives. 

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

Low  No 

8. Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

Low  No 

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering a 

group of activities?  

Low  The NRSBU will become a key 

stakeholder in the process.  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater? 

 

High  Partnership assists with a joined-

up conversation in relation to the 

impact of wastewater discharges 

on freshwater water quality 

outcomes. 

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 There have been discussions with iwi and the NRSBU by the Council’s planning advisors 

representing the RWWP work. 
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10.2 Discussions have been held with Nelson City Council and Marlborough District Council 

through Tasman District Council’s Group Manager – Community Infrastructure, Richard 

Kirby. Nelson City Council appears supportive.  

10.3 Discussion with ELT and at the Council workshop has indicated the priority is partnership 

with Tasman District Council first given the priorities relating to the Motueka and Tākaka 

WWTPs. 

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 Overall, the costs associated with partnership are low to medium.  

11.2 There are costs for a writer that all parties agree is suitable to draft the RWWP work into a 

partnership agreement with outcomes, objectives, and actions. Partnership hui and the 

associated costs will be ongoing. However, these costs will occur whether there is a 

partnership in place or not.  

11.3 Partnership is the first step that needs to be in place for the Motueka WWTP project.  

11.4 There will be ongoing work for the Council and iwi in understanding what solutions for 

WWTP location and management are viable in the early stages of investigation and design 

work.  

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 Low risk - partnership and ongoing dialogue with iwi is an effective way of mitigating risk 

associated with a significant wastewater treatment solution, where the budget provision is 

approximately $150 million.  

12.2 Working together is effective in terms of finding shared pathways forward that may reduce 

the potential for legal contest.  

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 Creating an iwi wastewater partnership does not directly influence climate change resilience 

but may contribute to improved decision making around wastewater management. Effective 

partnership is likely to contribute to improved design processes that can positively influence 

climate change resilience initiatives in relation to WWTPs. WWTPs are known contributors 

to greenhouse gas emissions. 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

Tasman Regional Policy Statement (TRPS) 

14.1 Chapter 4 sets out Tangata Whenua interests and the chapter is supportive of iwi 

engagement and dialogue.  

14.2 Institutional Council knowledge has moved from the point in time that the TRPS represented. 

14.3 The proposed wastewater partnership agreement would be consistent with the principles, 

significant issues and objectives set out in the TRPS. 
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14.4 The proposed wastewater partnership agreement is also consistent with submissions 

received to the Draft Long Term Plan 2024-2034, seeking consistency with the principles of 

Te Tiriti o Waitangi for wastewater engagement between iwi and the Council. 

15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 An affirmative decision for partnership would align and uphold the key partnership principles 

of ‘Together Te Tauihu | A Partnership Agreement for a Stronger Te Tauihu.’ The five 

principles are set out below: 

• Kotahitanga - we navigate and paddle together in unison  

• Honotanga - we recognise each other’s autonomy and mandate  

• Tauritetanga - we work together to achieve equity in outcomes 

• Kaupapa Mau Tonu - we are in for the long term, for our mokopuna  

• Tauutuutu - we foster reciprocity and mutual benefit  

15.2 A proposed partnership agreement would set out the framework for the tikanga - protocol 

and practices, that will apply to the wastewater partnership work going forward with an 

expectation that this is an adaptable document that will help build improved outcomes for 

WWTPs, associated infrastructure and discharges.  

15.3 Confirming agreement for forming a wastewater partnership agreement embedding the 

RWWP work and outlining the framework for decision making in the governance space for 

WWTPs and associated discharges would be a positive and constructive outcome for the 

region. 

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 Fund and draft a wastewater partnership agreement using RWWP outcomes, objectives 

historical context, and outline: 

• confirm partnership;  

• further work on actions/next steps; and 

• regional conversation with Nelson City Council and Marlborough District Council. 
 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7.8  COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL WORKS FUNDING APPROVALS  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: David Stephenson, Team Leader - Stormwater & Waste Management; 

Giles Griffith, Project Manager; Kurt Clayworth, Management 

Accountant; Jamie McPherson, Transportation Manager; Mike Schruer, 

Waters and Wastes Manager  

Report Authorisers: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Number: RCN24-06-11 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to seek approval of unbudgeted expenditure in the 2023/2024 

financial year for the following capital works projects: 

• the Motueka West Stormwater capital project, and 

• drainage renewals in the transportation activity, and 

• pavement rehabilitation in the transportation activity. 

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 The Community Infrastructure Group delivers a portfolio of projects each financial year. 

Progress of the larger of these projects is regularly reported against time and budget to the 

Operations Committee of the Council.  

2.2 Most variations of cost against budget are managed through delegation of the Group 

Manager – Community Infrastructure to adjust budgets within an activity, within delegated 

limits, and within the total annual budget for each activity.  

2.3 Several projects this year are expected to exceed budgets greater than the delegated limits 

of the Group Manager.  We are seeking authority for additional expenditure for the projects 

summarised in the following table. 

 

Activity  Project Total 

Budget 

2023/24* 

Forecast 

expenditure 

Proposed 

Budget 

Change 

Funding source(s)  

Stormwater Motueka West 

Discharge 

System 

$3,545,000 $5,500,000 $1,955,000 

increase 

Additional borrowing in 

2023/24, funded from 

indicative budget in 

2024/25. 

Stormwater Total   $1,955,000 

increase 
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Activity  Project Total 

Budget 

2023/24* 

Forecast 

expenditure 

Proposed 

Budget 

Change 

Funding source(s)  

Transportation Drainage 

Renewals 

$1,024,029 $1,602,620 $578,591 

increase 

Offset by budget 

transfer from 

0401620002 sealed 

road resurfacing 

Transportation Pavement 

Rehabilitation 

$1,101,106 $1,580,695 $479,589 

increase 

Offset by budget 

transfer from 

0401620002 sealed 

road resurfacing 

Transportation Sealed Road 

Resurfacing 

$4,506,827 $3,121,366 $1,058,180 

decrease 

Transferring budget to 

offset overspends in 

Pavement 

Rehabilitation and 

Drainage Renewals 

Transportation    Net $0  

All Activities Total   $1,955,000  

 * Total budget 2023/24 is the sum of Annual Plan 2023/24 budgets, carry forwards 

authorised in September 2023 and other changes made under delegated authority.  

2.4 We have reviewed our forecast capital expenditure across the stormwater and transport 

activities to June 2024 and expect that this expenditure will be funded by underspends in 

other projects and, in some cases, additional borrowing in the current financial year.  

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Community Infrastructure Capital Works Funding Approvals report, 

RCN24-06-11; and 

2. approves increased capital expenditure of up to $1,955,000 for the Motueka West 

Stormwater Discharge project in the 2023/2024 financial year; and 

3. Notes that the indicative funding in the Long Term Plan 2024/2025 will cover the 

increased capital expenditure of $1,955,000 for the Motueka West Stormwater 

Discharge project; and 

4. approves an increase in the Council’s borrowing to fund the increased cost in the 

Motueka West Stormwater Discharge project; and 

5. approves capital expenditure of up to $1,602,620 for Drainage Renewals in the 

Transportation activity, offset by the transfer of $578,591 of existing budget from 

Sealed Road Resurfacing; and 

6. approves capital expenditure of up to $1,580,695 for Pavement Rehabilitation, offset 

by the transfer of $479,589 of existing budget from Sealed Road Resurfacing; and 

7. approves an increase in Council’s borrowing fund for the increased cost in the 

Drainage Renewals and the Pavement Rehabilitation within the Transportation 

Activity; and 
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8. notes that this borrowing will further increase the risk of a breach of the Council’s 

$250m net debt limit in the 2023/24 year; and  

9. notes that the Council intends, when considering carry forwards from the 2023/24 

year, to decrease the indicative capital funding in the Long Term Plan 2024/2034 for 

the Motueka West Discharge Project to compensate for the increased costs incurred 

in 2023/2024. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 The Community Infrastructure Group delivers a portfolio of projects each financial year. 

Progress of the larger of these projects is regularly reported against time and budget to the 

Operations Committee of Council.  

4.2 Most variations of cost against budget are managed through delegation of the Group 

Manager – Community Infrastructure to adjust budgets within an activity, within delegated 

limits, and to a total bottom line budget for a group of activities.  

4.3 Several projects this year are expected to exceed budgets greater than the delegated limits 

of the Group Manager. We are seeking authority for additional expenditure for the following 

projects:   

• the Motueka West Stormwater project, which has progressed faster than expected, 

• Transportation drainage renewal and pavement rehabilitation projects, where the cost 

of works in 2023/24 was greater than allowed for in budgets set in 2020/21, noting that 

the over-expenditure is offset by balancing under-expenditure within the transportation 

renewals programme.  

4.4 The projects and funding sought are summarised in the table below, and further information 
for each project is provided in the following paragraphs.  

 

Activity  Project Total 

Budget 

2023/24* 

Forecast 

expenditure 

Proposed 

Budget 

Change 

Funding source(s)  

Stormwater Motueka West 

Discharge 

System 

$3,545,000 $5,500,000 $1,955,000 

increase 

Additional borrowing in 

2023/24, funded from 

indicative budget in 

2024/25. 

Stormwater Total   $1,955,000 

increase 

 

Transportation Drainage 

Renewals 
$1,024,029 $1,602,620 

$578,591 

increase 

Offset by budget 

transfer from 

0401620002 sealed 

road resurfacing 

Transportation Pavement 

Rehabilitation 
$1,101,106 $1,580,695 

$479,589 

increase 

Offset by budget 

transfer from 

0401620002 sealed 

road resurfacing 

Transportation Sealed Road 

Resurfacing $4,506,827 $3,121,366 

$1,058,180 

decrease 

Transferring budget to 

offset overspends in 

Pavement 
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Activity  Project Total 

Budget 

2023/24* 

Forecast 

expenditure 

Proposed 

Budget 

Change 

Funding source(s)  

Rehabilitation and 

Drainage Renewals 

Transportation    Net $0  

All Activities Total   $1,955,000  

 * Total budget 2023/24 is the sum of Annual Plan 2023/24 budgets, carry forwards 

authorised in September 2023 and other changes made under delegated authority.  

Motueka West Discharge System 

4.5 The Motueka West Stormwater Discharge Project is to provide additional stormwater 

capacity from the Motueka West Development Area to Woodlands Creek.  

4.6 The project involves constructing culverts to take stormwater from land west of High Street, 

underneath High Street (State Highway 60), along Lowe Street across Woodland Avenue 

and through private property to Woodlands Drain. The project also involves undertaking 

improvements to drain stormwater west under High Street at the Wratt Street intersection.  

4.7 The contract for this work, Contract 1249 was awarded to Fulton Hogan on 11 December 

2023, for the sum of $4,540,360 and work commenced on site in March this year.  

4.8 The work was originally scheduled to be completed in 24 weeks (6 September 2024), but 

favourable weather conditions and swift progress by the contractor means that this work is 

now expected to be substantially completed by 28 June 2024.  

4.9 Funding for this project was originally budgeted over a three-year period, from 2021/2022 to 

2023/2024.  The budget in this financial year is $3,545,000 and a budget of $2,196,990 has 

been included for consideration in the Long Term Plan 2024-2034.  

4.10 At the current rate of progress, and if fine weather conditions continue, we expect total 

capital expenditure for this year to be between $5 million and $5.5 million. This would require 

between $1.455 million and $1.955 million additional funding this financial year (2023/2024). 

 

Figure 1 – Location of the Motueka West Stormwater Discharge project 

Transportation Projects 
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4.11 Renewals budgets are set on a district-wide basis by activity.  For example drainage 

renewals (culverts, kerb and channel), pavement rehabilitation (reconstructing structural 

layers of roads), resealing, bridge component replacement, and traffic services renewals 

(signs, railings and streetlighting replacement).   

4.12 Each financial year, the scope of works within each activity tends to vary from the budgets 

that have been set when the LTP was approved. This variance is based on actual needs 

determined from detailed inspections, design and prioritisation of individual elements of 

works based on the needs of the wider network. 

4.13 The recommendations in this report are based on a transfer of budgets between the different 

renewals categories. This is in accordance with NZTA funding rules. 

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 It is normal, in the Council’s capital works programme, for some projects to be delayed or 

advanced ahead of programme, and for project costs to vary over and under budgets for the 

work. This variation is normally managed through the delegated authority of the Group 

Manager – Community Infrastructure.  

5.2 The variations in these projects exceed the delegated authority of the Group Manager but 

represent normal variations in the capital work programme. The Motueka stormwater project 

is progressing ahead of programme, but within budget, while the transportation projects 

reflect a change in work priorities due to the condition of the network.  

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Approve additional 

expenditure and 

funding as requested 

Authorising additional 

expenditure allows these 

projects to be completed 

in a timely manner and for 

the Council to meet 

contractual obligations.   

Where additional expenditure 

cannot be funded by savings 

or delayed expenditure within 

the activity additional 

borrowing will be required.  

2. Decline additional 

expenditure and 

funding as requested 

Declining additional 

expenditure that requires 

additional borrowing will 

reduce the Council’s total 

debt in the short term.  

Declining additional 

expenditure may delay 

project work or prevent the 

Council from meeting its 

contractual obligations.  

6.2 Staff recommend Option 1, to approve additional expenditure and funding as requested.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 There are no significant legal matters arising from this decision. The Council is able to 

authorise additional expenditure and borrowing. 
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8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

 8.1 No engagement with iwi has been initiated regarding the additional funding required for 

these projects.  

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 We have reviewed this decision against the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

We have considered the significance of this decision to be Low and consider that there is no 

further engagement or consultation required for the Council to make this decision.  

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

Low The funding sought is by in large 

for projects included in the 

Council’s Annual Plan 2023/24. 

Where not included in the 

Annual Plan these projects 

responded to a pressing, 

immediate need which is likely to 

receive public support.  

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Low There are low impacts on the 

social, economic, environmental 

or cultural aspects of well-being 

of the community due to this 

decision. 

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Low-Moderate This decision results in an 

increase in Council debt in 2023-

24, which increases the risk of 

breaching the debt cap. 

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset?  

Low This decision does not result in a 

material change in any of the 

Council’s strategic assets.  

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

Low This decision does not create a 

substantial change in any 

Council level of service. 

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Low-Moderate This decision results in an 

increase of up to $1.955 million 

in Council debt in 2023-24. 

There will be a corresponding 

decrease in the 2024-25 

financial year. 

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

Nil This decision does not involve 

the sale of a substantial 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

proportion or controlling interest 

in a CCO or CCTO. 

8.  Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

Low This decision does not involve 

entry into a private sector 

partnership or contract to carry 

out the deliver on any Council 

group of activities.  

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

Low This decision does not involve 

the Council exiting from or 

entering into a group of 

activities. 

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater? 

Low This decision does not require 

particular consideration of the 

obligations of Te Mana O Te Wai 

(TMOTW) relating to freshwater. 

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 Progress on these projects has been reported to the Council’s Operations Committee and, 

for larger projects, through Shape Tasman and other Council communication channels. 

Further updates will be provided through these channels.    

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 The total increase in 2023/2024-year budget of $1.955 million will mostly be funded by 

additional borrowing, causing an increase in the total debt, and increasing the risk of a 

breach of the Council’s net debt limit in June of the 2023/24 year. 

11.2 There is no change in the total cost to the Motueka West Stormwater project, this is purely 

related to when the money will be spent. The total budget for this project in the 2024/2025 

year will be adjusted accordingly. 

Where are we at?  

11.3 The Council is not in a strong position to fund unbudgeted expenditure. In the current 

2023/24 Annual Plan, the Council’s debt was budgeted to peak just under the $250 million 

net debt cap. This purchase along with previous council decisions to fund unbudgeted 

expenditure increases the risk of a forecast breach of the Council’s self-imposed net debt 

limit. The Council is also forecasting to have an operating deficit, that is an unbalanced 

budget in 2023/2024 which will need to be funded through increased borrowing.   

11.4 The Council has already authorised unbudgeted capital expenditure of circa $22 million this 

financial year (2023/2024).  

11.5 At the end of May 2024 Council total debt stood at $358.1million.  Net debt after adjusting for 

pass through loans to Waimea Water Ltd and deposits was $230.7 million.  It is difficult to 

determine the level of increased borrowing through to 30 June 2024.  This will depend on 

several factors including capital works programme, operational expenditure, Waimea 
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Community Dam budgeted expenditure and typical annual billing falling in June (for example 

insurance premiums).  

 

 

What does it mean? 

11.6 Given current pressures on the Council, including the operational deficit, if this budget 

increase is approved it will increase the risk of a breach of the net debt limit of $250 million 

in the 2023/2024 year.  

11.7 A breach of the net debt target will draw Standard and Poors (S&P) attention to the Council, 

which has recently had its credit outlook reduced from stable to negative. S&P has raised its 

concerns over the sector as a whole; that includes current and projected debt levels in 

relation to rates and other income.   

11.8 A breach of the net debt limit will need to be explained in the 2023/24 Annual Report. It may 

also draw further discussion with our auditor over the Councils view on financial prudence. 

What do you want to do?  

11.9 The decision to increase the budget for the project in the 2023/2024 year is one for the 

Council. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 We consider that authorising this additional expenditure and funding is a low-risk decision. 

The additional funding is not material in terms of the Council’s capital works programme, and 

the funding sought is by in large for projects included in the Council’s Annual Plan 2023/24. 

Where projects were not included in the Annual Plan they responded to an immediate need. 

12.2 Declining this additional expenditure may delay project work or prevent the Council from 

meeting contractual obligations and give rise to reputational risks including from a breach of 

its net debt limit.   

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 The proposal in this report was considered by staff in accordance with the process set out in 

the Council’s ‘Climate Change Consideration Guide 2024’. 

13.2 The projects referenced in this decision are generally consistent with Tasman Climate Action 

Plan 2019 and the draft Tasman Climate Response Strategy and Action Plan 2024-2035. 

13.3 Several of the projects will help protect communities from the effects of climate change and 

add resilience to the transport network.  

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 This funding decision is generally in accordance with the Long Term Plan 2021-2031 and 

the Annual Plan 2023/24. Most of the projects were included in these documents. 
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15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The Community Infrastructure Group delivers a portfolio of projects each financial year. Most 

variations of cost against budget are managed through delegation of the Group Manager – 

Community Infrastructure but several projects this year are expected to exceed budgets 

greater than the delegated limits of the Group Manager.  

15.2 We recommend authorisation of this additional capital expenditure and, where necessary, 

additional borrowing to fund this expenditure.   

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If this expenditure is approved, approved budgets will be updated, and additional borrowing 

arranged where necessary.  

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7.7  MĀPUA BOAT RAMP - REQUEST FOR FUNDING REALLOCATION   

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Authorisers: Leonie Rae, Chief Executive Officer  

Report Number: RCN24-06-12 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Council to consider a request from the Māpua Boat 

Ramp Community Trust (the Trust) to reallocate further funding from the $700,000 allocated 

for the Māpua Boat Ramp in the Long-Term Plan 2021/2031.   

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 In May 2021, the Council approved funding contributions of $50,000 in 2021/22, $50,000 in 

2022/23 and $600,000 in 2023/24 towards the development of a boat ramp in the Māpua 

Waterfront Park.  

2.2 The project is being managed by the Māpua Boat Ramp Community Trust (the Trust) which 

has been set up to obtain a resource consent, then own and operate the boat ramp once 

consented and constructed.  

2.3 The Trust has requested further funding of $250,000 to cover its indicative costs of 

proceeding with the resource consent process. The Trust indicates that of this $250,000; 

$50,000 for preparing reports for the Resource Consent Hearing, $50,000 for its legal 

representation at the Resource Consent Hearing and $150,000 towards the cost of the 

Resource Consent Hearing. 

2.4 The Council needs to decide whether it approves reallocating the full amount of additional 

funding as requested or approves a smaller amount of funding or declines the request 

altogether.   

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Māpua Boat Ramp - Request for Funding Reallocation report,  

RCN24-06-12; and 

2. notes the Council resolution of 17 May 2021 agreeing to advance funding for the new 

Tasman Bay Boat Access Facility of $700,000 (excluding inflation) to $50,000 in 

2021/2022, $50,000 in 2022/2023 and $600,000 in 2023/2024, for the purpose of 

providing a new boat ramp facility at Waterfront Park in Māpua to be funded from the 

Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserves Financial Contriubitons account; and  
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3. notes that, as at 30 March 2024, the Council has paid the Māpua Boat Ramp 

Community Trust $169,406 from the allocated funding towards the preparation and 

application for a Resource Consent for the boat ramp in the Māpua Waterfront Park; 

and 

4. EITHER: 

4.1 approves advancing an additional $250,000 from the allocated funding as 

requested by the Māpua Boat Ramp Community Trust to cover anticipated costs 

of its reports to the Resource Consent Hearing ($50,000), plus its legal 

representation at Resource Consent Hearing ($50,000) and a contribution to the 

costs of the Resource Consent Hearing ($150,000); 

OR: 

4.2 approves advancing an additional $150,000 from the allocated funding to only 

contribute to the Resource Consent Hearing costs associated with the Māpua 

Boat Ramp Resource Consent application; 

OR: 

4.3 declines advancing a further $250,000 from the allocated funding as requested 

by the Māpua Boat Ramp Community Trust. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 In December 2019, the Council gave approval, as landowner, to the Māpua Boat Club to 

proceed with the resource consent application for the development of a boat ramp on the 

Māpua Waterfront Park. The Māpua Waterfront Park is open space and not classified as a 

reserve under the Reserves Act 1977.  

4.2 In May 2021, at its deliberation meeting for the Long-Term Plan 2021/2031, the Council 

approved funding contributions of $50,000 in 2021/22, $50,000 in 2022/23 and $600,000 in 

2023/24 towards the development of a boat ramp in the Māpua Waterfront Park. Funding 

would come from the Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserves Financial Contributions account. 

4.3 In June 2023, the Council considered and approved an initial request to bring forward 

$95,000 from the $600,000 originally allocated in 2023/2024 to help fund the costs it has 

incurred in preparing a resource consent application for the construction of a boat ramp at 

the Māpua Waterfront Park. 

4.4 The Trust has confirmed that it has incurred costs to 31 March 2024 totalling $234,314. It 

has funding totalling $81,822 primarily comprising two loans.  

4.5 Up until 30 March 2024, the Council has funded $169,406 towards the preparation of the 

resource consent application. This balance expenditure of $64,908 is being covered by the 

two loans.   

4.6 The members of the Trust have the view that the council has previously promised a boat 

ramp to replace the one that became inaccessible during the development of the commercial 

precinct around the Māpua wharf. Although there is no specific resolution of the Council 

confirming this promise there is evidence of anecdotal comments from elected members at 

various times over several years conveying support for another boat ramp in the Māpua 

vicinity.   

4.7 The Trust has developed and submitted a resource consent application for the boat ramp.  

The application has been subject to a public consultation process and the Council received 
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approximately 111 submissions opposed and 212 submissions in support and six neutral 

submissions. Eighty-eight submitters wish to be heard. 

4.8 On 9 April 2024, the Trust met with the Council’s resource consent staff to be briefed on the 

consent process from here. The Trust were advised that it needed to produce additional 

reports to offset and respond to the key issues raised in the consultation process.  

4.9 The Trust has asked that the resource consent process be put on hold for the time being. 

4.10 The Trust is now requesting a further $250,000 to cover the estimated costs of  

• the hearing ($100,000 to $150,000),  

• reports for the hearing ($50,000) and  

• legal representation at the hearing ($50,000). 

4.11 The Trust acknowledges that it signed an agreement with the Council regarding the funding 

and any further funding advanced by the Council would necessitate more contribution from 

the Trust. However, until a resource consent is granted, the Trust has stated that its 

fundraising capability is very restricted, and it simply cannot raise further funds from its own 

resources for a community boat ramp without further advances from the Council.  

4.12 Further to this, the Trust has stated that funders they have approached have indicated that 

they require a resource consent before they can make any funding contribution.   

4.13 The Trust has also stated that its trustees are no longer willing to put their time and money 

into this project without a resource consent.   

4.14 The Trust has the dominant view that the boat ramp is a community facility, and that the 

Council should be committing more funding to it.   

4.15 The Trust has made the point that there has been considerable volunteer input to date in 

locating the water and wastewater pipes in the estuary (120 hours), household surveys (200 

hours), time in public meetings, information stands at the Māpua market plus meetings with 

iwi and community groups.  

4.16 The cost estimate for the boat ramp was $1,713,886 plus GST in March 2019. This included 

a 15% contingency. From March 2019 to December 2023 the Construction Cost Index has 

increased by around 35-37% which suggests that the cost estimate could now be in the 

vicinity of $2.3 million.   

4.17 The following are the actual budgets which include the inflation adjustments made to the 

figures in the Long-Term Plan 2021/2031; 

• Year 1 (2021/2022) $51,150 

• Year 2 (2022/2023) $52,378 

• Year 3 (2023/2024) $648,652 

• Total (LTP 2021/2031) $752,180 

4.18 As of 31 March 2024, the Council has contributed $169,406 to the Trust costs. The balance 

available to the Trust is now $582,774.   

4.19 The Deed of Funding between the Trust and the Council requires the Trust to submit 

quarterly reports. These reports require the following information: 

• Delivery of Project Activities 
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• Project Learnings 

• Financial Management – Costs and Fundraising Activity 

• Risk Management 

• Progress Report Declaration 

4.20 The last quarterly report submitted by the Trust was dated 18 April 2024 and covered the 

first quarter 2024 to 30 March 2024.   

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

5.1 In its resolution, SH21-05-28, dated 17 May 2021, the Council approved funding of $700,000 

for the purpose of providing a new boat ramp facility at Waterfront Park in Māpua to be 

funded from the Moutere-Waimea Ward Reserve Financial Contributions (RFCs). With 

inflation this $700,000 has escalated to $752,180 (see clause 4.15 above).  

5.2 RFCs should be spent on capital development associated with the Parks and Reserves 

activity, whether purchasing land for reserves or investing on the reserves themselves.  

Although the Waterfront Park at Māpua is not a gazetted reserve under the Reserves Act 

1977, the Council believed that in making its decision to fund the boat ramp, it would relieve 

the Grossi Point Reserve from being utilised as a boat ramp plus car and boat trailer parking 

area. Providing a boat ramp at an alternate site would allow Grossi Point to be developed to 

function more as a recreation reserve than it currently is.  

5.3 The other key driver for moving the launching of boats from Grossi Point is that Grossi Point 

is culturally significant to Māori/iwi so any investment to remove its use as a boat ramp 

facility and protect its status as a significant cultural site is fully justified.  

5.4 The Council is aware that the funding it has already paid to the Trust has no security. If the 

Trust fails to obtain a consent or if the conditions of consent are too onerous to enable the 

boat ramp to be constructed, then the Council’s funding contribution will not be recovered. 

Any additional funding would also be at risk for the same reason. 

5.5 The Council resolution of the meeting held on 17 May 2021 point 4 – “requests that at least 

one third of the project costs is funded from a community contribution.” To date the Trust has 

quantified its contribution by applying hourly rates to its volunteer efforts. Although this is a 

positive initiative, staff are not sure that this was the Council’s intention that in-kind volunteer 

input would count towards the one third community contribution.   

5.6 The cost estimate for the boat ramp, which is now assessed at $2.3 million, assumes that 

any conditions of consent are within the scope of the original estimate. This may not be a 

valid assumption. The conditions of consent may add to the costs of construction and 

possibly to the ongoing operation and management of the boat ramp. Whether the Trust has 

considered this risk is unknown.   

5.7 Based on the uncertainty around the granting of a consent, any decision of the Council to 

grant the additional funding would be at the risk of becoming a sunk investment if consent is 

not granted. The Council could decide to provide other types of funding but even then, the 

risk around not obtaining the benefit of any type of investment needs to be a consideration in 

any decision it makes. 

5.8 Should the Council decide not to provide any further funding, whether RFCs or any other 

type of funding, there remains the risk that the Trust may decide it has insufficient funding to 

not progress any further with the project. That being the case, the RFC funding already 
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invested in the consent process will be lost. If the Council wanted a return on that 

investment, it could consider taking a further risk and provide the requested funding.   

5.9 The other risk that the Council should bear in mind, is that if the consent is granted, with 111 

submissions opposing the application, conceivably an appeal could be lodged with the 

Environment Court which would draw the Trust into much greater investment in expertise 

and legal representation to progress with that process.   

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 

Option Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Approve the additional 

$250,000 as requested 

by the Māpua Boat 

Ramp Community Trust 

from the funding 

already allocated by the 

Council.  

Allows the Trust to 

progress with the resource 

consent process. 

May be a sunk investment if 

a consent is not granted.   

2 Approve $150,000 of 

the additional $250,000 

requested by the 

Māpua Boat Ramp 

Community Trust so to 

only cover the costs of 

the Resource Consent 

Hearing.  

This would support the 

public view that Council is 

funding the Resource 

Consent Hearing for the 

benefit of all submitters.   

The Trust would not receive 

funding support for its reports 

and legal representation at 

the Resource Consent 

Hearing.   

May be a sunk investment if 

a consent is not granted.   

3. Decline the Boat Ramp 

Community Trust’s 

request for the 

additional $250,000 

from the funding 

already allocated by the 

Council. 

No further investment 

required from the Council 

until the resource consent 

is granted. 

May result in the Trust not 

progressing with the consent 

application and the funds the 

Council has invested to date 

is a sunk investment.   

6.2 Staff have no specific recommendation on which option Council should choose. The Council 

needs to consider all the detail presented in this report in making its decision.  

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 The Council has already resolved to provide RFC funding for the boat ramp. There are no 

legal requirements other than the funds being distributed in accordance with the Funding 

Deed signed between the Council and the Trust.  

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

 8.1 We understand the Trust has consulted with iwi as part of its development of the resource 

consent application. 

8.2 This decision in this report does not specifically require iwi input.  
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9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 This decision is not considered to be a significant decision requiring further engagement with 

the community or any specific agencies. It is primarily about whether the Council agrees to 

advance additional funding that it has already allocated in this Long-Term Plan 2021/2031 

for this project.  

 

 
Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

Medium The number of submissions 

opposing the consent application 

suggest that there is quite a lot 

of interest in the local 

community. Consequently, 

advancing further funds to 

progress the consent process 

may be considered to be of 

medium significance. 

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Low The decision is only about 

funding of a project that is 

already the subject of public 

consultation and deliberations. 

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

Moderate If the Council decides to 

advance the additional RFC 

funding and consent is not 

granted, the benefit for the 

reserves activity of that RFC 

funding would be lost.  

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

No  

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

No  

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Maybe The timing of the advancement 

of the funding would need to be 

managed so to keep the Council 

within its debt limits. 

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

8.  Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

No  
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater and Affordable Waters 

services? 

No  

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 The Council has not had any communication on this decision other than requesting further 

information from the Trust.  

11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 As stated in this report the Council has provided funding in its Long Term Plan 2021/2031 

and this decision aligns with that funding provision. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 The key risk with this decision is that if the Council approves advancing the requested 

funding and the consent is not granted, then the investment is not recoverable, it is a sunk 

investment.   

12.2 The counterfactual risk is that if the Council does not approve advancing the requested 

funding, then the Trust may decide not to progress with the project. This would mean that 

funding that the Council has invested to date ($169,406) will not be recovered, it would be a 

sunk investment.  

12.3 The additional risk is that should a consent be granted, and an appeal is made to the 

Environment Court then unless additional funding is sourced by the Trust, it may not be able 

to progress with the project through the Environment Court. 

13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 This decision does not need to consider climate change implications. Any climate change 

implications would be dealt with as part of the resource consent process. 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

14.1 There are no specific plans for a boat ramp in the Māpua vicinity. This is purely an initiative 

from a group of local people who have formed a Trust to progress this. 

14.2 The Council has previously considered a regional boat ramp, but this has not resulted is a 

specific location but rather deferred to current boat ramps around the region. 
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15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The Council needs to decide whether to advance additional funding from that already 

allocated for the boat ramp in the Māpua Waterfront Park.  

15.2 There are risks associated with the outcomes of the resource consent process for the boat 

ramp. The risk of the Council investing further in the Trust’s desire to progress with the 

resource consent could result in a sunk investment if consent is not granted or if it is granted 

and an appeal is made to the Environment Court. If neither of these risks occur and consent 

is granted without appeal, then the Council may get a return on its investment. 

15.3 The Council has the choice to either approve advancing the full $250,000 as requested by 

the Trust, or advance funding of $150,000 towards the costs of the Resource Consent 

Hearing, or decline advancing any further funding until the Resource Consent is granted.   

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 The decision of the Council will be conveyed to the Māpua Boat Ramp Community Trust.  

16.2 Should the Council approve the additional funding, then it will be distributed in accordance 

with the Funding Deed between the Council and the Trust. 

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7.10  CHIEF EXECUTIVE'S UPDATE  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Leonie Rae, Chief Executive Officer  

Report Number: RCN24-06-13 

  

1. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide an update on some key activity since the Chief 

Executive’s last report on 2 May 2024. 

2. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council  

1. receives the Chief Executive‘s Update report, RCN24-06-13. 

3. Ministry of Social Development – “Better Public Service” Goals 

3.1 I received a letter from Craig Churchill, Regional Commissioner for Social Development/ 

Regional Public Service Commissioner, asking for support in meeting targets set by the 

Coalition Government.  

3.2 Craig explained that the “Better Public Service” goals are to assist New Zealanders, to be 

safe, strong, and independent. The goals are to reduce the number of people on Jobseeker 

Support and to reduce the number of people requiring emergency housing. 

3.3 For the Tasman District (Richmond, Motueka and Tākaka combined) this means an 

approximate reduction from 1,829 Jobseekers receiving Jobseeker Support as of January 

2024, to a total of 1,222 by June 2029, a reduction of 607 total Jobseeker Support 

recipients. 

3.4 Craig is asking for a collective whole community approach to creating sustainable 

employment opportunities and better community housing solutions. 
 

4. Legal and Democracy Services Update  

4.1 The numbers of LGOIMAs received each month remains extremely high. The numbers are 

published on our website here - LGOIMAs and information of public interest | Tasman 

District Council. 

4.2 As you may be aware the Council was successful in the Court of Appeal in relation to a pool 

fencing case. The High Court’s creation of a new duty and weakening of the limitation period 

would have created an unhelpful precedent and made it harder for councils to regulate pool 

fencing. Hence the need for this appeal. However, I can advise that the respondents have 

appealed this decision to the Supreme Court.      

5. Te Kahui Hononga Team Update  

https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-council/meetings/lgoimas-and-information-of-public-interest/
https://www.tasman.govt.nz/my-council/meetings/lgoimas-and-information-of-public-interest/
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Collingwood Campground –Land Court Judge Visit 

5.1 On 28 May 2024, members of our Executive Leadership Team, staff and Councillors 

travelled to Collingwood to welcome Māori Land Court Judge Reeves for a site visit to 

‘Aorere’, specifically Pt Reserve A Square 15, ML Plan 916, situated in Block XV Pakawau 

Survey District at the Collingwood Campground. 

5.2 The visit addressed concerns that campsites had encroached onto Māori land. A court 

session was held on 29 May 2024 during which Judge Reeves confirmed several key 

changes: the block would be named 'Aorere Pā,' the original owners were recognised, 

accreted land was added to the block, and two whanau were appointed as agents to 

negotiate with the Tasman District Council moving forward.  

5.3 This outcome marked a significant step in resolving the land issues and ensuring proper 

management and respect for the Māori land. Further proceedings are scheduled for 

September to continue resolving the matter. 

5.4 Our staff are working closely with iwi and effected parties to work through solutions as 

outlined by the Māori Land Court Judge. 

Matariki Update: 

5.5 Te Kāhui Hononga are working with the Community Partnerships team, organising a public 

community event to celebrate Matariki alongside the Motueka whānau, hapū and iwi. This 

will be on Friday 5 July 2024 at Decks Reserve from 7pm (bad weather back-up date of 

Saturday 6 July), with storytelling, waiata and warm kai. A hangi fundraiser is being 

organised with Parklands School. 

 

6. Long Term Plan (LTP) Update 

6.1 Elected members have completed the hearings and deliberations and have resolved on the 

key elements of the 2024-2034 Long Term Plan (LTP). The LTP is a lengthy process. The 

Council team and elected members deserve praise for the way they managed one of the 

most challenging Long Term Plans that Tasman District Council and likely the whole sector 

have ever gone through. 
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6.2 Officers continue to work through several matters with Audit New Zealand to obtain an audit 

opinion to support the Council to adopt the LTP. One of the challenging issues, which is 

primarily driven by the different planning cycles of Waka Kotahi/NZTA and local government, 

has been the indicative funding allocations for transportation. The allocations largely support 

an increase in funding for road maintenance to support the Councils proposed increased 

funding but at a lower level than anticipated, and public transport has seen slightly reduced 

funding in the next year. Waka Kotahi/NZTA has provided information on the likely funding at 

a very late stage in the LTP process.  

6.3 These impacts appear manageable and not material in the context of the 10 years of the 

LTP. At this stage there is a small risk this situation will not be remedied to the satisfaction of 

the Council’s auditors in time for the LTP to be adopted on 27 June 2024 as planned. Staff 

have programmed 1 July 2024 as a back-up date for adopting the LTP. 

 

7. Staff Values Awards  

7.1 The twice-yearly staff values awards will be held on 4 July 2024. We have received 113 

nominations with several staff members receiving more than one nomination. This event is a 

highlight of the year’s calendar with a good level of staff engagement. 

 

8. Multi Employment Collective Agreement (MECA) Updates 

8.1 Since November 2022 the Council has been a party to a Multi-Employer Agreement (MECA) 

between the PSA Union, Tasman District Council, Nelson City Council and Marlborough 

District Council. In 2023 the parties agreed to a two-year MECA with a mid-term 

remuneration review. The midterm remuneration negotiation has now been concluded.   

8.2 Tasman’s negotiated salary grade increases for positions covered by the MECA ranged from 

4.0% to 6.4% with the Living Wage increase being 6.9%, plus some employees will also 

receive additional performance increases. 

8.3 We are pleased to confirm that the MECA negotiations with the PSA Union were ratified with 

PSA members on 31 May 2024. 
 

9. Digital Innovation Project Update 

9.1 The MagiQ Cloud upgrade went live successfully on 27 May 2024. Processes were 

functional at go live and the feedback from users about the go live has been positive. 

9.2 The 12-week Discovery phase for the Customer Relationship Management project starts on 

24 June 2024 with our vendor HCL New Zealand Ltd - Information Technology Services in 

New Zealand | HCLTech. HCL have been in New Zealand since 1999 and have been 

delivering industry-leading capabilities centred around Digital, Engineering and Cloud, 

powered by a broad portfolio of technology and business services software.   

9.3 The Data Insights project has started with our vendor Datacom. The first step is to meet key 

data owners and users in the business to develop an understanding of our data 

management needs. 

 

 

https://www.hcltech.com/geo-presence/new-zealand
https://www.hcltech.com/geo-presence/new-zealand
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10. Audit of Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Update 

10.1 A few months ago, a request was made by elected members to review our Civil Defence 

Emergency Management Capability considering the Hawkes Bay Civil Defence and 

Emergency Management Group Response to Cyclone Gabrielle. 

10.2 We have now received a proposal for this review from Simplexity and will provide the 

outcome of the review to the Council once completed. 

10.3 The approximate timeline for this review to be completed is September - October 2024. 

 

11. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

Nil 
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7.11  MAYORAL ACTIVITY UPDATE  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Tim King, Mayor  

Report Number: RCN24-06-14 

  

1. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

1.1 The especially dry autumn continues to cause angst in the community. While the spill from 

the Waimea Dam is allowing the Waimea River to flow at a reasonable level and providing 

water to irrigators and urban users, the impacts of the drought will be felt by the wider 

District into and beyond this winter.  

1.2 The Government’s plans to go ahead with a referendum on Māori Wards and Constituencies 

has generated a lot of discussion recently. A joint letter to the Government signed by 52 

Mayors and Chairs was sent to the Prime Minister under the Local Government New 

Zealand banner (Attachment 1).  

1.3 A huge thank you to the Councillors and staff who have been involved in the development of 

the Council’s Long Term Plan. I know that the project consumes an inordinate amount of 

time for everyone involved including those residents and ratepayers who take the time to 

make a submission. While we have had to make some hard choices in our decision-making, 

we have developed a robust and realistic plan to guide us over the next few years.  

1.4 Flowers and a message of condolence were sent to Whaea Ramari Joseph and the Joseph 

whanau after the passing of our former Kaumatua, Archdeacon Andy Joseph. A huge thank 

you to our former Mayor, Richard Kempthorne who spoke on our behalf at Andy’s funeral 

service at the Nelson Cathedral. 

1.5 The Local Government New Zealand four-monthly report is attached for information 

(Attachment 2).  

1.6 Finally, congratulations to the Council staff who were involved with or donated to the Heave 

for Hospice charity event in Nelson on 31 May 2024. While we didn’t manage to pull the 

Nelson City Council team down (they actually cheated), we did take the award for the team 

that raised the most funds with $2,050 out of a total of $15,761 raised.  
 

2. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council  

1. receives the Mayoral Activity Update report, RCN24-06-14.  
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3. Mayoral Activity  

3.1 This year I attended the ANZAC Day service in Tākaka with Golden Bay Community Board 

Chair, Abbie Langford joining me to present the wreath.  

3.2 The regular Oracy Aotearoa hui was held on 7 May 2024.  

3.3 Prime Minister, Christopher Luxon and our Local MP, Maureen Pugh were impressed with 

the Waimea Community Dam when they visited the site on 9 May 2024.  

 

3.4 The regular Cawthron Institute Trust Board meeting was held on 13 May 2024.  

3.5 The Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Trust Board met on 14 May and 11 June 2024.  

3.6 It was standing room only at our quarterly Citizenship Ceremony on 14 May 2024 where 55 

people received their citizenship certificate. The kapa hapa group from St Pauls College led 

the singing of the national anthem and then presented two of their own items. They were 

brilliant. These ceremonies continue to be well received by our new citizens and their friends 

and family who are there to support them.  
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3.7 With the growing number of people attending these ceremonies, we may need to look at 

increasing the frequency of this event.  

3.8 On 18 May 2024 I presented a certificate to Wakefield Volunteer Firefighter Euan Lawson 

who celebrated 50 years with the New Zealand Fire Service.  

3.9 A meeting was held with the Motueka Power Boat Club on 21 May 2024.  

3.10 Mayor Nick Smith and I met with Infrastructure Holdings Limited Chair, Sue Sheldon on  

21 May 2024.  

3.11 A meeting was held with the Chair and General Manager of Citizens Advice Bureau on  

22 May 2024. Citizens Advice are looking to open an office in Richmond.  

3.12 Hugh Morrison and Colin Devenish from Port Nelson provided an update on Port Nelson’s 

Infrastructure Masterplan on 27 May 2024.  

3.13 A meeting was held on 27 May 2024 with Yvonne Wang who is the newly appointed auditor 

for the Council on behalf of Audit New Zealand. 

3.14 The Local Government Steering Group met on 31 May 2024.  

3.15 I was invited to speak at the launch of the first Madill Log Loader at DC Equipment on  

31 May 2024.   

3.16 A meeting was held with residents from Awaroa on 5 June 2024.  

3.17 A meeting was held on 7 June 2024 to look at options for a renaming protocol for the Nelson 

Provincial Museum and the Tasman Bays Heritage Trust.  

3.18 I was invited to speak on behalf of Local Government New Zealand at the Auckland Local 

Board Chair’s Forum on 10 June 2024.  

3.19 LGNZ held a roundtable via Zoom on 11 June 2024 where I was asked to speak on our 

responses to the issues of sovereign citizens and vexatious requests.  
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22 May 2024 

Rt Hon Christopher Luxon 
Hon Simeon Brown 
Hon Tama Potaka, Minister for Māori Crown Relations: Te Arawhiti 
Rt Hon Winston Peters, Leader, New Zealand First 
Hon David Seymour, Leader, ACT 

Kia ora Prime Minister, Ministers, and party leaders 

Changes to Māori ward and constituency poll provisions 

Local Government New Zealand and the Mayors and Chairs that have signed this letter are opposed to 
the changes the Coalition Government is proposing to Māori ward and constituency poll provisions. 

The Government’s decision to remove decision-making from councils by mandating that polls be run on 
Māori wards and constituencies is an overreach on local decision-making when current legislation 
already requires councils to seek community views. We are disappointed this is in contrast with the 
commitments the Government made during the election campaign to empower local government to 
make decisions about its own communities. 

Our position – a position that has been held by Local Government New Zealand since 2018 – is that 
Māori wards and constituencies should be treated like all other wards and that decisions should be 
made at the council level. Polls aren’t required on any other wards or constituencies, and requiring them 
will add increased costs to councils.  

We are concerned that the Government’s decision is a distraction from the hard work that councils are 
doing to deliver infrastructure and keep costs down for their communities. It also undermines the 
important contributions that Māori are making to local government.  

We urge the Government to reconsider its position and leave it to local councils to make decisions about 
appropriate representation arrangements in partnership with iwi and their communities.  

Ngā mihi nui 

Mayor Sam Broughton                                               
President 
Local Government New Zealand  
Selwyn District Council 

Mayor Campbell Barry 
Vice-President 
Local Government New Zealand  
Hutt City Council 
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Mayor Grant Smith 
Palmerston North City Council     
 

                              

Mayor Sandra Hazlehurst                                                       
Hastings District Council 

 
 
Mayor Janet Holborow 
Kāpiti Coast District Council 
 
 

 
Mayor Gary Caffell 
Masterton District Council 
 
 

 
 
Mayor Tim Cadogan 
Central Otago District Council 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Mayor Moko Tepania 
Far North District Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mayor Toby Adams 
Hauraki District Council 

 

Mayor Neil Holdom 
New Plymouth District Council 
 
 

 
Mayor Nadine Taylor 
Marlborough District Council 

 
Mayor Monique Croon 
Chatham Islands Council 
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Mayor Alex Walker  
Central Hawke’s Bay District Council 

Chair Daran Ponter 
Greater Wellington Regional Council 

Mayor Tory Whanau 
Wellington City Council 

Mayor Anita Baker 
Porirua City Council 

Mayor Max Baxter 
Ōtorohanga District Council 

Mayor Rehette Stoltz 
Gisborne District Council 

Mayor Tim King 
Tasman District Council 

Mayor Len Salt 
Thames-Coromandel District Council 

Mayor Andrew Tripe 
Whanganui District Council 

Mayor David Moore 
Ōpōtiki District Council 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.11 - Attachment 1 Page 365 

 

  

 

4 
 

 

Mayor Phil Nixon 
South Taranaki District Council 

 

Mayor David Trewavas 
Taupō District Council 

 

Mayor Bryan Cadogan 
Clutha District Council 

 
Mayor Bernie Wanden 
Horowhenua District Council 

 
Mayor Jacqui Church 
Waikato District Council 

 

 

Mayor Kirsten Wise 
Napier City Council 

 

Mayor Faylene Tunui 
Kawerau District Council 
 
 

 
 
Mayor Gary Kircher 
Waitaki District Council 
 
 

 
Mayor Ben Bell 
Gore District Council 

 
 
 
Chair Nicol Horrell 
Environment Southland 
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Mayor Dr Victor Luca 
Whakatāne District Council 

Mayor Neil Volzke 
Stratford District Council 

Mayor Craig Little 
Wairoa District Council 

Acting Chair Craig Pauling 
Environment Canterbury 

Mayor Jules Radich 
Dunedin City Council 

Chair Doug Leeder 
Bay of Plenty Regional Council 

Mayor Andy Watson 
Rangitīkei District Council 

Chair Geoff Crawford 
Northland Regional Council 

Chair Charlotte Littlewood 
Taranaki Regional Council 

Mayor Rob Scott 
Southland District Council 
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Chair Hinewai Ormsby 
Hawke’s Bay Regional Council 

Chair Rachel Keedwell 
Horizons Regional Council 

Mayor Wayne Guppy 
Upper Hutt City Council 

Mayor Gary Petley 
South Waikato District Council 

Mayor Anne Munro 
Mackenzie District Council 

Mayor Weston Kirton 
Ruapehu District Council 

Mayor Tracey Collis 
Tararua District Council 

Mayor Susan O’Regan 
Waipā District Council 

Mayor Martin Connelly 
South Wairarapa District Council 

Mayor Pamela Storey 
Waikato Regional Council 
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Deputy Mayor Rohan O’Neill-Stevens 
Nelson City Council 

Cr Toni Boynton 
Co-Chair Te Maruata Rōpū Whakahaere 

Cr Iaean Cranwell 
Co-Chair Te Maruata Rōpū Whakahaere 
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Ko Tātou LGNZ.  

This report summarises LGNZ’s work on behalf of member councils and is produced three times a 
year. It’s structured around LGNZ’s purpose: to serve local government by championing, 
connecting and supporting members.  

Many councils have found it useful to put this report on the agenda for their next council meeting 
so that all councillors have the opportunity to review it and provide feedback. Sam and Susan are 
also happy to join council meetings online to discuss the report or any aspect of it, on request. 

This report complements our regular communication channels, including Keeping it Local (our 
fortnightly e-newsletter), providing a more in-depth look at what we do.  

Contents 
Introduction ............................................................................................................................................ 4 

Champion ................................................................................................................................................ 5 

Advocacy work programme ................................................................................................................ 5 

Rates rise conversation ....................................................................................................................... 5 

City and regional deals ........................................................................................................................ 6 

Local government funding and financing ........................................................................................... 7 

Māori wards ........................................................................................................................................ 7 

Budget 24 ............................................................................................................................................ 7 

Government relations ......................................................................................................................... 8 

Media .................................................................................................................................................. 9 

Water services reform ...................................................................................................................... 10 

Resource management reform ......................................................................................................... 10 

Transport ........................................................................................................................................... 11 

Climate change.................................................................................................................................. 11 

Support for Cyclone-affected councils .............................................................................................. 12 

Localism ............................................................................................................................................ 12 

Electoral Reform Working Group ...................................................................................................... 13 

Measuring councils’ collective scale and impact .............................................................................. 13 

Freedom camping ............................................................................................................................. 13 

Rates rebates .................................................................................................................................... 13 

Remits ............................................................................................................................................... 14 

Connect ................................................................................................................................................. 16 
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Introduction 

National Council reset LGNZ’s strategy at our 1 March 2024 meeting. LGNZ’s purpose is now to serve 
members by championing, connecting and supporting local government.  

Champion means we advocate for local government on critical issues, build relationships with 
ministers and officials, and use media to amplify member voices and stories. 

Connect means we bring members together at zone, sector and conference events or via 
networks like Te Maruata, Young Elected Members and our community boards network, and that 
we create strong feedback loops between members and LGNZ’s work. 

Support means we provide professional development uniquely tailored to local government, 
support councils and elected members when they are stuck, and support elected members to 
deal with pressure and harassment. 

Everything LGNZ does comes under these pillars – and that’s why they form the structure of this 
report. I hope reading this report stresses the breadth and depth of LGNZ’s work. Our small team is 
dedicated to delivering for members and this period has been both intense and rewarding. 

This four-monthly period has also included LGNZ’s annual membership invoicing. We never take 
members for granted, and during this time there’s been really constructive conversations with 
councils considering their membership. Grey and Westland have chosen not to stay members, and 
we’re sorry to see them go.  

As always, we welcome your feedback. The purpose of sharing this detailed report is to give you an 
opportunity to share your views, and we look forward to hearing them, whether that’s in person, via 
email or a phone conversation. We’re always keen to hear from you. 

 

Ngā mihi 
Sam and Susan 
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Champion 

Advocacy work programme 

In March we shared  a document outlining our next steps on our Future by Local Government work 
with members. It sets out the things we’ll advocate for now, the work that local government can 
collectively start doing to shift towards a new future, and the things that will be longer-term 
advocacy priorities. This has been the foundation for National Council’s work to confirm LGNZ’s 
broad and targeted advocated priorities.  

At the Combined Sector meeting in April, we asked members to rank our five broad advocacy areas 
in terms of priority. These were the resulting rankings: 

1. Funding and financing 
2. Water (including freshwater) 
3. Resource Management Reform 
4. Transport 
5. Climate change 

We also asked members to rank targeted advocacy priorities, with the results as follows: 

1. Toolbox approach to funding and financing 
2. Four-year term for local government 
3. Development of a framework around city/regional deals 
4. Changes to Regulatory Impact Statements to consider the impact of decisions on local 

government 
5. Opposing changes to Māori ward/constituency referendum requirements.  

Off the back of this ranking exercise, we have finalised our advocacy work programme. This has been 
shared with members and added as a third page to our 2024 LGNZ A3.  

We are now in the process of developing more detailed work plans for each of the five broad 
advocacy areas, setting out what we’re trying to achieve under each area and the work we’ll do. We 
plan to share these work plans with members soon. 

Rates rise conversation  

LGNZ has generated hundreds of stories and op-eds via all major media outlets this year on rates 
rises, the cost pressures facing councils and what’s driving them. We generated 52 media items 
alone on the Infometrics report we launched in mid-March, which analysed increases in local 
government infrastructure costs that are driving rates rises. 

Our March rates rise toolkit included:  

• Key messages 

• Powerpoint 
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• Infometrics report 

We had overwhelmingly positive feedback on this toolkit and how useful members found it. Councils 
have been using the data we’ve provided on increasing cost pressures in their own engagement with 
media and in their LTP consultation documents. Regional journalists have made good use of the 
research LGNZ commissioned in their pieces, giving a national perspective on local rates rises. 

We launched our second rates rise toolkit at the Combined Sector meeting on 11 April. This covered 
tax vs rates, how rates compare to other bills, and how we fund infrastructure: 

• Key messages 

• Powerpoint 

• Social assets 

Again we have had a very positive response to this work and it was well used by members. For 
example, our social media posts and assets are being repurposed in councils’ own accounts, and 
attracting some positive engagement from the public, and the information we’ve shared has been 
used in some councils’ LTP consultation documents.  

Our third toolkit will launch in late June and feature research we’ve commissioned by NZIER on the 
costs of central government reforms on local government. It looks at a basket of primary and 
secondary legislation (introduced by different governments) to quantify the cost impact of unfunded 
mandates on councils and communities. The specific areas (National Policy Statement for 
Freshwater Management, National Policy Statement on Urban Development and Medium Density 
Residential Standards, Local Alcohol Policies, improving recycling and food scrap collections) have 
been chosen to be representative of reforms with a range of impacts on councils. 

Our social media rates rise series highlighting the difference between central government income 

and local government income has had strong engagement. This campaign aims to explain why rates 

rises occur, especially in the face of rising living costs, and to highlight that this is a widespread 

systemic issue. Through this series, we’ve explored how councils are financed, the services they 

offer, and the benefits residents receive from their investment in rates. The series overall has 

received over 60,000 impressions across platforms. 

City and regional deals  

The Government has strongly signalled interest in long-term city and regional deals as a way to 
partner with local government to create pipelines of regional projects.  
 
We have released a proposal that sets out the key things councils need to see reflected in city and 
regional deals, and how these will support better alignment between central and local government. 
This proposal has supported our ongoing engagement with DIA and Ministers on the development of 
the Government’s city and regional deals framework, which we expect to be released around 
August.  
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We shared the proposal, as well as a factsheet and range of international examples, with members 
in late May.  

Our Policy Team is meeting with DIA officials to discuss our proposals in more detail, and we have 
been approached by the New Zealand Initiative to speak about our work on their podcast. The 
Initiative’s view is that our proposals are worth promoting as a way forward.  

Local government funding and financing  

We are in the process of developing a local government funding and financing policy and advocacy 
work plan to be shared with members. This will be a high-level plan setting out key policy, media and 
government relations actions and objectives. We have also begun work on a ‘long list’ of funding and 
financing tools that could form part of a funding and financing toolbox, which will include policy 
analysis of options. We plan to engage members on that as our work progresses.  

Mayor Campbell Barry and Policy Manager Simon Randall recently met with the Local Government 
Business Forum (which contains representatives from organisations like Federated Farmers, the New 
Zealand Initiative, Hospitality New Zealand and Business New Zealand) to talk about local 
government’s funding and financing challenges. We are pleased to be having ongoing engagement 
with the Forum.  

Māori wards 

In May we released a toolkit to support media engagement on this topic – based on our position that 
councils should make these decisions as they do on other wards and constituencies.   
 
On 24 May, the Government introduced legislation to the House on reforms to Māori wards and 
constituencies. Submissions on this legislation were due by 29 May. Our submission was developed 
with input from Te Maruata Rōpū Whakahaere and was consistent with LGNZ’s position that 
decisions on whether a community has Māori wards or constituencies should be made in the same 
way as other ward/constituency decisions – by councils with community and iwi consultation.  

Thanks to a suggestion from Mayor Grant Smith, we developed a letter that Mayors and Chairs could 
choose to sign, opposing the Government’s changes for the reason set out above. The letter 
reflected LGNZ’s consistent position on this issue since 2018. Fifty-three Mayors/Chairs have now 
signed the letter, plus our Te Maruata Co-Chairs, and many spoke up in the media. 

Budget 24 

We were inside the Budget lockup on 30 May and produced analysis for members that was shared 
that evening, as well as media engagement that highlighted the Budget’s impact on local 
government. 
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Government relations  

We are continuing our work to develop a strong partnership with the Government and other 

politicians building on our regular formal meetings with the Prime Minister, Ministers and key 

officials with additional informal meetings. We have made changes to our approach to political 

engagement which has seen us:  

• Be part of political events such as Waitangi Commemorations, where it’s possible to speak to 
a broader range of Ministers in formal and informal settings; 

• Host a localism briefing with National Party MPs and provide follow up support to showcase 
examples of localism in action in their rohe; and 

• Host a pizza and drinks night for Members of Parliament who were previously local 
government elected members or staff. 

These types of engagements help build a broader cohort of central government politicians who 
understand and can advocate for local government from within.  

On 3 April we had one of our regular quarterly meetings with Local Government Minister Simeon 
Brown. We discussed our desire to see changes to the rates rebate scheme, our work to support 
councils with the rates rises conversation, and the need for a broader range of funding and financing 
tools.  

Mayor Neil Holdom (in his capacity as Chair of the LGNZ Transport Forum) and Mayor Campbell 
Barry were invited to meet with Transport Minister Simeon Brown in late March and provided 
feedback on the draft GPS, including signalling ways in which they thought it could be adjusted to 
provide councils with greater flexibility.  

We have also secured quarterly meetings with Infrastructure Minister Chris Bishop. We had our first 
regular meeting with Minister Bishop on 16 April, and covered a wide range of topics including 
infrastructure, housing, local government funding and financing, resource management reform and 
how the Minister engages with local government.   

The Minister agreed with our request for local government representation on his expert ministerial 
advisory group that is being set up to support phase 3 of the resource management reform 
programme, and we have put forward names for consideration. 

Toby Adams, Mike Theelen and Nigel Corry (supported by Grace) have also recently met with 
Minister Bishop to discuss how he might engage with the Local Government Steering Group (LGSG) 
and/or a variation of this going forward. There are positive indications that the Minister is prepared 
to engage with a smaller, nimble group, so the larger LGSG has been put on hold and a smaller local 
government reference group formed for this purpose. Thanks to everyone who’s contributed energy 
and expertise to this group over the past three years. 

During May we met with Minister Shane Jones to discuss regional economic development and 
city/regional deals; Max Baxter, MTFJ Chair and the MTFJ team has met with Social Development 
Minister Louise Upston; and Susan attended a pre-Budget lunch event with the Prime Minister in 
Auckland. 
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In late May, we were invited to present to the Governance and Administration Select Committee on 
LGNZ’s work, with Sam and Susan spending a productive hour explaining what LGNZ does on behalf 
of members and fielding questions. 

In June we have regular meetings with Infrastructure and RMA Reform Minister Chris Bishop (our 
focus will be on housing and the discussion will involve Mayor Sandra Hazlehurst and Nigel Bickle, CE 
Hastings District Council), Local Government Minister Simeon Brown, and Regional Development 
Minister Shane Jones.  

Media  

Our most visible media work during this period has been the rates rise conversation discussed 
above, and we have overall had a significant lift in engagement and profile. 

To support the toolkit work discussed above, in early May, Infometrics crunched the numbers on 
GST from rates being returned to councils and we arranged a joint press conference. Sam and 
Infometrics CE Brad Olsen spoke to media on Parliament’s steps, and Mayors across the motu have 
used the figures in their own discussions. This was covered extensively, and Sam also spoke about 
the research and rates rises on Nine to Noon. NBR also ran a feature piece on key issues facing local 
government, including funding and financing and the expected city/regional deals. 

Another major piece of advocacy through media is four-year-terms for local government. Sam has 
used every opportunity to talk about the efficiencies we’d gain by implementing longer electoral 
terms.  This has led to stories in local papers as well as in-depth coverage by RNZ’s political reporter, 
Russell Palmer. We have kept this conversation alive, having publicly launched the LGNZ Electoral 
Reform Group on 4 June and supported Chair Nick Smith with media engagement, including 1News 
and breakfast media.  

Leveraging the discussions at the Combined Sector meeting in April, we put the spotlight on 
city/regional deals, featuring in pieces by Newsroom and The Spinoff. We had coverage by NBR on 
the link between tourism and local government in Minister Doocey’s session. This media furthers our 
advocacy priority for new funding and financing tools.  

We've been working in with some local papers on stories – including in Ashburton Guardian about 
how constant Government reforms cause headaches for councils, and in ODT on the power of 
localism – featuring some of our members highlighting why localism matters.  

Earlier this year, LGNZ ran a session for Mayors Taskforce for Jobs supporting individual council 
programmes to better tell their story of localism and council delivery. Since March, this has spurred 
an uptick in local media coverage positively highlighting the programme. A highlight was a Seven 
Sharp piece brokered by LGNZ on the only Windmiller in the Southern Hemisphere, which aired in 
March. 

Our city/regional deals proposal was previewed by Newsroom, with Sam also appearing on the AM 
Show and Mike Hosking’s Breakfast.  
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The Māori wards/constituencies letter received strong coverage on OneNews and in Stuff. The day 
before the Budget, we had an op ed by Sam published in Stuff’s The Post and The Press, and our 
Budget comments gained good traction. 

Water services reform  

The repeal of the previous government’s water services legislation gave councils an additional three 
months to adopt their LTPs, an ability to forgo the audit of the consultation document, and to 
reduce consultation requirements on subsequent amendments. Alternatively, councils have been 
able to defer development of their LTP for 12 months if they produce an enhanced Annual Plan. We 
advocated for this relief and were pleased to see the Government make it available. 
 
The replacement approach for water services will be rolled out in two parts. A first bill, the Local 
Government (Water Services Preliminary Arrangements) Bill, was introduced to the House in late 
May and LGNZ will be submitting on it to highlight councils’ commonly held concerns with the bill 
and suggestions for improvement. This bill will be passed by the middle of the year and will require 
the development of service delivery plans (which will be the vehicle to self-determine future service 
delivery arrangements). This bill also puts in place transitional economic regulation and provides a 
streamlined process for establishing joint water services CCOs.  
 
A second bill will be introduced at the end of the year and will set out provisions relating to long-
term requirements for financial sustainability, provide for a complete economic regulation regime, 
and introduce a new range of structural and financing tools, including a new type of financially 
independent council-controlled organisation. 
 
A technical advisory group has been formed to support the development of the legislation and 
related policy. We recommended two names for this technical group – one of them was selected 
(Mark Reese, Chapman Tripp). 
 
LGNZ has been advocating for updates to the mandatory performance measures for water so that 
councils don’t have to report against both the Taumata Arowai Drinking Water Standards and the 
now-replaced Ministry of Health Drinking Water Standards. We’ve been successful in securing this 
change, which has gone to councils for your feedback. Final changes should be in place by mid-June. 

Taumata Arowai is starting to develop regulations for storm water and wastewater, and attended 
recent sector meetings. We are also engaging with Taumata Arowai on new wastewater and 
stormwater standards. 

Resource management reform 

The Government repealed the Natural and Built Environments and Spatial Planning Acts prior to 
Christmas. It then worked at pace to develop a new fast-track consenting regime. We made a joint 
submission on the new legislation with Taituarā and on 4 June we will appear before the 
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Environment Committee with Taituarā in support of our submission. Our submission acknowledged 
the need for a fast-track process but identified a number of improvements that our members want 
to see including better alignment with councils’ planning documents and processes, more time for 
engagement with councils and more of a focus on sustainable development. Our submission was 
informed by workshops that we held at each of our April sector meetings.  

The new Government is working quickly to make a number of changes to national direction, 
including the NPS-Freshwater Management. We’re monitoring these changes closely along with 
Taituarā and Te Uru Kahika. 
 
Grace and Susan meet regularly with the MfE leadership team. These meetings are constructive and 
positive.   
 
As noted above, we’ve worked closely with Mayor Toby Adams, in his role as Co-Chair of the 
Resource Management Reform Local Government Steering Group, to support him to engage with 
Minister Bishop on options for engaging with local government on changes to the resource 
management system. And we’ve recommended local government representatives to sit on an expert 
ministerial working group that Minister Bishop is planning to establish to support his reform 
programme. 

Transport  

The LGNZ Transport Forum, chaired by Mayor Neil Holdom, worked closely with our policy team to 
pull together our submission on the draft Land Transport GPS. We had good engagement with our 
draft submission, with 18 councils providing constructive feedback. 

The Transport Forum had its second meeting of the year on 23 May, which covered off a range of 
key issues including the NZTA emergency works review, the Road Efficiency Group’s (REG) ongoing 
efforts to improve the collection and presentation of transport data, and progress on the 
Government Policy Statement on Transport and National Land Transport Programme.  

Our Transport Forum is continuing to progress its work programme and engage with members. 
Immediate priorities for LGNZ in the transport space include considering the impacts of the 
upcoming Budget, completing our submission on the emergency works review, and reviewing the 
finalised GPS when it is completed (the draft of which we submitted on earlier this year).  

Climate change  

We welcomed the Government’s announcement that the Finance and Expenditure Committee will 
be continuing the inquiry into climate change adaptation that was started by the previous 
government. We’re pleased that the Government’s announcement has received cross-party support 
and in our press release emphasised the importance of engagement with local government given its 
role in adaptation, the urgent need to address adaptation funding arrangements and the need for 
thought to be given to the framework for managed retreat.  
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The submission that we made to the earlier inquiry will be considered by the Finance and 
Expenditure Committee and we’re planning to provide the Committee with some additional 
comments. 

We were pleased to be able to suggest Aileen Lawrie, CE of Thames-Coromandel District Council, as 
local government representative on the expert reference group that the Ministry for the 
Environment has established to support its climate adaptation work.  

Support for Cyclone-affected councils 

The Policy Team has met with the secretariat of the Cyclone Gabrielle Recovery Taskforce to support 
development of their insights framework, which seeks to capture the lessons learned from their 
work. We have also started engagement with the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet on 
their next steps on their critical infrastructure framework and minimum standards. 

The report on the Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events 
was released in April We understand that consideration of the Emergency Management Bill (which 
we submitted on in October 2023) is on hold until the release of this report, so the Select Committee 
can consider it and any changes needed to the Bill. This may involve further submissions or 
engagement. 

We worked with Mayor Rehette Stoltz, CE Nedine Thatcher-Swann and the team at Gisborne District 
Council to write a letter to Ministers and officials raising concerns with the process that was adopted 
for the Ministerial Inquiry into Land Use that Gisborne District Council was subject to last year. The 
purpose of the letter was to highlight that we don’t want similar process issues repeated in any 
future inquiries that local government may be subject to.  

Localism  

We are developing our Choose Localism toolkit, which will be released at our SuperLocal 
Conference. The toolkit sets out a wide range of tools and approaches councils can use to make a 
localist future a reality and apply a localism lens across their day-to-day work. The toolkit has four 
broad headings: collaboration and input; place-based empowerment and devolution; planning, 
budgeting and resource allocation; and growing and developing local economic and social success.  

We have also worked with Curia to poll members of the public on local government issues. The data 
will look at perceptions around the effectiveness of councils, how councils could improve their 
effectiveness and who is best placed to make certain decisions/deliver certain services out of central 
and local government or a combination of both. We are planning to release the findings and 
supporting work and recommendations at SuperLocal.  
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Electoral Reform Working Group 

As part of our broader work on Choose Localism, we are looking at ways to tackle the issue of 
mandate for local government. There have been several reviews and numerous calls for local 
government electoral reform over the years, with no progress being made. Only four out of ten 
eligible voters have their say in local elections, compared with eight out of ten for central 
government.  

Mayor Hon Dr Nick Smith, who has been part of a number of Justice Select Committees looking into 
this, will be leading an LGNZ working group to get some traction on the issue. The working group will 
have a very clear purpose: to drive LGNZ’s advocacy work to strengthen the democratic mandate for 
local government to advocate for and meet the needs of communities, with a particular focus on 
increasing participation.   

As well as Mayor Nick, other members of the group are Mayors Rehette Stoltz, Susan O’Regan and 
Campbell Barry, and Toni Boynton (Te Maruata Co-Chair). The group is meeting shortly to finalise its 
Terms of Reference and confirm its work programme. We’ll keep members informed as this work 
progresses.  

Measuring councils’ collective scale and impact  

We are holding a zoom on 6 June to support this data-gathering project, initiated by National Council 
member Mayor Neil Holdom, which aims to consolidate key local government expenditure into a 
collective national database. The purpose of this is to enable easy comparison between councils and 
to have data to support key conversations with central government on infrastructure and 
investment.  

Freedom camping  

The Policy Team have released updated guidance and a model bylaw that reflect recent 
amendments to legislation and case law, to support councils to develop, review, and administer 
bylaws relating to the Freedom Camping Act 2011 (FCA). Amendments to the FCA came into force on 
7 June 2023, but there is a transitional period before the new certification for self-contained motor 
vehicles and related provisions come into force.  

The Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment and the New Zealand Motor Caravan 
Association part funded this work, and we worked with them and Taituarā to develop it.  

Rates rebates  

The Minister for Local Government announced an increase to the rates rebate scheme, shortly after 
we met Ministers Brown and Costello in early April and talked about the need for these changes to 
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support low-income households. We’ve advocated strongly on this issue for several years off the 
back of remits put forward by Whanganui District Council (2020 AGM) and Horowhenua District 
Council (2023 AGM). However, the increases are only in line with inflation, not the Local 
Government Cost Index, which is the core ask of the remit put forward by Horowhenua District 
Council in 2020. We’ll continue to advocate for increases to be in line with the LGCI. 

Remits 

We’re continuing to make progress on remits where we can – though as is always the case following 
a General Election, progress slowed while the new government bedded in and we developed an 
understanding of how our remits relate to its priorities. 

 

Remit Progress update  

Allocation of risk and 
liability in the building 
sector  

We’re yet to start substantive work to progress this remit. 
However, we did raise the issues that this remit addresses 
through our involvement in a working group that was reviewing 
the building consent system in 2023. 

Rates rebates  As noted above, the Minister for Local Government announced 
an increase to the rates rebate scheme, shortly after we met 
Ministers Brown and Costello in early April and talked about the 
need for these changes to support low-income households.  

Roading/transport 
maintenance funding  

Our Transport Forum is leading work on this remit. Our 
submission to the draft Government Policy Statement advocated 
for increased investment in road maintenance. 

Local election accessibility  We’re yet to start substantive work to progress this remit. 

Ability for co-chairs at 
formal meetings 

Guidance on how to introduce co-chairs, which has been 
informed by legal advice, has been incorporated into our revised 
Guide to the LGNZ Standing Orders Template, which was 
published in early February 2024.   

Parking infringement 
penalties  

We’re yet to start substantive work to progress this remit.  

Rural and regional public 
transport 

This remit is being progressed through the work that our 
Transport Forum is leading. Our submission to the draft GPS Land 
Transport advocated for increased investment in rural and 
regional public transport. 

Establishing resolution 
service 

We have built work on developing a resolution service into the 
refreshed LGNZ strategy.   

Earthquake prone 
buildings 

As championed by Manawatū District Council (the mover of this 
remit), a review of the current earthquake strengthening 
requirements has been announced. Our Policy Team has been 
working with Manawatū District Council and officials at MBIE to 
ensure the review meets the needs of local government, and that 
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there is strong local government input into it. There has been 
good media coverage of this review, and the role Manawatū 
District Council has played in pushing for it. 

KiwiSaver contributions 
for elected members 

We have engaged with Minister Brown on this issue, and he 
expressed some interest in it. We have engaged Simpson Grierson 
to provide detailed advice on options for providing KiwiSaver 
contributions for elected members – including drafting of 
relevant legislative clauses, so that we’re able to present a 
package of options for reform to the Government.  

Scope of audits and audit 
fees 

Part of the approach to reduce fees is to ensure that the 
legislative requirements and scope (and resulting repetition and 
complexity) of Long-term Plans and Annual Plans and reports are 
reduced to be better aligned with needs and cost less to audit. A 
workshop with Audit NZ, Taituarā and the Office of the Auditor 
General has been organised for July to review the current 
requirements of long-term planning and associated reporting. 

 

Remit applications for the 2024 AGM close on Tuesday 18 June. Currently no remits have been 
received, although we know of at least three in development. The remit committee (President, Vice-
President, CEO, and Director Policy & Advocacy) will consider these on 1 July, with the approved 
remits being circulated to members on 3 July. 
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Connect 

Member visits 

Rates rises are top of mind for all councils so our work on this issue has been front and centre in our 
discussions with councils over the past four months.  

As well as Sam, Campbell and representatives from LGNZ’s leadership team being at zones 2, 1, 3 
and 5-6, Sam and Susan visited councils in Otago and Southland, the wider Wellington region and 
Northland in March/April. We then visited the West Coast councils on 17-18 April and attended a 
WCRC meeting on 9 April after conversations about the value they derived from regional sector 
meetings. Since the start of May, we’ve visited councils in Manawatū, Whanganui, Upper Hutt, 
Horowhenua and Canterbury (including Christchurch). All these visits are incredibly valuable in terms 
of connecting councils with our work and receiving feedback. We are now planning visits over the 
next few months and post-conference towards the goal of visiting or scheduling visits with all 
members in Sam’s first year as President.   

Combined Sector meeting 

Our Combined Sector meeting on Thursday 11 April featured a strong range of speakers, with a focus 
on rates rises, the cost of infrastructure and the fast-track consenting legislation. Speakers included 
Mayor of Greater Manchester Andy Burnham, Brad Olsen (Infometrics), Dr Eric Crampton (NZ 
Initiative), Philippa Fourie (Fonterra), Jade Wikaira (Wikaira Consulting Ltd), Richard Capie (Forest & 
Bird), Geoff Cooper (New Zealand Infrastructure Commission, Te Waihanga) and the team from 
Simpson Grierson who talked about fast-track consenting. 

We’ve had very positive feedback on the day, with an average rating overall by survey respondents 
of 4.5/5, with the programme getting 4.6/5 and the overall organisation 4.8/5.  Comments included: 

• Really happy with the new direction of LGNZ and the consultative approach - enjoy the 
interactive sessions (using SLIDO) 

• Very worthwhile day. Stakeholder event was excellent 

• In my opinion, this was one of the best LGNZ events I have ever attended. Topics were spot 
on, plenty of time to network (which is a huge benefit that comes from these events), great 
speakers, kicking off with the Manchester Mayor really set the scene. Well done to the 
organisers! 

Sector meetings the following day also ran well.  
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Te Uru Kahika and Regional Sector  

The Regional Sector and Te Uru Kahika’s priorities – climate resilience, resource management 
system, Te Ao Māori, the Government’s reform agenda in freshwater, water services regulation, and 
transport – align closely with LGNZ’s advocacy priorities, providing a wide range of opportunities for 
collaboration. This includes our recent participation in Te Uru Kahika’s Climate Workshop. 

Our team is meeting regularly with Te Uru Kahika to ensure we are joined up in our support for the 
Regional Sector. We continue to work together closely on submissions and engagement on central 
government reforms. 

Infrastructure Symposium 

We’re looking forward to this Combined Sector event on 13/14 June and have secured another 
strong line-up of speakers, with the finalised programme available here. Infrastructure Minister Chris 
Bishop will speak at the networking event on the Thursday night, and Sir Bill English is one of our 
keynote speakers on 14 June. Other speakers include Opposition Local Government spokesperson 
Hon Kieran McAnulty, Peter Nunns (Director Economics, Te Waihanga Infrastructure Commission), 
Simon Dyne (COO, Fulton Hogan), Councillor Linda Scott (via zoom, President, Australian Local 
Government Association), Malcolm Smith (Australasian Cities Leader, Arup) plus expert panels and 
more. Registrations are tracking well.  

Conference and Awards update  

Planning is well advanced for both SuperLocal 2024 and the Community Boards conference, along 
with additional events for Te Maruata and Young Elected Members, LGNZ’s Annual General Meeting, 
the Mayors for Taskforce breakfast and numerous networking events across the three days.  

In early April we launched SuperLocal24 to members and opened registrations. This followed the 
earlier launch of the SuperLocal 24 Awards. 

We will exceed our sponsorship target for SuperLocal, which is a real achievement in the current 
climate.  

We have finalised the programme, which has a dynamic line up of speakers, and registrations are on 
track.  

Women in local government 

Following on from our 13 February zoom for women in local government, we are planning a lunch 
immediately before the SuperLocal conference, which will feature Finance Minister Nicola Willis as 
the opening speaker.  
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Te Maruata update  

Te Maruata held its first whānui hui online on 14 March to reset priorities for the remainder of the 
triennium.  The hui included a kōrero with MP Marama Davidson, the election of new members for 
the Roopu Whakahaere as well as opportunity to meet with Mereana Taungapeau, LGNZ’s recently 
appointed Kaitohutohu Matua Māori. Aubrey Ria was elected as the Rural & Provincial 
representative, and Keri Brown was elected as the at-large representative.  

Te Maruata held its monthly online wānanga on 24 April. Te Whatu Ora provided updates on the 
Sale and Supply of Alcohol Amendment Act – specifically around the incorporation of Tikanga Māori 
into licensing hearings.  There was also broad discussion about Māori wards and the Fast-Track 
Amendment Bill.  

A key issue for Te Maruata is strong advocacy on retaining current arrangements for the 
establishment of Māori wards and constituencies.  

At the Te Maruata Rōpū Whakahaere hui on 9-10 May, kaupapa included Māori wards, Te Maruata 
membership, the programme for the Te Maruata Hui at conference and the Hutia te Rito strategy – 
the LGNZ Te Ao Māori approach. The in-person hui included the member now representing 
Community Boards, Jock Martin (who represents the Lawrence/Tuapeka ward for Clutha District 
Council).  

The Rōpū Whakahaere have been conscious of ensuring Te Maruata members are supported during 
the debates around Māori wards, which has been a difficult time for many.  Regular comms, 
information sharing and opportunities for kōrerō have been activated so that Te Maruata members 
feel supported and connected. Equally it’s important that the voices of Māori ward councillors and 
Māori elected members are uplifted. Te Maruata Rōpū Whakahaere made a submission on the Bill in 
support of LGNZ’s submission that also spoke to personal experiences and the critical role Māori 
councillors play at decision-making tables across Aotearoa. 

Hutia te Rito: LGNZ Māori Strategy 

Our Kaitohutohu Matua Māori Mereana Taungapeau led the organisation of a staff wānanga at 
Raukawa Marae in Ōtaki on 1-2 May. Its purpose was to introduce staff to Hutia te Rito and the Te 
Ao Māori work programme for LGNZ which is currently in development. 

Young Elected Members  

The YEM Committee are keen to continue holding annual YEM Hui, and are well underway with 
planning for this year’s event. The Committee has confirmed dates for this year’s Hui (16-18 
October) and will be holding it in Christchurch. In response to member feedback, we’ve brought the 
Hui forward and shared the dates early so people can get it in their diaries.  

The YEM Committee met online in March and in person at the end of May. As well as discussing the 
next Hui and their pre-SuperLocal gathering, the Committee has refined the YEM Strategy and 
Kaupapa based on feedback received from the network at the end of last year.  
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Petone Community Board member Kaz Yung has been elected to the YEM Committee as the 
community boards representative, and the Committee has also welcomed new member Councillor 
Deon Swiggs (Environment Canterbury), who has replaced Deputy Mayor of Westland Ash Cassin, 
following Westland’s decision to withdraw from LGNZ membership.  

Community Boards Executive Committee  

Over the last few months CBEC has been actively involved in a number of initiatives: 

• Satisfaction survey of community boards and mayors: CBEC commissioned FrankAdvice to 
undertake a survey of community boards and mayors to better understand the mood of 
community boards, and relationships between councils and community boards, as well as 
identify areas for improvement, with particular emphasis on roles, remuneration and 
relationships with councils. The final report, with recommendations, was released in late 
February. The findings will be used for ongoing advocacy by CBEC and to inform updates to the 
Governance Guide for Community Boards. 

• Community Boards Conference: CBEC is well underway with planning for the 2024 Community 
Boards Conference, which is being held as part of SuperLocal. CBEC members have been working 
hard with the LGNZ team to pull together a programme, and seek speakers and sponsorship. 

• Declarations: the Committee has discovered that some councils do not require appointed board 
members to make a community board declaration – creating a potential risk to councils should a 
board decision be challenged on the basis that some members were ineligible to vote. CBEC 
sought legal advice, which confirmed that all appointed members should make a community 
board declaration as well as their council declaration. That advice has been sent to all councils 
with community boards. 

• Remuneration: CBEC is working with the Remuneration Authority to improve the basis on which 
community board remuneration is set. The Authority has not been able to resolve how to 
remunerate boards with additional responsibilities (member pay is based on population without 
any consideration of the level of responsibility). The Committee has been engaging regularly 
with the Remuneration Authority on options. It’s meeting in June to develop a work programme 
to deliver on recommendations resulting from its survey of community board members and 
Mayors. 

Kaz Yung (who was elected to the Young Elected Members Committee) has joined our Community 
Boards Executive Committee. Jock Martin has also been elected to CBEC and Te Maruata, as noted 
above.  

CBEC held a zoom for all community board members in late March, where they discussed the results 
of the survey of community board members and mayors, and options for remunerating community 
board members. The zoom was attended by around 40 members.  
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Support 

Ākona  

On 3 April, we gave all elected members access to Ākona, following National Council’s decision that 
subscription should be rolled into the member fee.  

The number of logins continues to grow, with 50-60 learners being added each week. Engagement 
with Ako hours already exceeds expectations, and registrations for next month’s Climate Change 
Adaptation Ako hour are climbing quickly.  

Sector engagement with Ākona has also significantly increased. Last week’s bi-monthly hui with 
Council L&D staff (which would previously attract 10 or less participants) had almost 30 participants. 
There were also multiple requests for the hui to be recorded and sent to those who could not 
attend. Hui participants expressed their support of the system, including the new skills analysis tool. 
There was also keen interest in working with LGNZ to build elected member engagement through 
coaching sessions, to develop learning programmes, and to develop learning policy based on Ākona 
content. 

The Induction 2025 Project has commenced with the development of a triennial calendar of learning 
linked to key sector milestones. This calendar will be tested by a group of sector representatives 
over the next few weeks, with a view to complete induction design by the end of October. The 
purpose and approach to Induction hui is being refined based on member input and feedback from 
the 2022 events. 

Discussions have begun with Taituarā to develop an induction pack that will include pre-elected 
learning resources, (as per the framework). A pre-candidacy package of learning will also soon be 
developed to support the promotion of local governance participation in our communities.  

There are new courses recently released or nearing release include:  

• Climate Change 

• Te Reo 

• Decision Making 

• The CE Relationship  

• Leading diverse communities  

In addition, the tīma worked with PD Training to contextualise a Critical Thinking workshop which 
was delivered at Napier District Council in late February. A targeted workshop focused on Chairing 
Meetings/Standing Orders has also been developed. Both options will become a permanent part of 
Ākona offerings.  
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Guidance and advisory for members  

We’ve updated our Guide to the LGNZ Standing Orders Templates. The updates provide councils 
with guidance on how to amend their standing orders to incorporate changes to the definition of a 
quorum (for those joining by audio visual means). They also provide guidance on the Ombudsman’s 
recent report on public access to workshops.  

We’re working with the Taituarā Democracy and Participation Working Group to fine tune our 
Standing Orders Template, with a focus on readability. The updated version will be available to 
councils in early 2025, giving plenty of time to be prepared ahead of the 2025 local body elections. 
The new template will also reflect legislative changes made since mid-2022 when the current 
template was drafted. 

Elected member safety and security  

We held a zoom on safety and security on 18 April, with 60 people attending. Panel members Mayor 
Dan Gordon, Deputy Mayor Angela O’Leary and Mayor Len Salt spoke eloquently about the difficult 
and disturbing experiences they had had, followed by representatives from NZ Police and Netsafe. 
This was the start of a conversation and there’s clearly more LGNZ can do to support members 
experiencing this harassment, which is also a threat to local democracy.  

At the Combined Sector meeting, we asked attendees about their experiences and the results were:  

• 74% had face aggressive, abusive or offensive behaviour as an EM in public meetings 

• 65% had faced it online 

• 39% had faced it at community events 

• 33% had faced in doing every day activities like shopping or collecting children from school 

In terms of the levels of behaviour: 

• 53% thought it was worse than a year ago 

• 41% thought it was similar 

• 9% thought it was better. 

Our second zoom in this series will be in mid-June, to focus on “sovereign citizens” and vexatious 
requests, and we’ve secured a range of panellists/speakers. This topic was suggested in the first 
zoom, and the third zoom will focus on physical security for EMs. All these zooms are recorded and 
available to elected members in Ākona, along with related resources. You can log into Ākona here. 

Te Korowai  

Our continuous improvement programme, previously known as CouncilMARK, has undergone 
significant evolution over the past year in response to feedback from the sector. These changes aim 
to increase programme participation and deliver greater value to participating councils. 
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Renamed 'Te Korowai’, the programme has extended its focus beyond independent assessments to 
support councils throughout their continuous improvement journey, both before and after 
assessment. 

Te Korowai emphasises a wraparound support for councils, the establishment of development 
benchmarks and aligning council performance with priorities. The introduction of additional 
development pathways facilitates the translation of assessment findings into actionable plans, 
enabling councils to optimise their performance. 

We have collaborated closely with Waikato Regional Council, which served as the pilot for the new 
programme. Following their successful on-site assessment, they have transitioned into the 
development phase. Initial feedback from Waikato Regional Council has been overwhelmingly 
positive, highlighting how the programme provided valuable insights and confidence to progress 
along their development journey. 

We are currently engaged with several other councils, including as Central Hawkes Bay District 
Council, Ōtorohanga District Council, and Otago Regional Council, as they prepare to join the 
revamped programme. Additionally, efforts are underway to align the programme's performance 
assessment framework with Ākona, fostering continuous improvement through a culture of learning 
and development. 

Mayors’ Taskforce for Jobs  

Mayors’ Taskforce for Jobs (MTFJ) core group has signed off a refreshed five-year strategic plan. The 
plan reconfirms the focus of the MTFJ kaupapa firmly on rangatahi, particularly those youth who are 
NEET (Not in Employment, Education or Training).   
 
LGNZ supported Mayor Max Baxter, MTFJ Chair, to secure a meeting with the Social Development 
Minister Louise Upston, which the MTFJ team of Maree and Tammie attended, along with Scott.   
 
Max also met with Minister Upston while attending a joint visit to Waimate to hear firsthand how 
the programme has delivered better employment outcomes there. The Minister is joining MTFJ for 
their annual breakfast meeting at SuperLocal. 
 
The MTFJ Governance Group, which oversees MTFJ’s strategy and delivery, met in April and May and 
the Core Group is meeting on 7 June.  
  
Huge credit to the MTFJ council teams who nationally have exceeded their MSD-contracted CEP 
outcomes, achieving 1,111 employment outcomes for year one well ahead of the due date. This 
positions the MTFJ MSD employment contract for continued success as it rolls over into year 2, 
although with reduced contracted funding from ($10 million to $8 million).  
 
LGNZ ran an impactful session for MTFJ in February supporting individual council programmes to 
better tell their story of localism and council delivery, as discussed in the media section above, and 
reflected in the uptick of media around MTFJ in recent weeks. 



Tasman District Council Agenda – 20 June 2024 

 

 

Item 7.11 - Attachment 2 Page 391 

 

  

 

LGNZ four-monthly report for member councils: March-June 2024 // 23 

Road Efficiency Group (REG) 

LGNZ has been a long-standing partner and supporter of REG and we are pleased to see REG feature 
in the draft Transport GPS. This includes direction from the Minister that REG, as part of a wider 
expectation for improved sector performance and efficiency, is to focus on ensuring that all 
investment in maintaining and improving resilience on the state highway, local and rural road 
networks is spent in the most efficient manner. 

Key focus areas for REG include: 

• Finding efficiency in road maintenance spend to deliver more for road users and taxpayers’ 
investment; 

• Standardising maintenance protocols and processes to find efficiency where efficiencies can 
be found; 

• Reducing expenditure on temporary traffic management (TTM), which is adding significant 
cost to road maintenance and reducing efficiency of spend; 

• Reviewing Network Outcomes Contracts (NOC) with a focus on achieving long-term 
maintenance outcomes of 2 percent rehabilitation and 9 percent resurfacing per year, 
ensuring a proactive approach to road maintenance. 

 
REG is currently reviewing its term of reference and governance arrangements, which will see two 
independent appointments by the Minister to the REG governance group.  

Moata Carbon Portal  

Recently we’ve provided a demo of the portal and had conversations on carbon accounting with 
Central Otago District Council. We have also supported Mott MacDonald to attend zone meetings to 
provide an overview of the carbon portal as well as some findings from the carbon baseline 
completed on Queenstown Lakes LTP in 2023. 

The findings from this baseline were that water projects accounted for 55% of QLDC’s total capital 
carbon, with transport accounting for 24% and built environment 21%. Over the course of their LTP, 
their highest carbon peaks were predicted for 2023 and 2030, with recommendations provided on 
integrating carbon assessments into their approval and delivery processes. 

Ratepayer Assistance Scheme (RAS) 

With Auckland and Tauranga confirming support to establish the RAS, we have secured $1.2 million 
of the estimated $3 million required to complete the development work to establish the RAS. On 
establishment, we would need circa $23 million establishment capital. 

As a reminder, the RAS is a special purpose tool that would provide support to ratepayers to finance 
any local authority charge. With balance sheet separation, and proximity to both local and central 
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government, it would have a very high credit rating and therefore be able to provide the cheapest 
possible financing terms to ratepayers. 

The Ratepayer Financing Scheme’s flexibility would enable it to support: 

• Development contributions to enable housing development. 

• Home improvement policy to meet healthy homes, earthquake strengthening, home insulation 
and solar panel installation, water separation and storage etc. 

• Rates postponement to provide relief to ratepayer experiencing affordability pressures. 

A detailed business case supporting the RAS’s viability has been completed with the support of 
Auckland, Hamilton, Tauranga, Wellington, Christchurch councils alongside the LGFA and LGNZ. We 
have had recent positive engagement the new governments policy advisors. The RAS could provide 
financing for future water charges which would assist with affordability.  

The Steering Group have engaged with the Government’s water Technical Advisory Group to discuss 
funding and financing more broadly, including the possible role the RAS could play supporting 
ratepayers and funding infrastructure. 

Scott and selected members of the Steering Group met Simon Court (Parliamentary Under-Secretary 
to the Minister for Infrastructure and the Minister Responsible for RMA Reform) on 3 April and 
Minister Simeon Brown has expressed interest in learning more about it. 

Libraries partnership  

Our Libraries Advisor is continuing to deliver the work programme that has been agreed to with DIA 
and the New Zealand Libraries Partnership Programme, and will be with LGNZ until the end of June 
2024, when the project funding comes to an end. This was a Covid-19 recovery initiative so there 
isn’t ongoing funding for this role.  

At the end of the project, we’ll receive a report that will outline all the key trends identified and 
findings made across the three years of the project.  

Despite local government funding challenges, a large number of councils have supported the 
removal of fines to improve access to their library resources. Over 60% of councils are fully fines free 
and 92% are fines free for children and young people. 
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7.12  JOINT REGIONAL CEMETERY - BUSINESS CASE  

Decision Required  

Report To: Tasman District Council 

Meeting Date: 20 June 2024 

Report Author: Grant Reburn, Reserves and Facilities Manager  

Report Authorisers: Richard Kirby, Group Manager - Community Infrastructure  

Report Number: RCN24-06-15 

  

1. Purpose of the Report / Te Take mō te Pūrongo 

1.1 To agree to proceed with a regional cemetery jointly with Nelson City Council. 

1.2 To adopt the business case for the joint regional cemetery. This will be subject to Nelson 
City Council adopting the same business case. This is scheduled to be considered at their 
meeting in early July 2024. 

2. Summary / Te Tuhinga Whakarāpoto 

2.1 In 2020, both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council jointly commissioned a report 

on Cemetery Provision in Nelson and Richmond which was received by both councils in 

December 2021. 

2.2 Both councils adopted a Memorandum of Understanding in 2022 (Attachment 1) for the 

development of a business case to address several matters that would inform the decision of 

whether to proceed with a joint regional cemetery. 

2.3 Officers from both Councils have been working collaboratively to develop a business case 

with guidance provided by a Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group comprising two 

elected members from each council and an iwi representative. 

2.4 Funding for the potential acquisition and initial development of a joint regional cemetery was 

included in the 2021-2031 Long-Term Plan for each council with funding for any potential 

acquisition confirmed in the 2023/2024 Annual Plans. Development funding has also been 

included in the draft 2024-2034 Long-Term Plans. 

2.5 The Business Case provides the framework required to support any opportunity that arises 

to acquire suitable land and establish an appropriately located, and accessible joint regional 

cemetery to serve both the Nelson City and some wards of the Tasman District for at least 

100 years. It proposes that the Regional Cemetery would be acquired, developed, operated, 

maintained and governed on a shared basis between Nelson City and Tasman District 

Councils. 

2.6 Officers have proposed as part of the business case four project objectives for 

consideration. Two of these relate to the acquisition and assessment of suitable sites and 

may be a necessary part of the process moving forward if ultimately the Council has to 

compulsorily acquire land, or it needs to designate land for the cemetery under the Resource 
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Management Act. Officers have also proposed site location criteria, so there is a consistent 

set of objectives and criteria applied to all sites considered. 

2.7 This report is seeking approval of the business case which supports the development of a 

Joint Regional Cemetery, outlines the project objectives for acquisition of land, site location 

criteria for a joint regional cemetery and agrees the basis for implementing the project. 

3. Recommendation/s / Ngā Tūtohunga 

That the Tasman District Council 

1. receives the Joint Regional Cemetery - Business Case Report RCN24-06-15; and 

2. commits to proceeding with a regional cemetery jointly with Nelson City Council 

subject to the Nelson City Council also committing; and 

3. adopts the Nelson City and Tasman District Joint Regional Cemetery Business Case, 

June 2024 in Attachment 2 subject to Nelson City Council adopting this business 

case; and 

4. notes that officers will report back on a formal agreement that will govern the 

development of a regional cemetery and the provision of regional cemetery services. 

4. Background / Horopaki  

4.1 Local Authorities have a legislative responsibility and mandate to ensure the provision of 

cemeteries. The Burial and Cremation Act 1964 imposes a duty on Local Authorities (section 

4) to ‘establish and maintain’ a suitable cemetery where sufficient provision is not otherwise 

made for the burial of the bodies of persons dying within its district. 

4.2 In 2020 both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council jointly commissioned a report 

on Cemetery Provision in Nelson and Richmond - Assessment of Supply and Demand. The 

report was received by both councils in December 2021. This report estimated that the 

Richmond and Marsden Valley cemeteries will reach capacity for burial interments within the 

next 10-20 years and that there was a long lead time for the purchase and development of a 

new cemetery. Updated death projections undertaken in 2023 have resulted in revised site 

estimates being calculated based on a 100-year burial capacity, with a provision for around 

16,000 burials (average 160 per annum) which requires an overall area of 22ha. 

4.3 The councils subsequently agreed, through a Memorandum of Understanding  

(Attachment 1), in 2022 to work collaboratively to investigate the development of a new joint 

regional cemetery and progress with a business case that would support that initiative.  

4.4 The Memorandum of Understanding (Attachment 1) records the framework agreed for the 

development of the business case for a joint regional cemetery. This business case has 

been drafted (Attachment 2) and includes site location criteria, a preferred governance and 

management structure, a policy framework for the development and operation of the 

cemetery, and a funding model. The councils now need to independently make decisions on 

whether to commit to the development of a joint cemetery. If the councils both agree to 

proceed, the Memorandum of Understanding will be replaced with a formal agreement to 

govern the development of a regional cemetery and the provision of regional cemetery 

services. 

4.5 Funding for the acquisition and initial development of a joint regional cemetery was included 

in the 2021-2031 Long-Term Plan for each council with funding for acquisition of appropriate 
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land confirmed in the 2023/2024 Annual Plans. Development funding has also been included 

in the 2024-2034 Long-Term Plans. 

Business case for joint regional cemetery 

4.6 Officers from both councils have been working collaboratively to develop the business case 

with guidance provided by a Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group comprising two 

members from each council and an iwi representative. The Working Group has met on 

several occasions over the past two years and provided guidance and feedback on the 

location and site selection criteria, options for size and capacity, governance, management 

and operations and the development of the business case. 

4.7 The topics in the discussion section below provide a summary of the topics required to be 

considered as part of the business case as directed under the Memorandum of 

Understanding. These are: 

• Criteria to assess potential locations 

• Location and acquisition options 

• Development requirements 

• Operational requirements – governance structure, management structure 

• Funding model for capital and operational costs 

5. Analysis and Advice / Tātaritanga me ngā tohutohu  

Objectives for the new cemetery 

5.1 As part of the business case development project objectives for acquisition of land and site 

location criteria have been developed.  

5.2 Officers are seeking approval of the following project objectives in the business case from 

both councils for a new joint regional cemetery: 

• To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation, and maintenance of a new 

joint regional cemetery to accommodate the burial needs of residents of Nelson and 

Tasman (Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) for at least 100 years at one 

location. 

• The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, suitability, and location 

(including being accessible) for the intended purpose and the adverse effects 

(including on natural values) can be appropriately managed. 

• The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired, and the cemetery is funded, 

developed, operated, maintained, and governed on a shared basis between Nelson 

City and Tasman District Councils.  

• The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired, masterplan prepared, and the first 

stage is developed to meet the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) at least 12 months prior to capacity at 

Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). 

Location criteria for the new cemetery 

5.3 Officers are also seeking the approval of site location criteria outlined in the business case. 

These are in two parts – gateway site location criteria and site-specific location criteria.  
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5.4 The gateway site location criteria are a ‘coarse filter’ intended to be applied to both the 

council territorial areas to identify a range of properties that are generally suitable for a joint 

regional cemetery: 

5.5 Gateway Site Selection Criteria are provided below: 

• Distance from central Nelson and central Richmond 

• Slope of site for interments 

• Location is not classified as Highly Productive Land 

• Land not identified for housing or business growth 

5.6 Specific Site Selection Criteria are provided below: 

• Depth of water table / Ground water  

• Buffer distance from watercourses 

• Suitability of ground conditions 

• Land is not at risk of sea level rise and inundation 

• Land is able to be developed as a cemetery 

• Cemetery facilities are able to be developed on site 

• Transport accessibility 

Locations and acquisition options 

5.7 The first project objective identifies burial capacity for 100 years (equating to a site of 22 

hectares). A cemetery with this burial capacity offers greater long-term security that enables 

both councils to meet legislative requirements for the provision of land sufficient to meet the 

burial needs for people residing in its district. It will be more difficult over time to find larger 

areas of land near the population base, as large land areas are being utilised to 

accommodate housing or business development (including horticultural production) and land 

values will increase. 

5.8 Officers have undertaken the first stage of analysis using GIS to apply the Gateway Site 

Location Criteria across the region to identify geographical areas potentially suitable as a 

cemetery. The results of this analysis were that no suitable sites were identified in the 

Nelson City area within a 40km radius of Central Nelson and the number of sites in the 

Tasman District were limited, particularly when Highly Productive Land was considered.  

5.9 The specific site selection criteria will be applied to potential sites as the next step in the site 

selection process. This is due to be progressed following adoption of the Business Case. 

Development requirements 

5.10 Development requirements have been identified and listed based on an indicative cemetery 

layout and include roading, parking, water supply, maintenance facilities, toilets, 

landscaping, fencing and plot layout. Further detail and indicative costings are provided in 

the attached business case. 

Governance structure 

5.11 A range of governance options were considered as part of the options assessment. A Joint 

Council Committee similar to Saxton Field was the preferred governance option due to its 

proven approach, simplicity, and low cost. 
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5.12 The suggested structure of the Joint Committee is two Councillors from each Council, with 

an iwi representative and independent chairperson.  

Management and operations structure 

5.13 Following approval of this business case, a formal project management group will be 

confirmed to deliver the project through the initial stages of land acquisition, consenting, 

masterplan development and initial stage cemetery construction.  

5.14 A range of management and operating structure options were considered, the preferred 

approach was a mix of in-house delivery for management and administration aspects and 

continued use of external contractors for operational delivery. This is preferred as it provides 

Council oversight of cemetery management while outsourcing operational requirements. 

Funding model 

5.15 Options for funding the regional cemetery were considered as part of the Options 

Assessment section of this business case. A range of funding options were considered as 

part of assessing the proposal against the Project Objectives. 

5.16 The preferred option where each council contributes 50% of the initial land acquisition and a 

proportion of the development cost with timing based on the initial use date which fully 

meets Project Objective 3. 

5.17 The proposed funding arrangements are that the land acquisition and initial development 

costs prior to the cemetery commencing operation would be funded jointly by each council. 

A revenue stream from fees and charges will be available once the cemetery is operational.  

5.18 Consideration was given to Tasman District Council providing a greater share of the initial 

funding on the basis that they will be utilising the cemetery several years earlier than Nelson 

City. However updated death projections show that the earliest use of a new cemetery for 

Tasman would be eight years and 10 years for Nelson. Therefore, this no longer seems 

necessary particularly as the costs will be recovered from cemetery fees over the longer 

term.  

5.19 The financial analysis of the preferred option confirms that the cost of land acquisition, 

development, maintenance, and operation can be fully recovered through user charges. The 

councils fund the initial cost of land acquisition, development, maintenance, and operations 

and this is recovered through revenue from plot sales and interments over the operational 

life of the cemetery.  

5.20 The cost of maintenance at the end of the cemetery operational life will be funded for a 

period by residual surplus revenue, however the grounds maintenance costs will continue in 

perpetuity so there will still be an ongoing, maintenance cost once these funds are 

exhausted. 

5.21 The estimated whole-of-life-cost of the investment is $46.5m over the expected 100-year life 

of the cemetery. This is offset by potential revenues of nearly $72.0m. 

5.22 It is proposed that the capital funding required for land acquisition and the initial 

development phase of $3,782,350 be split equally between the two councils. This funding is 

included in the Annual Plan 2023-2024 and the Draft Long-Term Plan 2024-2034 for both 

Councils. 

6. Options / Kōwhiringa 

6.1 The options are outlined in the following table: 
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Option  Advantage  Disadvantage  

1. Adopt the 

business case 

• Staff can continue to 

progress acquisition of 

land and development 

for a joint regional 

cemetery. 

• Enables Nelson and 

Tasman to provide for 

their cemetery needs in a 

timely manner. 

• Allows Nelson and 

Tasman to meet their 

legislative requirements 

regarding provision of 

burial space for their 

communities. 

• Provides agreed 

approach for the councils 

to work together. 

• More cost effective for 

the councils to work 

together on one 

cemetery than on smaller 

individual cemeteries 

• Additional work (leading 

to further time delays) 

required to provide an 

alternative solution to 

meet the region’s burial 

requirements. 

• Nelson City Council is 

very unlikely to find a 

suitable site within its 

boundaries that isn’t 

already developed or in a 

future development zone. 

• Capital and operational 

budgets required to 

develop and run a joint 

regional cemetery. 

2. Partially adopt the 

business case. 

For example, 

adopting the 

objectives and 

criteria, while 

choosing to 

further examine 

governance, 

management, 

and funding 

models. 

• Time to further examine 

governance, 

management, and 

funding models 

• This will add to the lead in 

times and some aspects 

could be covered in a later 

stage of the project 

involving the development 

of a Cemetery Master 

Plan. 
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Option  Advantage  Disadvantage  

3. Don’t adopt the 

business case 

No apparent advantage • Increased costs 

associated with additional 

work required and 

inflation of property and 

development values. 

• If one or both councils 

decide not to proceed with 

the joint regional 

cemetery there are likely 

to be increased costs 

associated with each 

council developing 

separate cemeteries. 

• Long lead-in times for 

development for 

acquisition and 

development of a 

cemetery mean than there 

is a risk that a new 

cemetery is not available 

when existing cemeteries 

reach capacity 

(particularly pressing for 

Tasman District). 

6.2 Option one is recommended. 

7. Legal / Ngā ture   

7.1 The Council can make these decisions under its general power of competence. 

7.2 Approving a business case for a joint regional cemetery is a decision of the Council. 

8. Iwi Engagement / Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Māori  

8.1 Kaumātua Harvey Ruru was appointed to the Joint regional Cemetery Working Group as an 

iwi representative. The role of the Working Group was to provide high level guidance and 

support to staff in the development of the business case. 

8.2 The councils will be engaging with iwi further through the masterplan process. 

9. Significance and Engagement / Hiranga me te Whakawhitiwhiti ā-Hapori Whānui 

9.1 This matter is of medium significance because the provision of a cemetery would have a 

moderate impact on some sections of the community. The proposal has been budgeted for 

and engaged on in the 2021-2031 Long Term Plans and the draft 2024-2034 Long Term 

Plans. 
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Issue 

Level of 

Significance 
Explanation of Assessment 

1. Is there a high level of public interest, 

or is decision likely to be 

controversial? 

No  

2. Are there impacts on the social, 

economic, environmental or cultural 

aspects of well-being of the 

community in the present or future? 

Low It provides for long-term burial 

needs of the community. 

3. Is there a significant impact arising 

from duration of the effects from the 

decision? 

No  

4. Does the decision relate to a strategic 

asset? (refer Significance and 

Engagement Policy for list of strategic 

assets) 

Yes Local authorities are required to 

provide areas for burials for the 

community. 

5. Does the decision create a substantial 

change in the level of service provided 

by Council? 

No  

6. Does the proposal, activity or decision 

substantially affect debt, rates or 

Council finances in any one year or 

more of the LTP? 

Yes Funding is already provided for 

acquisition and development of a 

cemetery in the current LTP and 

draft LTP 2024-2034. 

7. Does the decision involve the sale of a 

substantial proportion or controlling 

interest in a CCO or CCTO? 

No  

8. Does the proposal or decision involve 

entry into a private sector partnership 

or contract to carry out the deliver on 

any Council group of activities? 

Yes Cemetery operation and 

maintenance services are likely 

to be undertaken by an external 

contractor. 

9. Does the proposal or decision involve 

Council exiting from or entering into a 

group of activities?   

No  

10. Does the proposal require particular 

consideration of the obligations of Te 

Mana O Te Wai (TMOTW) relating to 

freshwater or particular consideration 

of current legislation relating to water 

supply, wastewater and stormwater 

infrastructure and services? 

No  

 

10. Communication / Whakawhitiwhiti Kōrero  

10.1 A joint media release with Nelson City Council will be provided after the draft business case 

has been approved by both councils. 
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11. Financial or Budgetary Implications / Ngā Ritenga ā-Pūtea 

11.1 Capital funding for acquisition was provided in the 2021-2031 Long-Term Plans, with funding 

for initial development, operation and maintenance included in the draft 2024-2034 Long-

Term Plans for both councils. 

11.2 The proposed funding arrangements are that the land acquisition and initial development 

costs prior to the cemetery commencing operation would be funded jointly by each council. 

A revenue stream from fees and charges will be available once the cemetery is operational. 

11.3 The financial analysis in the business case confirms that the cost of land acquisition, 

development, maintenance, and operation can be fully recovered through user charges. The 

councils fund the initial cost of land acquisition, development, maintenance and operations 

and this is recovered through revenue from plot sales and interments over the operational 

life of the cemetery. 

11.4 The financial model shows that there will be adequate revenue to cover the acquisition, 

development, operational and maintenance costs from year 10 onwards with a deficit in 

years where a further stage of the cemetery is developed. This deficit will be repaid during 

the life of that stage. 

12. Risks / Ngā Tūraru  

12.1 The key risks that might prevent, degrade, or delay the achievement of the Project 

Objectives are identified and analysed below: 

Risk 
Likelihood 

(H/M/L) 

Impact 

(H/M/L) 

Comments & Risk Management 

Strategies (Mitigations) 

Delays in acquisition 
process 

M M If initial approaches are unsuccessful, 

move quickly to commence notice of 

requirement/designation process 

Availability of large 
enough site in single 
ownership 

M M There are some sites of sufficient size 

available in the general area of interest. 

Property acquisition strategies will consider 

that acquisition of more than one property 

may be required 

Price increase due 

to awareness that 

the Council is the 

purchaser 

M L Use third party to undertake purchase on 

behalf of the Council 

Withdrawal of 
commitment to 
project by one or 
other council 

L H Impact depends on timing, if known early 

then easier to adjust 

Development costs 
higher than 
anticipated 

M M Robust costing process following 

completion of Masterplan to reduce impact 

Death forecasts vary 
significantly from 
projections  

M L The staged approach to development 

reduces risk by regular review of demand 

forecasts and implementing each stage to 

provide capacity for a further 20 years at a 

time 
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13. Climate Change Considerations / Whakaaro Whakaaweawe Āhuarangi 

13.1 Climate change impacts have been mitigated through the development of appropriate site 

location criteria. These have included avoiding land that is a risk of sea level rise, restricting 

the distance people must travel from central Nelson and Richmond (thereby reducing 

emissions from those travelling to the cemetery) and not utilising productive land or land 

identified for growth.  

13.2 The provision of one regional cemetery means more efficient maintenance and burial 

through economies of scale. Compared to having multiple smaller sites, it means the 

cemetery can be developed at a scale where staff can be based at site (reducing travel 

between). Areas that are too steep for burials can be planted to provide habitats for native 

flora and fauna. 

14. Alignment with Policy and Strategic Plans / Te Hangai ki ngā aupapa Here me ngā 

Mahere Rautaki Tūraru  

Fit with Purpose of Local Government 

14.1 Under the Local Government Act, the purpose of local government is to promote the social, 

economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of communities in the present and for the 

future. 

14.2 Providing a joint regional cemetery will provides the following for the community: 

• Social - provides for long term burial needs of Nelson and Tasman communities. 

• Economic - provides for reduced cost and increased operating efficiency reducing 

overall cost to community through economies of scale. 

• Environmental - resource consent/designation process includes assessment and 

mitigation of potential adverse effects on the environment and seeks to ensure they 

are contained and mitigated. Site location criteria also ensure certain environmental 

factors are specifically considered in advance of a Resource Management Act 

process, including the criteria relating to water table, buffer distances from 

watercourses to minimise contamination risk and that the land is not at risk of sea level 

rise and inundation. 

• Cultural - provides opportunities for memorialisation and landscaping that recognise 

heritage, identity, and creativity. Areas are identified across the regions’ cemeteries, 

including the new cemetery if appropriate, to provide for different cultures burial and 

memorial needs. 

Consistency with Community Outcomes and Council Policy 

14.3 Providing a new joint regional cemetery is consistent with the following community 

outcomes: 

• Our urban and rural environments are people friendly, well planned, and sustainably 

managed. 

• Our infrastructure is efficient, cost effective and meets current and future needs. 
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15. Conclusion / Kupu Whakatepe 

15.1 The development of the Project Business Case has been a thorough process that confirmed 

the benefits of a Joint Regional Cemetery to meet the burial needs of Nelson and some 

Tasman residents in the long term. The report seeks the commitment of both Tasman 

District Council and Nelson City Council to proceed with the acquisition, development, and 

operation of a joint cemetery, adopt the business case, develop a formal agreement 

between the councils, and to complete the other actions identified in the business case. 

16. Next Steps and Timeline / Ngā Mahi Whai Ake 

16.1 If both councils approve the draft business case, Officers would: 

• Jointly provide a media release with Nelson City Council. 

• Report back a formal agreement that will govern the development of the cemetery and 
provision of cemetery service. 

 

17. Attachments / Tuhinga tāpiri 

1.⇩  Memorandum of Understanding - Development of  a Joint Regional Cemetery 404 

2.⇩  Nelson City and Tasman District Joint Regional Cemetery Business Case 412 

  

CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_files/CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_Attachment_20532_1.PDF
CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_files/CN_20240620_AGN_4662_AT_Attachment_20532_2.PDF
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Development of a Joint Regional Cemetery 
Memorandum of Understanding 

Parties 

1. The Tasman District Council, a local authority under the Local Government Act 2002 (TDC); and 

2. The Nelson City Council, a local authority under the Local Government Act 2002 (NCC). 

Jointly, “the Councils”. 

Background 

3. TDC owns the Richmond Cemetery which serves the Richmond Ward. The smaller Spring Grove, 

Foxhill and Waimea West cemeteries serve the Waimea-Moutere Ward. Richmond Cemetery has 

an estimated working capacity for burials of less than 10 years. TDC owns a number of other 

cemeteries in Motueka, Murchison and Takaka which serve the Motueka, Lakes-Murchison and 

Golden Bay Wards respectively. 

4. NCC owns the Marsden Valley Cemetery which has an estimated working capacity for burials of 

15-20 years. It owns two smaller operational cemeteries in Stoke (Seaview) and Hira, and the 

Wakapuaka Cemetery, where all the remaining available burial plots have been pre-purchased. 

5. The Councils have previously commissioned a report on Cemetery Provision in Nelson and 

Richmond - Assessment of Supply and demand. NCC received that report on 2 December 2021! 

and TDC received it on 9 December 20212. The Councils have confirmed they wish to investigate 

the development of a new Joint Regional Cemetery and have subsequently resolved to progress 

with a business case for a Joint Regional Cemetery?*, 

6. To achieve this, the Councils established a Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group, with two 

members appointed from each Council and one representative appointed by Te Tauihu iwi. The 

Terms of Reference for the Working Group are attached (Appendix One). 

7. Following completion of the business case, the Councils will decide whether or not to make a 

formal commitment to a Joint Regional Cemetery. This Memorandum of Understanding sets out 

a common understanding of how a Joint Regional Cemetery would be governed, managed and 

funded. 

8. The Councils expressly recognise the important role that tangata whenua have as kaitiaki within 

the rohe. 

  

1 http://meetings.nelson.govt.nz/Open/2021/12/CAR 20211202 AGN 3405 AT.PDF 

? https://tasman.infocouncil.biz/Open/2021/12/0C 20211209 AGN 4000 AT.PDF 

3 http://meetings.nelson.govt.nz/Open/2021/12/CL_20211208 MIN 3417.PDF 

4 https://tasman.infocouncil.biz/Open/2021/12/0C 20211209 MIN 4000.PDF 

1 A2876360

1350020705-339
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Purpose 

9. The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding is to record the framework agreed between 

the Councils for the development of a business case for a Joint Regional Cemetery. This includes: 

identification of a preferred governance structure 

e funding model 

e management structure 

e policy framework for the development and operation of a Joint Regional Cemetery 

e location criteria to identify potential sites. 

10. This work will inform the decision on whether to proceed or not by the Councils. 

11. Should the Councils decide to proceed with developing the Joint Regional Cemetery, this 

Memorandum of Understanding sets out how the Councils intend to address key issues and will 

remain in force until such time as the Councils replace this Memorandum of Understanding with 

a formal agreement. 

Commencement and Review 

12. This Memorandum of Understanding comes into effect on the date approved by the Councils. This 

agreement will be reviewed every second year. 

Termination 

13. This Memorandum of Understanding will terminate either: 

e By resolution of either Council giving one month’s notice of termination; or 

e When replaced by any other formal agreement between the Councils in relation to 

purchase, development and planning of a Joint Regional Cemetery. 

Variation and Dispute 

14. Notwithstanding the above, this Memorandum of Understanding may be amended pursuant to a 

resolution adopted by the Councils at any time during its term. 

15. In the event of any dispute arising between the Councils concerning the subject matter of this 

document, the Councils shall endeavour to resolve the dispute by way of full and frank discussion 

and/or negotiation. 

Confidentiality 

16. The Councils recognise the need to maintain confidentiality in matters relating to procurement, 

negotiations, identification of specific potential cemetery locations, and any legal issues. The 

release of any such information will be considered in line with the relevant sections of the Local 

Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987. 
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Part 1: Development of Business Case for a Joint Regional Cemetery 
  

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

The Councils will work together in good faith to develop a business case for a Joint Regional 

Cemetery. 

Councillor time and officer time will be contributed as necessary by each Council. 

All other costs associated with preparing the business case will be split equally between the 

Councils. NCC will project manage the development of the business case and recharge 50% of the 

actual costs to TDC. 

The business case will identify options and recommendations on: 

e Criteria used to assess potential locations for a joint cemetery 

e Location(s) for a joint cemetery 

e Acquisition options 

e Development requirements 

e Operational requirements — governance structure, management structure 

e A funding model for capital and operational costs. 

On receiving the business case, the Councils will independently make decisions on whether or not 

to commit to the development of a Joint Regional Cemetery in accordance with their decision- 

making obligations under the Local Government Act 2002. If the Councils both agree to proceed, 

the Councils will replace this Memorandum of Understanding with a formal agreement that will 

govern the development of the cemetery and provision of cemetery services. 

Notwithstanding the development of such a formal agreement, the following sections set out an 

initial understanding of how key issues will be addressed. 

Part 2: Development of a Joint Regional Cemetery 
  

23. The Councils shall continue to work together in good faith and in accordance with their obligations 

under the Local Government Act 2002 to progress the development of the Joint Regional 

Cemetery. 

Governance and Management 

24. The Councils will agree on governance and management structures for the purchase and 

development of the Joint Regional Cemetery, subject to the Councils’ overarching legal 

obligations. The structures agreed between the Councils will be recorded either by entering into 

a new formal agreement as contemplated or by varying this Memorandum of Understanding. 

Land Purchase and Development of Cemetery Masterplan 

25: The Councils will agree on an acquisition approach for the land purchase. 
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26. The Councils will agree on a method to share costs associated with land purchase, including legal 

fees and costs associated with obtaining all associated regulatory consents. 

27. The Councils will jointly fund development of a Cemetery Master Plan that recognises the needs 

of the communities being served by the cemetery, and which identifies: 

e The strategic vision and planning objectives for the cemetery 

e Key issues and opportunities that the plan addresses 

e How Maori values will be recognised and incorporated 

e Initial development requirements — infrastructure and services 

e Astaged approach to development of burial and memorial areas 

e Appropriate interim uses for undeveloped cemetery land, including public space and 

recreational opportunities 

e Landscaping and infrastructure development plans. 

28. The Master Plan will be consulted on with the relevant communities in accordance with the 

Councils’ obligations under the Local Government Act 2002 and all other relevant legislation. 

Part 3: Provision of Cemetery Services 
  

Governance and Management 

29. The Councils will agree on governance and management arrangements to oversee the operations 

of the Joint Regional Cemetery. The Councils recognise this may or may not be similar to that 

agreed for purchase and development of the cemetery. 

Operational Management and Funding 

30. Unless otherwise agreed, the Councils intend that the operational management of any Joint 

Regional Cemetery will be provided by the Council which has jurisdiction over the location in which 

the cemetery is located. 

31. The Councils will agree on a method to share costs associated with the operation of the Joint 

Regional Cemetery, This may include a method for cost apportionment that is related to 

community use of the cemetery. 
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32. The Councils will consider adopting a consistent regional charging structure for all cemeteries 

across both Council areas. 

Signed on this 16th day of Frugu ct 2022 

  

  

   
    

RacheflReesk | TimkKing_—" 

Mayor bf Nelso Mayor of Tasman 

/) 

VA) / y À u 

— A 
Pat Doughert / Leonie Rae 

Chief Executive, Nelson City Council Chief Executive Officer, Tasman District Council 
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Appendix One 

Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group 

Terms of Reference 

Purpose 

The purpose of the Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group (the “Working Group”) is to 

provide high level guidance and support to officers from both Councils to develop a 

Memorandum of Understanding and a Business Case for a Regional Cemetery. 

The Working Group shall have no decision-making delegations and shall report back to 

both Councils through the relevant committees. 

Membership 

The Group shall comprise the following members: 

e Two Councillors appointed by Nelson City Council 

e Two Councillors appointed by Tasman District Council 

e Aniwirepresentative 

Two Co-Chairs of the Working Group will be appointed, one from Nelson City Council and 

one from Tasman District Council. Chairing of meetings will be rotated between the two. 

Stakeholders 

Representatives of relevant stakeholders, such as funeral directors and faith groups, may be 

invited to attend meetings of the Working Group. However, these representatives will only 

have speaking rights with the agreement of the Chair. These representatives will not have 

voting rights. 

Quorum 

Quorum for the Working Group is three members which must include a member from each 

Council. 

Meeting Frequency 

Working Group meetings will be held as needed, with a minimum of one week’s notice. 

Areas of Responsibility 

The Working Group has responsibility for providing elected member input into the 

development of a draft Memorandum of Understanding and a draft Business Case fora 

Joint Regional Cemetery, including: 

e Development of location criteria 

e Options for a Regional Cemetery governance structure 

e Options for a Regional Cemetery management structure 

e Options for funding agreements (capex and opex) 

e Cultural and faith-based considerations 

e TeAo Maori considerations 

A2876360
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Any other matter relevant to the preparation of the Business Case. 

7. Powers to Decide 

None. 

8. Powers to Recommend 

The Working Group will recommend a draft Memorandum of Understanding and a draft 

Business Case to the two Councils. 

9. Role of the Working Group 

To provide elected member feedback from both Councils on issues and 

opportunities related to the development of a Joint Regional Cemetery 

To request, receive and consider any information relevant to the options under 

consideration 

To be an interface between community and sector groups so that interested 

members of the public can provide input, noting that formal consultation will be 

carried out by the Councils 

To develop a draft Memorandum of Understanding and a draft Business Case for 

approval by the two Councils. 

10. Role of the Co-Chairs 

To review the agenda with staff prior to Working Group meetings 

To chair meetings according to the agreed agenda and to assist the Working Group 

to reach consensus on issues and options 

To act as spokesperson for the Working Group. 

11. Role of Staff 

Staff provide technical expertise, project management and administrative support to the 

Working Group. Their role is to: 

Provide advice and reports to enable full consideration of the options before the 

Working Group 

Provide advice to the Working Group on legal and statutory issues and obligations 

Lead technical discussions on options under consideration 

Manage project resources (budget and staff time) 

Provide staff reports to meetings at key points 

Organise and manage engagement with key stakeholders 

Prepare and distribute agendas for Working Group meetings 

Takes notes from meetings, and record key guidance provided by the Working 

Group, and reasons for guidance. 

12. Conflicts of Interest 

Conflicts of interest should be declared at the start of Working Group meetings. 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

Reporting 

Notes of the Working Group meetings will be taken. The Co-Chairs may wish to summarise 

the Working Group’s discussions when officers bring substantive reports to Council for 

decisions. 

Dissolution of the Committee 

The Working Group will be dissolved once its recommended draft MOU and Business Case 

to the Councils have been approved. 

Confidentiality 

Discussions in relation to procurement, negotiations, identification of specific potential 

cemetery locations, and any legal issues will take place on a confidential basis. 

For the avoidance of doubt, the meeting provisions of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 do not apply to Working Group meetings, as no 

decisions are made at these meetings. 

This means that Working Group meetings will not be advertised, nor will formal agendas be 

produced or formal minutes taken at meetings. 
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Executive Summary 
This Business Case provides the information required to support a report seeking formal 

approval from Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council to acquire suitable land and 

establish an appropriately located, and accessible joint regional cemetery to serve both the 

Nelson District and some wards of the Tasman District for at least 100 years. The Regional 

Cemetery would be acquired, developed, operated, maintained and governed on a shared 

basis between Nelson and Tasman Councils. 

Introduction and Background 

The purpose of this Business Case is to: 

1. Outline the Project Objectives 

2. Identify and recommend a preferred high level approach to the purchase, operation and 

development of a future joint regional cemetery for Nelson City and the Richmond and 

Waimea/Moutere Wards’ of Tasman District. 

3. Agree the basis for implementing the project, as described in this business case. 

The Business Case: 

• outlines how the project fits within the Nelson City and Tasman District strategic context 
and strategic intentions – Strategic Context, 

• confirms the need for, and makes the case for, a joint regional cemetery – Project Case, 

• proposes the Project Objectives – Project Objectives, 

• outlines the proposed process for site selection and land acquisition – Land 
Acquisition, 

• outlines the proposed governance structure – Governance Structure, 

• details the management and operations structure - Management and Operations 

Structure, 

• describes the policy framework for the development and operation of the cemetery – 

Policy Framework, 

• identifies and assesses a range of potential options for a future joint regional cemetery 
against the Project Objectives – Options Assessment, 

• recommends the preferred approach to a future joint regional cemetery based on the 
options assessment – Preferred Approach, 

• outlines the funding arrangements and financial implications of a future joint regional 
cemetery - Cemetery Funding. 

Local Authorities have a legislative responsibility to provide cemeteries. 

In 2020, both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council commissioned a report on 

Cemetery Provision in Nelson and Richmond - Assessment of Supply and Demand. This 

report identified that estimated that Richmond and Marsden Valley cemeteries will reach 

capacity for burial interments within the next 10-20 years and that there was a long lead time 

for the purchase and development of a new cemetery. 

The Councils subsequently agreed through a Memorandum of Understanding in 2022 to work 

collaboratively to investigate the development of a new joint regional cemetery and progress 

with a business case.  
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Strategic Context 

Local Authorities have a legislative responsibility and mandate to ensure the provision of 

cemeteries. The Burial & Cremation Act 1954 imposes a duty on Local Authorities (section 4) 

to ‘establish and maintain’ a suitable cemetery where sufficient provision is not otherwise 

made for the burial of the bodies of persons dying within its district.  

The key driver for a new joint regional cemetery is that the existing cemeteries in Nelson and 

the Richmond Ward and Waimea/Moutere Wards in Tasman are approaching capacity. and 

further burial capacity will be required in the region within 10 years.  

Financial provision was included in the Councils’ 2021-2031 Long Term Plans’ for the 

purchase of land, Masterplan development and some initial infrastructural development in 

anticipation of a joint regional cemetery being progressed. Funding for land acquisition was 

initially included provided in the 2022/2023 year and following project delays was carried 

forward to the current (2023/2024) financial year. The Councils’ 2024-2034 Long Term Plans 

continue to provide for the planning and initial infrastructural development including roading, 

services, fencing and initial landscaping. 

Project Case 

The need for additional cemetery provision was assessed as part of a Cemetery Provision 

Report commissioned by the Councils in 2020 and received in 2021. This identified that 

immediate action was needed to provide for additional cemetery capacity due to the significant 

lead time (4 - 7 years) for purchase of land and to develop a new cemetery. It also 

recommended a joint approach from the two councils’, as there was limited availability of 

suitable land available in the Nelson City area. 

Updated death projections undertaken in 2023 lead to revised site estimates being calculated 
based on a 100 year burial capacity, with a provision for around 16,000 burials (average 160 
per annum) and an overall plot area of 14m2. This results in a requirement for a joint regional 
cemetery with an overall area of 22ha. 

Project Objectives 

The Project Objectives are: 

1. To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation and maintenance of a new joint 

regional cemetery to accommodate the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards’) for at least 100 years at one location. 

2. The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, suitability, and location 

(including being accessible) for the intended purpose and the adverse effects (including 

on natural values) can be appropriately managed. 

3. The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired and the cemetery is funded, developed, 

operated, maintained and governed on a shared basis between Nelson City and Tasman 

District Councils.  

4. The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired, masterplan prepared and the first 

stage is developed to meet the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) at least 12 months prior to capacity at 

Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). 
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Land Acquisition 

Site selection criteria have been developed from Project Objectives 1 and 2 in order to assist 

with the identification and assessment of suitable sites against the requirements of these 

objectives. This included identification of acceptable values for each of the criteria. 

The site selection criteria developed from Project Objectives 1 and 2 are: 

Gateway Site Selection Criteria 

1. Distance from central Nelson and central Richmond 

2. Slope of site for interments 

3. Location is not classified as Highly Productive Land 

4. Land not identified for housing or business growth 

Specific Site Selection Criteria 

1. Depth of Water table / Ground water  

2. Buffer distance from watercourses 

3. Suitability of ground conditions 

4. Land is not at risk of sea level rise and inundation 

5. Land is able to be developed as a cemetery 

6. Cemetery facilities are able to be developed on site 

7. Transport accessibility 

The site selection process has been undertaken in 2 stages. The first stage utilised GIS 

analysis to apply the gateway site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.1) listed above across 

the Nelson/Tasman regions to identify geographical areas potentially suitable as a cemetery. 

The results of this analysis were that no suitable sites were identified in the Nelson City area 

within a 40km radius of Central Nelson and the number of suitable sites in the Tasman District 

was limited particularly when Growth Areas and Highly Productive Land were considered. This 

narrowed the areas where there was land that meet these criteria to Appleby and Redwood 

Valley in the foothills to the west of the Waimea Plains. 

The specific site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.2) will be applied to potential sites as the 

next step in the site selection process. This is due to be progressed following adoption of the 

Business Case. 

The Project Objectives and the specific site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.2) will be used 

to further assess potential sites and confirm a list of potential sites. These will then be ranked 

on a best fit basis against all the criteria to confirm the preferred site(s). An approach will then 

be made to the landowner to discuss acquisition. 

It is anticipated that if a willing seller for the preferred site(s) cannot be achieved then it may be 

necessary to consider use of the Public Works Act process for compulsory acquisition. 

Governance Structure 

A range of governance options were considered as part of the options assessment. A Joint 

Council Committee similar to Saxton Field was the preferred governance option due to its 

proven approach, simplicity and low cost. 

The suggested structure of the Joint Committee is 2 Councillors from each Council, with an 

independent chairperson and an iwi representative.  

Management and Operations Structure 

The arrangements proposed to ensure successful delivery of the project and the long term 

management and operations structure are outlined. 

Following approval of this business case, a formal project management group will be 

confirmed to deliver the project through the initial stages of land acquisition, consenting, 

masterplan development and initial stage cemetery construction. 
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A range of management and operating structure options were considered, the preferred 

approach was a mix of in-house delivery for management and administration aspects and 

continued use of external contractors for operational delivery. 

The preferred approach for implementation of the joint regional cemetery was land acquisition 

followed by infrastructure development, the timing of which is determined by demand forecast 

with each stage providing capacity for a further 20 years. 

The timing of implementation is essential to optimising the allocation of development funding, it 

provides flexibility to meet changing burial needs and allows alternative use of balance land 

with the opportunity for grazing or other uses which could generate additional revenue.  

During preparation of the Masterplan consideration will be given to the timing of and how best 

to optimise development. 

Policy Framework 

The policy framework for the joint regional cemetery operation will include the following: 

• Cemetery Masterplan 

• Cemetery Activity Plan 

• Fees and Charges Schedule 

• Standard Operating Procedures 

Options Assessment  

A summary assessment of each short-listed option against the Project Objectives is included 

in the table below. 

Summary assessment of short-list options  

OPTION Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Description of option Status 
Quo 

Cemetery 
18ha - 
Less 
Preferred 

Cemetery 
22ha - 
Preferred 

Project Objectives 

1 To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation 
and maintenance of a new joint regional cemetery to 
accommodate the burial needs of residents of Nelson and 
Tasman (Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards’) for at 
least 100 years at one location by 2024. 

 ? ✓ 

2 The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, 
suitability, and location (including being accessible) for the 
intended purpose and the adverse effects (including on 
natural values) can be appropriately managed. 

 ? ✓ 

Summary   ? ✓ 

 

KEY:  

Red – does not meet  

Yellow – partially meets ? 

Green – Fully meets ✓ 
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Preferred Approach 

The costs and benefits for the preferred and other options were analysed using a Net Present 

Value analysis, a summary of this analysis is provided below. Note: Option 1 ‘Existing 

Cemeteries – Status Quo’ is not included in the Table below as it was rejected because it did 

not meet the Councils’ legislative obligations to meet burial needs within their districts. 

Indicative Benefit Cost Analysis 

(summary) 

Notes Option 2:  

Regional 

Cemetery 18ha 

Less Preferred 

Option 3:  

Regional Cemetery 

22ha 

Preferred 

Summary of Primary Benefits and Costs 

Benefits    

Revenue (NPV)  -$8,405,000 -$8,751,900 

Costs     

One-off and operating costs (NPV)  $8,747,300 $9,319,200 

Preferred Option  No Yes 

 
Detail of Benefit Cost Analysis 

Main Benefits (non monetary) 

Long term burial capacity 100-year term Partial Good 

Burial trends Burial needs provided Partial Good 

Operational efficiency Governance & operations Partial Good 

Total Benefits  Partial Good 

 
Costs  

One-Off Costs (NPV)  Capital and renewals $4,885,100 $5,486,700 

Ongoing Operating Costs (NPV)  Operating & maintenance $3,862,200 $3,832,500 

Whole of Life Costs  $8,747,300 $9,319,200 

 
Benefit/Cost Analysis 

Appraisal period (years)  80 100 

Net Present Value (Monetised)  -$342,400 -$567,300 

Assessment (Non-Monetised)  Medium High 

Rank  2 1 

 

KEY: Good fit   Partial fit   Poor fit  

 

The preferred option is Option 3 - Develop a joint regional cemetery of 22ha at one location 

within 30km from either town centre with a 100 year burial capacity. 

The basis for the recommendation is: 

• A cemetery with a 100 year burial capacity offers greater long-term security that will enable 

both Councils to meet legislative requirements for the provision of land sufficient to meet 

the burial needs for people residing in its district. It will be more difficult over time to find 

larger areas of land in close proximity to the population as large land areas are being 

utilised to accommodate housing or business development (including horticultural 

production) and land values will increase. 
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• Net present value analysis shows that securing a cemetery with an 80 year burial capacity 

is a better value proposition however it does not take into account the cost of purchasing 

land for a new cemetery at around year 75 and the development of that cemetery. When 

this is taken into account the 100 year option is more cost effective. 

• The one-off costs for developing a regional cemetery at one site serving the long term 

needs of two areas will be lower that having multiple smaller cemeteries, There are also 

significant maintenance and burial cost efficiencies with a larger number of burials 

concentrated on one site rather than operating over multiple sites. 

• The site selection criteria developed to assess potential sites for a new cemetery against 

Project Objectives 1 and 2 take into account the location, slope, size, land use capability, 

growth requirements, accessibility, protection of natural values of the site, the management 

of potential adverse effects, alternative uses of the land. These seek to ensure that those 

Project Objectives are met. 

Cemetery Funding 

The funding requirements and financial implications for the preferred option are outlined. 

Options for funding the regional cemetery were considered as part of the Options Assessment 

section of this business case. A range of funding options were considered as part of assessing 

the proposal against the Project Objectives. 

The preferred option where each Council contributes 50% of the initial land acquisition and a 

proportion of the development cost with timing based on the initial use date which fully meets 

Project Objective 3.  

The proposed funding arrangements are that the land acquisition and initial development costs 

prior to the cemetery commencing operation would be funded jointly by each Council. A 

revenue stream from fees and charges will be available once the cemetery is operational.  

Consideration was given to Tasman District Council providing a greater share of the initial 

funding on the basis that they will be utilising the cemetery several years earlier than Nelson 

City. However updated death projections show that the earliest use of a new cemetery for 

Tasman would be 8 years and 10 years for Nelson. Therefore this no longer seems necessary 

particularly as the costs will be recovered from cemetery fees over the longer term.  

The financial analysis of the preferred option confirms that the cost of land acquisition, 

development, maintenance and operation can be fully recovered through user charges. The 

Councils fund the initial cost of land acquisition, development, maintenance and operations 

and this is recovered through revenue from plot sales and interments over the operational life 

of the cemetery.  

The cost of maintenance at the end of the cemetery operational life will be funded for a period 

by residual surplus revenue, however the grounds maintenance costs will continue in 

perpetuity so there will still be an ongoing, maintenance cost once these funds are exhausted. 

The estimated whole-of-life-cost of the investment is $46,500,000 over the expected 100 year 

life of the cemetery. This is offset by potential revenues of $72,000,000. 

It is proposed that the capital funding required for land acquisition and the initial development 

phase of $3,782,350 be split equally between the two Councils. This funding is included in the 

Annual Plan 2023-2024 and the Draft Long-Term Plan 2024-2034 for both Councils. 
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Introduction and Background 
The Introduction and Background outlines the purpose, structure and background to the 

business case. 

Introduction 

The purpose of this Business Case is to: 

4. Outline the Project Objectives 

5. Identify and recommend a preferred high level approach to the purchase, operation and 

development of a future joint regional cemetery for Nelson City and the Richmond and 

Waimea/Moutere Wards’ of Tasman District. 

6. Agree the basis for implementing the project, as described in this business case. 

The Business Case: 

• outlines how the project fits within the Nelson City and Tasman District strategic context 
and strategic intentions – Strategic Context, 

• confirms the need for, and makes the case for, this project – Project Case, 

• proposes the Project Objectives – Project Objectives, 

• outlines the proposed process for site selection and land acquisition – Land 
Acquisition, 

• outlines the proposed governance structure – Governance Structure, 

• details the management and operations structure -  Management and Operations 

Structure, 

• describes the policy framework for the development and operation of the cemetery – 

Policy Framework. 

• identifies and assesses a range of potential options for a future joint regional cemetery 
against the Project Objectives – Options Assessment, 

• recommends the preferred high-level approach to a future joint regional cemetery based 
on the options assessment – Preferred Approach, 

• outlines the funding arrangements and financial implications of a future joint regional 
cemetery - Cemetery Funding, 

Background 

Local Authorities have a legislative responsibility and mandate to ensure the provision of 

cemeteries. The Burial and Cremation Act 1964 imposes a duty on Local Authorities (section 

4) to ‘establish and maintain’ a suitable cemetery where sufficient provision is not otherwise 

made for the burial of the bodies of persons dying within its district. 

In 2020 both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council jointly commissioned a report 

on Cemetery Provision in Nelson and Richmond - Assessment of Supply and Demand. The 

report was received by both Councils in December 2021. This report identified that estimated 

that Richmond and Marsden Valley cemeteries will reach capacity for burial interments within 

the next 10-20 years and that there was a long lead time for the purchase and development of 

a new cemetery.  

The Councils subsequently agreed through a Memorandum of Understanding in 2022 to work 

collaboratively to investigate the development of a new joint regional cemetery and progress 

with a business case  

Officers from both Councils have been working collaboratively on development of the business 

case with guidance provided by a Joint Regional Cemetery Working Group comprising two 

representatives members from each Council and an iwi representative.  
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The Memorandum of Understanding records the framework agreed for the development of the 

business case for a joint regional cemetery. The business case is to include, site location 

criteria, a preferred governance and management structure and a funding model. 

Funding for the acquisition and initial development of a joint regional cemetery was included in 

the 2021-2031 Long-Term Plan for each Council with funding for acquisition confirmed in the 

2023/2024 Annual Plans. Development funding has also been included in the draft 2024-2034 

Long-Term Plans. 
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Strategic Context 
The Strategic Context describes how the proposed project fits within the Nelson City and 

Tasman District strategic context and strategic intentions. 

Overview 

Local Authorities have a legislative responsibility and mandate to ensure the provision of 

cemeteries in their districts. 

The Burial & Cremation Act 1954 imposes a duty on Local Authorities (section 4) to ‘establish 

and maintain’ a suitable cemetery where sufficient provision is not otherwise made for the 

burial of the bodies of persons dying within its district. It also provides for a local authority to 

expend such money as it thinks fit on the acquisition of land for cemeteries and on the 

establishment, maintenance, and improvement of cemeteries. 

The Local Government Act 2002 (section 14 (1) (g)) requires a local authority to ensure 

prudent stewardship and the efficient and effective use of its resources in the interests of its 

district or region, including by planning effectively for the future management of its assets; and 

in (h) in taking a sustainable development approach, a local authority should take into account: 

(i) the social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities; and 

(ii) the need to maintain and enhance the quality of the environment; and 

(iii) the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. 

Both Councils currently provide cemeteries in their respective districts and Nelson City Council 

also has a crematorium at Wakapuaka Cemetery. 

These statements in the Councils’ 2021-2031 Long-Term Plans describe the rationale for 

cemetery provision. 

Nelson City Council 

The Council provides appropriate and safe cemetery and crematorium services. The 

cemeteries also provide public open space, often with heritage value. Individual users / groups 

benefit, particularly families of the deceased. The entire community benefits from adequate 

provision for interring the deceased in an appropriate manner and that cemeteries are 

maintained as a place of remembrance. 

Tasman District Council 

Our cemeteries are attractive, peaceful and respectful environments for the memorial and 

remembrance of the deceased and are accessible to our communities. We are legally required 

to provide cemeteries, meeting the needs of our District now, and in the future. Cemeteries are 

provided for public health reasons. 

Alignment to Strategic Intentions 

The key driver for this investment is that both the Nelson City and Tasman District Councils 
have recognised that most of the cemetery provision for Nelson is provided at Marsden Valley 
Cemetery and for the Richmond Ward of the Tasman District most of the provision is provided 
at the Richmond Cemetery. These cemeteries are approaching capacity and further burial 
capacity will be required in the region within 10 years. 

The Councils jointly commissioned Policy Works Ltd and Patrick Corfe Landscape Architects   
Ltd to investigate long-term cemetery provision requirements in 2020. The resulting report 
titled Cemetery Provision in Nelson and Richmond – Assessment of Supply and Demand 
report (Cemetery Provision Report) was received by Nelson City on 2 December 2021 
(CAR/2021/073) and Tasman District on 9 December 2021 (OC21124). 
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The 2020 Cemetery Provision Report estimated that these cemeteries will reach capacity for 
burial interments within the next 10-20 years. It stated that Richmond Cemetery would reach 
capacity in its general area within 10 years and that Marsden Valley Cemetery, which had 
more capacity, was likely to reach capacity within 15-20 years. It further recognised that once 
Richmond Cemetery closed the likely use of Marsden Valley Cemetery by Richmond residents 
would increase, further shortening the usable life of Marsden Valley. 

Since the completion of the 2020 Cemetery Provision Report, the Council’s jointly 
commissioned updated population projections from DOT Data in 2023, as part of the growth 
modelling required for the Long-Term Plan 2024-2034. Further details of the updated 
projections are provided in the Project Case section of this business case. 

The Introduction and Background section of this business case outlines that the Councils’ 
have agreed in an MoU, to work collaboratively to investigate the development of a new joint 
regional cemetery and progress with a business case. The MoU requires, that following 
consideration of a business case, the Councils will decide whether to make a formal 
commitment to a Joint Regional Cemetery.  

The MoU also requires that the following matters are considered as part of the business case: 

• Identification of a preferred governance structure 

• Funding model 

• Management structure 

• Policy framework for the development and operation of a Joint Cemetery 

• Location criteria to identify potential sites. 

In order to provide for the burial needs of residents of Nelson City and the Richmond and 

Waimea/Moutere Wards of Tasman District for the next 100 years, a joint regional cemetery 

will need to have a capacity of around 16,000 burial plots, this is estimated to require a site 

with an area of 22ha. 

Main Benefits 

The benefits and disbenefits for the development of a Joint Regional Cemetery have been 

identified, these consider the wellbeing’s and community outcomes as included in the 2024-

2034 Long-Term Plan for each Council.  

Local Authorities under the Local Government Act 2002 s.3(d) are required to, play a broad 

role in promoting the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their 

communities, taking a sustainable development approach. This includes, ensuring that 

principles relating to decisions take into account the aspect of well-being; and that the overall 

impact of any funding demands on the community take into account the future social, 

economic, environmental and culture well-being of the community. 

The community outcomes are broad, long term goals set through the Long-Term Plan that 

guide the overall direction of each Council. Both Nelson City and Tasman District Councils’ 

have aligned their community outcomes to ensure a consistent regional approach. Each 

Council works towards achieving the outcomes in different ways, reflecting their unique 

communities. 

Tables 1 and 2 consider the benefits and disbenefits of a joint regional cemetery related to 

each of the community outcomes relevant to the cemetery activity, grouped under the 

wellbeing areas of social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their district or 

region.  
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Table 1: Primary potential benefits  

Wellbeing’s Benefit 

 
Social 

B1: Our communities are healthy, safe, inclusive and resilient:   

Project Objective 1 - Provides for long term burial needs of Nelson and Tasman 

communities (Requirement relates to community health). Measured through 

available capacity, capacity is assessed as part of sanitary services assessment 

every 5 years. 

B2: Our urban and rural environments are people friendly, well planned, 

accessible and sustainably managed: 

Project Objective 2 – Location of cemetery close to main access corridors, future 

public transport routes. Measured by travel time from central Nelson (Millers Acre) 

and central Richmond (Sundial Square) as specified in the Cemetery Site Selection 

Criteria (Annex 1). 

Project Objective 4 – Masterplan development ensures cemetery environment laid 

out and landscaped to provide appropriate environment and meets requirements for 

range of burial needs. Measured by user and community satisfaction. 

B3: Our communities have access to a range of social, cultural, educational 

and recreational facilities and activities:  

Project Objective 4 – Masterplan considers different burial needs of religious 

groups, different cultures, and emerging trends, e.g. natural burials and makes 

provision for these needs either at this or in other cemeteries in the District. 

Consideration also given to use of parts of the site not required immediately for 

interim uses such as recreation. Measured by community satisfaction. 

 
Economic 

B5: Our infrastructure is efficient, resilient, cost effective and meets current 

and future needs: 

Project Objective 1 - Provides for long term burial needs of Nelson and Tasman 

communities (Requirement relates to community health). Measured through 

available capacity, capacity assessed as part of sanitary services assessment every 

5-years 

Projective Objective 3 – Provides for reduced cost and increased operating 

efficiency reducing overall cost to community. Measured by benchmarking fees and 

costs with existing cemetery costs. 

Project Objective 4 – Considers the staging of cemetery development and the 

triggers for development and the extent of each stage. Measured through ensuring 

plot availability does not reduce below 5-years available capacity.  

 

Environmental 

B6: Our unique natural environment is healthy, protected and sustainably 

managed: 

Project Objective 2 – Selected site meets the Cemetery Site Selection Criteria 

relating to water table, buffer distances from watercourses to minimise 

contamination risk and that the land is not at risk of sea level rise and inundation. 

Measured against relevant values in the Cemetery Site Selection Criteria. 

Project Objective 2 – Resource consent or designation process includes 

assessment and mitigation of potential adverse effects to the natural environment 

and seeks to ensure they are contained and mitigated within the site. Measured 

compliance with resource consent conditions and council state of the environment 

monitoring. 

 
Cultural 

B7: Our communities have opportunities to celebrate and explore their 

heritage, identity and creativity: 

Project Objective 2 – Site selection considers past land use and ensures no 

significant ecological, cultural, or archaeological values present. Measured against 

relevant values in the Cemetery Site Selection Criteria. 

Project objective 4 – Opportunities for memorialisation and landscaping that 

recognise heritage, identity and creativity are considered and incorporated as part 

of the Masterplan. Areas identified across the region’s cemeteries, including the 
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Wellbeing’s Benefit 

new cemetery if appropriate, to provide for different cultures burial and memorial 

needs. Measured by community satisfaction with options provided. 

B8: Our council provides leadership and fosters partnerships including iwi, 

fosters a regional perspective, and encourages community engagement: 

Project Objective 2 – Site selection considers past land use and ensures no 

significant ecological, cultural, or archaeological values present. Measured against 

relevant values in the Cemetery Site Selection Criteria.  

Project Objective 4 – Iwi needs and aspirations are considered and incorporated in 

Masterplan Development. Measured through iwi engagement processes. 

 

Table 2: Primary potential disbenefits 

Wellbeing’s Disbenefit 

 
Social 

DB1: Our urban and rural environments are people friendly, well planned, 

accessible and sustainably managed: 

Project Objective 2 – Location of the cemetery is perceived to be inaccessible to 

those in the community who do not have easy access to public transport or private 

vehicle. Measured by Cemetery Site Selection Criteria related to transport 

accessibility. 

DB2: Our communities have access to a range of social, cultural, educational 

and recreational facilities and activities: 

Project Objective 4 – Needs of different religious or cultural groups not able to be 

met through the Masterplan, or through use of other smaller available cemeteries in 

the region.. Measured by community satisfaction 

DB3: Our communities are healthy, safe, inclusive and resilient: 

Project Objective 2 – Poor location choice results in potential safety risks through 

anti-social behaviour  

Project Objective 4 – Poor design or maintenance results in potential safety risk to 

visitors or through damage by environmental events. Measured by monitoring of 

service requests related to damage or safety issues. 

 

Economic 

DB4: Our infrastructure is efficient, resilient, cost effective and meets current 

and future needs: 

Project Objective 4 – Poor design or site selection (including site size) results in 

increased maintenance costs and community needs for respectful, attractive 

cemetery environment unable to be met. 

Project Objective 4 – Population projections differ dramatically to forecast resulting 

in either significant increase or decrease in demand and corresponding under/over 

investment. Measured by review of demographics and budget adjustment as 

required as part of each Long-Term Plan. 

 

Environmental 

DB5: Our unique natural environment is healthy, protected and sustainably 

managed: 

Project Objective 2 – Climate change and natural hazards occurs in different 

manner or form to that anticipated resulted in adverse effects. Measured by 

resource consent consideration of adverse effects. 

 
Cultural 

DB6: Our communities have opportunities to celebrate and explore their 

heritage, identity and creativity:  

Project Objective 4  – Masterplan development process provides an opportunity for 

community input into the layout and design to ensure opportunities for recognising 

heritage and identity are incorporated. Measured by community satisfaction. 
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Main Risks 

The key risks that might prevent, degrade, or delay the achievement of the Project Objectives 
have been identified in Table 3.  

Table 3: Current risk analysis 

 
Main Risk 

Likelihood 

(H/M/L) 

Impact 

(H/M/L) 

Comments & Risk Management Strategies 

(Mitigations) 

1 Delays in acquisition 

process 

M M If initial approaches are unsuccessful, move 

quickly to commence notice of 

requirement/designation process 

2 Availability of large 

enough site in single 

ownership 

M M There are some sites of sufficient size available 

in the general area of interest. Property 

acquisition strategies will consider that 

acquisition of more than one property may be 

required 

2 Price increase due to 

awareness that Council is 

the purchaser 

M L Use third party to undertake purchase on behalf 

of Council 

3 Withdrawal of 

commitment to project by 

one or other Council 

L H Impact depends on timing, if known early then 

easier to adjust 

5 Development costs 

higher than anticipated 

M M Robust costing process following completion of 

Masterplan to reduce impact 

6 Death forecasts vary 

significantly from 

projections  

M L The staged approach to development reduces 

risk by regular review of demand forecasts and 

implementing each stage to provide capacity for 

a further 20 years at a time 

 

Key Constraints, Dependencies and Assumptions 

The project is subject to the following constraints, dependencies, and assumptions. These are 

outlined in Table 4 and will be regularly monitored and managed during the project.  

Table 4: Key constraints, dependencies and assumptions 

 Constraints Notes 

C1 Long-Term Plan (LTP) 

Funding 
Funding availability at appropriate times is needed to progress purchase 

and development. 

C2 Development Budget Capital funding for acquisition provided in 2021-2031 Long-Term Plans, 

with funding for initial development, operation and maintenance included 

in the draft 2024-2034 Long-Term Plans for both Councils. 

C3 Land Availability There is limited suitable land available in the Nelson City Council area. 

Areas of interest are in the Tasman District Council area. 

 Dependencies Notes & Management strategies 

D1 Burial plot capacity in 

Richmond & Marsden 

Valley Cemeteries 

The rate of plot purchase/burial at these cemeteries determines the 

timing of when a new cemetery must be purchased and operational. 

D2 Funding Development funds available in draft 2024-2034 Long-Term Plans for 

both Councils. 

 Assumptions Notes & Management strategies 

A1 Timing of new Cemetery Plot purchase in existing cemeteries broadly aligns with Cemetery 

Requirements Model predictions. 
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 Assumptions Notes & Management strategies 

A2 Timing of development Number and timing of death projections and ratio of burials to cremation 

in model are accurate. 

A3 Joint Cemetery 

Provision 
The two Council’s will continue to seek a joint regional cemetery to 

provide for the burial needs of both communities. 
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Project Case 
The Project Case section confirms the need for, and makes the case for this project. 

Cemetery Need 

The Councils’ have a legislative responsibility to provide cemeteries. Existing cemeteries in 

both Districts are nearing capacity therefore additional provision is required. 

The need for additional cemetery provision was assessed as part of the Cemetery Provision 

Report 2020. It identified that Nelson Tasman’s population is growing and aging. As a 

consequence, the number of deaths each year is projected to increase from the current 744 

per year to 1,242 per year in 2043. Whilst the majority will be cremated, this still put a 

cumulative demand of 3,248 burial plots required by 2038, this meant that the regions main 

cemeteries were projected to reach capacity within 10 years (Richmond) and 15-20 years 

(Nelson).  

This report also confirmed that early action is needed to provide for additional cemetery 

capacity due to the significant lead time (4-7 years) for the acquisition of land and 

development of a new cemetery. It also recommended a joint approach from the two councils’ 

as there is limited suitable land available in the Nelson City area so a new cemetery is likely to 

be located in the Tasman District. A regional facility was also likely to be the most cost-

effective outcome for both councils. 

The Council’s jointly commissioned updated population projections from demographers DOT 
in 2023, as part of the growth modelling required for the Long-Term Plan 2024-2034.  

Updated death projections for the period 2023-2058 have been included in the model 
developed to predict the timing of burial demand and the costs of developing, maintaining and 
operating a joint regional cemetery. These updated death projections now estimate that burial 
capacity for the existing cemeteries will be reached within 8-12 years for Richmond Cemetery 
and 10-15 years for Marsden Valley. In addition the updated death projections have resulted in 
a revised assessment of total burials, this reduces the 100 year burial requirement from 
20,000 to nearly 16,000. The current modelling includes an assumption that around 70% of 
plots will have 2 burials, this was not included in the 2021 study. 

The Waimea/Moutere Ward is a large ward and has a number of smaller cemeteries some of 
which have capacity. In essence, the joint cemetery will offer another option for those in this 
south eastern part of this ward. Therefore only the inner areas of the ward are included in the 
provision calculations. 

The original estimates of the area of land required for a joint regional cemetery were 
calculated based on an 80 year cemetery burial capacity, 200 burials per annum and an 
overall plot area of 15m2. The plot area included a provision for roading, landscaping and other 
cemetery related infrastructure. This required a total land area of 24ha. 

The revised site estimates were calculated based on a 100 year cemetery burial capacity, with 
provision for 16,000 burials (average 160 per annum) and an overall plot area of 14m2. This 
results in a requirement for a joint regional cemetery with an overall area of 22ha. 

It was considered prudent to increase the provision from 80 to100 years given that the 
availability of large land parcels suitable for a cemetery located within easy access to the 
larger urban areas will become more costly and difficult to find over time.  

There are long lead times for procuring and developing a new cemetery (typically 4-7 years). 
Councils have a legal obligation to provide for the burial needs of people within their district. A 
reasonably conservative approach has been taken to ensure that burial plots are always 
available, this includes a provision for any unforeseen increases in burials such as from 
pandemics or natural disasters.  
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Cemetery Case 

The need for additional land for a cemetery to serve the needs of both Nelson City and the 

Richmond and Waimea/Moutere wards of Tasman District is outlined in the Cemetery Needs 

section above. The existing arrangements for cemetery provision and the future needs 

together with the desired outcomes are summarised in relation to each project objective in 

Table 5. 

Table 5: Case for Change 

Project 

Objective One 

To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation and maintenance 

of a new joint regional cemetery to accommodate the burial needs of 

residents of Nelson and Tasman (Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards’) 

for at least 100 years at one location. 

Existing 

Arrangements 

• Nelson City currently provides burial plots at two small and one larger cemetery. 

The larger cemetery, Marsden Valley has capacity for around 1,200 plots which 

represents around 10-15 years supply. 

• Tasman District currently provides the Richmond Cemetery with capacity for 

around 350 plots plus 3 smaller cemeteries in the Waimea/Moutere Ward. At 

current usage Richmond Cemetery will reach capacity within 8-12 years. 

• Based on a high death projections scenario, 20% of deaths being burials, and 

only single depth plots at Richmond Cemetery being available, the area will run 

out of burial plots as early as 2032. Once Richmond Cemetery is full, in the 

absence of an alternative, it is likely that much of the demand for Richmond 

Cemetery will transfer to Marsden Valley Cemetery, further shortening its life. 

There is an assumption in these calculations that cremations stabilise at around 

80% of all deaths, Currently the proportion nationally is around 75% of deceased 

persons are cremated. 

Project Needs • Land for a new joint regional cemetery is required. This is to meet the needs of 

Nelson residents and residents of the Richmond Ward and the south-eastern 

parts of the Waimea/Moutere Wards in Tasman District and for the Councils to 

meet their legislative obligations. 

• The joint regional cemetery will be of a large enough size (22ha) to cater for the 

burial needs of the residents of these areas for at least 100 years.  

• The Councils will consider and agree on an acquisition approach for the land 

acquisition. 

• A method to share costs associated with land acquisition, including legal fees 

and the costs associated with obtaining all the associated regulatory consents is 

agreed. 

Outcome/s 

sought 

Land suitable (i.e. meets site selection criteria included in Tables A.1 and A.2 in 

Annex 1) for a regional cemetery is acquired within the required time period. 

 

Project 

Objective Two 

The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, suitability, and 

location (including being accessible) for the intended purpose and the 

adverse effects (including on natural values) can be appropriately 

managed. 

Existing 

Arrangements 

• Current cemetery provision is as outlined for Project Objective above.  

• Richmond Cemetery has had to reduce plot depth from double to single depth 

due to higher water tables evidenced as the burials continue into lower areas of 

the cemetery. 

• Marsden Cemetery has some areas found to be unsuitable for burials due to 

ground stability issues.  
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Project Needs • Land to meet the site selection criteria (see Tables A.1 and A.2 in Annex 1 for 

details) particularly relating to size, distance, slope, avoids use of highly 

productive land, not identified for growth, drainage, buffer from watercourses, 

suitability of ground conditions, not at risk of inundation, able to be developed as 

a cemetery) 

Outcome/s 

sought 

Site meets site selection criteria (Tables A.1 and A.2 in Annex 1) and any 

adverse effects can be mitigated. 

 

Project 

Objective 

Three 

The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired and the cemetery is 

developed, operated, maintained and governed on a shared basis between 

Nelson and Tasman Councils 

Existing 

Arrangements 

• At present both Council’s operate their cemeteries independently with burial and 

maintenance services provided by Nelmac under separate contracts with each 

Council. 

• Cemetery fees and charges are independently set by each Council for the 

cemeteries they manage. 

Project Needs • Governance and management arrangements are agreed to oversee the 

development, maintenance and operation of a Joint Regional Cemetery. 

• A method of setting fees and charges and cost sharing associated with the 

operation and development will be agreed.  

Outcome/s 

sought 

A suitable regional cemetery of optimal size and location is acquired and 

developed, with funding, management and governance provided on a shared 

basis between the two Councils. 

 

Project 

Objective Four 

The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired and the first stage is 

developed to meet the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) at least 12 months prior to 

capacity at Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). 

Existing 

Arrangements 

• Marsden Valley and Richmond Cemeteries are maintained and operational while 

capacity exists. 

• These cemeteries currently meet the needs of residents. 

Project Needs • Development of a Cemetery Masterplan that recognises the needs of the 

communities being served by the cemetery. The plan needs to confirm plot 

layout, initial development requirements for infrastructure and services and the 

triggers for the staged development of burial and memorial areas plus the 

development timing for the associated infrastructure such as roading, services 

and maintenance facilities.  

• Appropriate interim uses for undeveloped cemetery land including private lease, 

public space and recreational opportunities need to be identified. 

• The new cemetery needs to be operational prior to the existing Richmond and 

Marsden Valley cemeteries reaching capacity. This is required so that the 

partners and/or different family members can be buried in a single or adjacent 

plot(s) at the same cemetery. This will mean that both existing and new 

cemeteries will operate contemporaneously for a period to accommodate 

couples/families being buried in close proximity to each other. 

• Cemetery land is available to meet any unforeseen increases in death rates in 

particular those arising from natural disaster or pandemics. 

• Consultation with the relevant communities and other groups on the Masterplan. 
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Project 

Objective Four 

The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired and the first stage is 

developed to meet the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) at least 12 months prior to 

capacity at Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). 

Outcome/s 

sought 

The new cemetery land is developed in a timely manner, at least 12 months prior 

to capacity at Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). It is 

developed in accordance with a Masterplan which provides for the optimal 

configuration and provides a suitable landscaped environment that is an 

attractive, peaceful, and respectful environment for the memorial and 

remembrance of the deceased. 

 

In response to the need for a new cemetery financial provision was included in the Councils’ 

2021-2031 Long Term Plans for the purchase of land, Masterplan development and some 

initial development in anticipation of a joint regional cemetery being progressed. The Councils’ 

2024-2034 Draft Long Term Plans continue to provide for the planning and initial infrastructural 

development including roading, fencing, services, and initial landscaping. 
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Project Objectives 
This section proposes the Project Objectives. 

The Project Objectives in this business case are centred on the obligations in the Burial and 

Cremations Act 1964 which require Councils to provide cemeteries. They also reflect the 

desire of the Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council’s to work together to jointly 

provide a regional cemetery on the basis that it would be difficult to find a suitable area of land 

within the Nelson City area and that it will be more cost effective to provide this facility jointly.  

Four Project Objectives have been developed to provide a basis for developing a business 

case that identifies and assesses the options and alternatives for a joint regional cemetery. 

The proposed Project Objectives are: 

1. To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation and maintenance of a new joint 

regional cemetery to accommodate the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards’) for at least 100 years at one location. 

2. The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, suitability, and location 

(including being accessible) for the intended purpose and the adverse effects (including 

on natural values) can be appropriately managed. 

3. The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired and the cemetery is funded, developed, 

operated, maintained and governed on a shared basis between Nelson and Tasman 

Councils.  

4. The new joint regional cemetery land is acquired, masterplan prepared and the first 

stage is developed to meet the burial needs of residents of Nelson and Tasman 

(Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards) at least 12 months prior to capacity at 

Richmond cemetery being reached (estimated to be by 2032). 
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Land Acquisition 
The proposed process for site selection and land acquisition is discussed. 

Site Selection 

Site selection criteria have been developed from Project Objectives 1 and 2 in order to assist 

with the identification and assessment of suitable sites against the requirements of these 

objectives. This included identification of acceptable values for each of the criteria. 

The site selection criteria developed from Project Objectives 1 and 2 are: 

Gateway Site Selection Criteria 

1. Distance from central Nelson and central Richmond 

2. Slope of site for interments 

3. Location is not classified as Highly Productive Land 

4. Land not identified for housing or business growth 

Specific Site Selection Criteria 

1. Depth of Water table / Ground water  

2. Buffer distance from watercourses 

3. Suitability of ground conditions 

4. Land is not at risk of sea level rise and inundation 

5. Land is able to be developed as a cemetery 

6. Cemetery facilities are able to be developed on site 

7. Transport accessibility 

The site selection process has been undertaken in 2 stages. The first stage utilised GIS 

analysis to apply the gateway site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.1) listed above across 

the Nelson/Tasman regions to identify geographical areas potentially suitable as a cemetery. 

The results of this analysis were that no suitable sites were identified in the Nelson City area 

within a 40km radius of Central Nelson and the number of sites in the Tasman District was 

limited particularly when Growth Areas and Highly Productive Land were considered. This 

narrowed the areas where there was land that meet these criteria to Appleby and Redwood 

Valley in the foothills to the west of the Waimea Plains. 

The specific site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.2) will be applied to potential sites as the 

next step in the site selection process. This is due to be progressed following adoption of the 

Business Case. 

The Project Objectives and the specific site selection criteria (Annex 1, Table A.2) will be used 

to further assess potential sites and confirm a list of potential sites. These will then be ranked 

on a best fit basis against all the criteria to confirm the preferred site(s). An approach will then 

be made to the landowner to discuss acquisition. 

It is anticipated that if a willing seller for the preferred site(s) cannot be achieved then it may be 

necessary to consider use of the Public Works Act process for compulsory acquisition. 

Land Acquisition Options 

A range of land acquisition options were considered as part of assessing the proposal against 

the Project Objectives (Table 14). Land acquisition is part of Project Objectives 1 and 2. 

The options considered were: 

1. Status quo (no change), 

2. Develop a joint regional cemetery of 22ha within 30km from either town centre. 

3. Develop a joint regional cemetery of 18ha within 30km from either town centre. 

4. Each Council develops its own district cemetery of 10ha. 

5. Each Council develops several local cemeteries of 5ha each 
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These options were analysed as part of the options assessment process. The advantages and 

disadvantages of each option are listed in Table 6 below. 

Table 6: Land Acquisition Options - Advantages and Disadvantages  

Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment 

Status quo (no 

change), 

• No advantages 

• Not feasible 

• Legislative obligations not met 
Reject 

Develop a joint 

regional cemetery 

of 22ha within 

30km from either 

town centre. 

• Meets legislative 

obligations 

• Provides burial 

capacity for around 

100 years 

• Travel distance for some residents 

Preferred 

Develop a joint 

regional cemetery 

of 18ha within 

30km from either 

town centre. 

• Reduced life 

• Provides burial 

capacity for around 

80 years 

• Travel distance for some residents 

• More difficult & expensive to secure next 

cemetery Possible 

Each Council 

develops its own 

district cemetery 

of 10ha. 

• Located closer to 

population 

• Provides total burial 

capacity for around 

90 years 

• Does not meet Project Objective 1 or 2 

• Few undeveloped sites of 10ha in Nelson 

City 

• Sites don’t meet one or more site criteria  

• Most sites of this size earmarked for 

housing or result in loss of productive land, 

are in flood plains or in areas with a high 

water table 

• More difficult & expensive to secure next 

cemetery 

• Nelson Cemetery likely to be located in the 

Tasman District due to lack of available 

land in Nelson 

Reject 

Each Council 

develops several 

local cemeteries 

of 5ha each 

• Located closer to 

population 

• Only provides 

burial capacity for 

short period 

• Does not meet Project Objective 1 or 2 

• Few undeveloped sites of 5ha in Nelson 

City 

• Sites don’t meet one or more site criteria  

• Most sites of this size earmarked for 

housing or result in loss of productive land 

are in flood plains or in areas with a high 

water table 

• More difficult & expensive to secure next 

cemetery 

• Nelson Cemetery likely to be located in the 

Tasman District due to lack of available 

land in Nelson 

Reject 

 

The preferred option of acquiring a 22ha site withing 30km from either town centre fully meets 

project objective 1. The criteria in project objectives 1 and 2 are considered as part of the site 

selection process. 
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Land Acquisition Procurement Plan 

The proposed approach for land procurement is in line with Council land procurement 

practices.  

Indicative procurement timeline 

Following approval of this Business Case, it is anticipated that the implementation 

procurement milestones will be as set out in Table 7. 

 

Table 7: Indicative timeline  

Procurement Milestone Indicative Date 

Pre-procurement 

Assess Districts utilising GIS analysis to apply Site Selection Criteria to 

identify potential sites. (Complete) 

October 2023 

Engage consultant planners and property consultants to complete 

process (Complete) 

December 2023 

Apply Specific Site Selection Criteria to potential sites to list suitable 

sites. 

July 2024 

Rank suitable sites to confirm preferred sites August 2024 

Procurement  

Landowner offer & negotiation for land to be acquired with land owner 

agreement (if in willing seller situation) 

September- October 

2024 

Sale and Purchase agreement (if in willing seller situation) November 2024 

Settlement of Purchase (if in willing seller situation) December 2024 

Consider Public Works Act process if negotiations are unsuccessful From February 2025 

Commence acquisition process if not in a willing seller situation  From February 2025 

Required outputs and service streams 

The outputs required for the land acquisition are:  

1. Acquire site of 22ha that meets all site selection criteria utilising property consultant and 

resource management planner.  

2. Obtain high level planning assessment to identify relevant rules which need 

consideration when establishing a joint regional cemetery in Tasman to inform decision 

on whether to designate or obtain a resource consent for the cemetery.  

3. Put in place a Notice of Requirement (Designation) for the Cemetery using resource 

management planner. 

4. Obtain resource consent for use of site as cemetery utilising resource management 

planner. 
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Governance Structure 
This section details the arrangements proposed for the long term governance structure. 

Proposed Governance Options 

A range of governance structure options were considered as part of assessing the proposal 

against the Project Objectives (Table 14). Governance is part of Project Objective 3. 

The options considered were: 

1. Separate governance & management structure (Joint CCO e.g. Nelson Airport)  

2. Joint Council committee (e.g. Saxton Field) 

These options were analysed as part of the options assessment process. The advantages and 

disadvantages of each option are listed in Table 8 below. 

Table 8: Governance Options Advantages and Disadvantages  

Description of 

Option 
Advantages Disadvantages 

Overall 

Assessment 

Separate governance 

& management 

structure 

(Joint CCO) 

• Independent 

governance 

• Utilise non-commercial 

CCO model 

• Excessive governance 

for cemetery as does 

not require independent 

board 

• Greater level of 

reporting and 

compliance required  

• Increased governance 

cost 

Possible 

Joint Council 

committee (e.g. Saxton 

Field) 

• Proven approach for our 

Councils (i.e. Saxton 

Field) 

• Simple and low cost 

• No obvious 

disadvantages Preferred 

 

A Joint Council Committee similar to Saxton Field was the preferred governance option due to 

its proven approach, simplicity and low cost. 

The suggested structure of the Joint Committee is 2 Councillors from each Council, with an 

independent chairperson and an iwi representative.  

A terms of reference for the Regional Cemetery Committee would need to be developed. The 

suggested purpose of the Regional Cemetery Committee is; to oversee the development, 

management and operation of the Regional Cemetery on behalf of Nelson City Council and 

Tasman District Council.  

The committee would probably need to meet twice a year. 
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Management and Operations Structure 
The arrangements proposed to ensure successful delivery of the project and the long term 

management and operations structure are outlined. 

Project Management and Delivery 

Following approval of this business case, a formal project management group will be 

confirmed to deliver the project through the initial stages of land acquisition, consenting, 

masterplan development and initial stage cemetery construction.  

This project group will comprise the Parks and Facilities Manager for each Council or their 

nominee. They will be responsible for bringing in additional staff to the group for the purpose of 

implementing the development projects. This will include the staff member responsible for 

cemetery operations for each council and project managers for delivery of specific capital 

projects. 

Once the initial stage cemetery development is underway and prior to the cemetery becoming 

operational a full service delivery solution will be implemented.  

Project Plan and Milestones 

The project is planned to be developed and operated in 5 stages which will provide burial 

capacity for at least 100 years. The initial stage which includes purchase of land, initial layout 

and development will occur during the period 2024 – 2028. A high-level project schedule 

showing the estimated timing for implementation is included as Table 9. 

Table 9: High level project schedule 

Key Project Milestone Approximate Date 

1. Develop formal agreement for development and operation of a joint 

Regional Cemetery August 2024 

2. Establish a governance structure including Terms of Reference October 2024 

3. Establish project management group to deliver land acquisition, 

consenting, design and initial stage construction. 
October 2024 

4. Develop project brief and engage consultant with experience in 

cemetery design and operation to prepare the cemetery Masterplan. 
November 2024 

5. Establish In-house delivery for cemetery operation and subsequent 

staged development 
January 2027 

 

Risk Management Planning 

The strategy, framework and plan for dealing with the management of risk in both the project 

management and governance groups is to review the risk register at least annually. The 

review will consider whether a risk is still relevant and whether there are additional risks that 

need to be added to the register. Risk management strategies will be reviewed and updated 

for relevance and consideration given to whether other mitigations are required. 

The Risk Register in Table 10 lists the risks identified through this business case.  

Table 10: Risk register: top 5 risks 

 
Main Risk 

Likelihood 

(H/M/L) 

Impact 

(H/M/L) 

Comments & Risk Management 

Strategies (Mitigations) 

1 Delays in acquisition 

process 

M M If initial approaches are unsuccessful, 

move quickly to commence notice of 

requirement/designation process 
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Main Risk 

Likelihood 

(H/M/L) 

Impact 

(H/M/L) 

Comments & Risk Management 

Strategies (Mitigations) 

2 Availability of large 

enough site in single 

ownership 

M M There are some sites of sufficient size 

available in the general area of interest. 

Property acquisition strategies will consider 

that acquisition of more than one property 

may be required 

3 Price increase due to 

awareness that Council is 

the purchaser 

M L Use third party to undertake purchase on 

behalf of Council 

4 Development costs 

higher than anticipated 

M M Robust costing process following 

completion of Masterplan to reduce impact 

5 Death forecasts vary 

significantly from 

projections  

M L The staged approach to development 

reduces risk by regular review of demand 

forecasts and implementing each stage to 

provide capacity for a further 20 years at a 

time 

 

Proposed Management and Operations Options 

A range of management and operating structure options were considered as part of assessing 

the proposal against the Project Objectives (Table 14). Management and Operations is part of 

Project Objective 3. 

The options considered were: 

1. Full in-house provision of admin, operations and maintenance. 

2. Mix of in house (admin) & contractors (operational). 

3. Two contractors (i.e. one administrative & one operations/maintenance) 

4. Contractor providing full service 

These options were analysed as part of the options assessment process. The advantages and 

disadvantages of each option are listed in Table 11 below. 

Table 11: Management and Operations Options Advantages and Disadvantages  

Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment: 

Full in-house provision 

of administration, 

operations and 

maintenance 

• End to end delivery of 

service in house 

• NCC currently outsource 

most facets would need to 

increase staff resources 

• Neither Council has internal 

maintenance capability 

• Difficult to manage with two 

organisations providing input 

to all aspects 

Possible 

Mix of in house 

(administration) & 

contractors (operational) 

• Current model used by TDC 

• In house staff can manage 

sensitive issues 

• Clear responsibilities 

needed to avoid 

inconsistencies  

• Difficult model while some 

existing cemeteries still 

operating 

Preferred 
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Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment: 

Two contractors (i.e. one 

administrative & one 

operations/maintenance) 

• Current model used by NCC 

• Allows for different 

contractors to provide 

services where their 

strengths lie  

• Risk that some tasks may 

fall between cracks if roles 

not clearly defined 
Possible 

Contractor providing full 

service 

• One stop shop for cemetery 

management, operation and 

maintenance  

• No obvious disadvantages 

• Delegation of sensitive 

issues to contractor not 

always appropriate 

Possible 

 

A mix of in-house delivery for management and administration aspects and continued use of 

external contractors for operational delivery was the preferred approach for management and 

operation of the joint regional cemetery. 

This will require the Parks and Facilities Manager for each Council or their nominee to 

establish a joint regional cemetery staff working group. They will be responsible for bringing in 

additional staff to the group for the purpose of implementing the development projects. This 

will include the staff member responsible for cemetery operations for each council and project 

managers when a new stage of the cemetery need to be developed. 

Currently both Councils use Nelmac to deliver its cemetery maintenance and interment 

services. 

Implementation Options 

A range of implementation options were considered as part of assessing the proposal against 

the Project Objectives (Table 14). Implementation is part of Project Objective 4. 

The options considered were: 

1. Land acquisition followed by full development of infrastructure within 10 years. 

2. Land acquisition followed by initial infrastructure development within five years followed 

by two further development stages at 25 years and 50 years. 

3. Land acquisition followed by infrastructure development timing determined by demand 

forecast with each stage providing capacity for further 20 years. 

These options were analysed as part of the options assessment process. The advantages and 

disadvantages of each option are listed in Table 12 below. 

Table 12: Governance Options Advantages and Disadvantages  

Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment: 

Land acquisition 

followed by full 

development of 

infrastructure within 10 

years 

• Sets out full cemetery area 

well ahead of requirement 

• Development independent of 

demand for burials 

• Not best use of capital 

funding 

• Locks in layout which is hard 

to change if community 

needs change 

Reject 

Land acquisition 

followed by initial 

infrastructure 

development within five 

years followed by two 

• Development more closely 

linked to demand 

• Easier to change layout of 

later stages to meet 

• Not sensitive to demand 

• Better than full development 

of infrastructure within 10 

years but sub-optimal use of 

capital funding 

Possible 
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Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment: 

further development 

stages at 25 years and 

50 years 

changing community 

preferences 

Land acquisition 

followed by 

infrastructure 

development timing 

determined by demand 

forecast with each stage 

providing capacity for a 

further 20 years 

• Development timed to match 

need for burial areas 

• Provides flexibility to 

consider changing burial 

needs at each stage  

• Optimal allocation of capital 

funds 

• Areas not in use available 

for grazing or other 

recreational use in interim 

• Just in time approach carries 

low level of risk that capacity 

not available if sudden 

change in death rate. 

Preferred 

 

Land acquisition followed by infrastructure development, timing determined by demand 

forecast with each stage providing capacity for a further 20 years, is the preferred approach for 

implementation of the joint regional cemetery. 

The timing of implementation is essential to optimising the allocation of development funding. 

The development of each of the 5 stages will be determined by updated demand forecasts. 

This will provide the flexibility to meet changing burial needs and allows alternative use of the 

balance land until it is needed for burials with the opportunity for grazing or other uses which 

will generate additional revenue. The stages used in the funding forecasts are included in 

Table 13 below to show how this could be achieved.  

The Masterplan development will also need to consider the timing of each stage of 

development and how best to optimise development. 

Table 13: Cemetery Development Stages 

Construct 

year 

Description Area 

(ha) 

Plot 

capacity 

(no.) 

Burial 

Period 

Years Capacity 

Year 

2023/2024 Land acquisition 22   100 2128 

2024/2025 Initial Infrastructure development 

provides capacity until year 25 

4  2,138  2028-2053 25 2053 

2048/2049 Stage 2 development at 20 years 

provides capacity until year 45 

4  3,180  2054-2073 20 2073 

2068/2069 Stage 3 development at 40 years 

provides capacity until year 65 

4  3,505  2074-2093 20 2093 

2088/2089 Stage 4 development at 60 years 

provides capacity until year 85 

6  3,783  2094-2113 20 2113 

2108/2109 Stage 5 development at 80 years 

provides capacity for remaining 

life (15 years) 

4 3,032  2114-2128 15 2128 

Total 

 

22  15,638  2028-2128 100 2128 
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Policy Framework 
This section describes the policy framework for the development and operation of a joint 

regional cemetery 

Cemetery Masterplan 

One of the key activities following completion of land acquisition is the development of a 

Cemetery Masterplan. The Masterplan will be site specific and will include: 

• Site development plan 

• Development and staging programme 

• Landscape plan 

• Financial cost and revenue plan 

This will need to be completed in the 2024/2025 year and adopted prior to commencement of 

development on the site.  

This is likely to be undertaken in close alignment with resource consenting for the cemetery. 

Cemetery Activity Plan 

An Activity Management Plan will need to be developed for the regional cemetery prior to the 

development of the 2027-2037 Long-Term Plan. 

Fees and Charges Schedule 

Currently both Councils have separate cemetery fees and charges schedules, which are quite 

different. A schedule of fees and charges need to be developed to enable some elements of 

the Cemetery Masterplan to be completed. A key issue for consideration and agreement is the 

management of ‘out of district’ fees in the lead up to the opening of the regional cemetery. Out 

of district fees are a tool used to discourage residents from outside a district being buried in an 

adjoining Councils cemetery. 

Standard Operating Procedures 

Both Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council have Standard Operating Procedures 

for their existing cemeteries. These documents provide the foundation for the effective running 

and operation of cemetery services and include policies relating to plot ownership, burials, 

interment and dis-interment processes, memorialisation rules, health and safety, cemetery 

rules, fees, and procedural flow charts.  

While there has been a move by both Councils to better align their Standard Operating 

Procedures in recent years, a standard operating procedure for a joint regional cemetery will 

need to be developed and agreed. 
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Options Assessment 
The options assessment identifies and analyses a range of potential options against each of 

the Project Objectives in order to identify a preferred option that provides optimal delivery of 

the objectives. 

Based on the strategic context for the project and the case for change, it: 

• identifies a range of potential options available for delivering the Project Objectives 

• assesses these to create a short-list of options that have the potential to deliver the 

Project Objectives 

• evaluates the short-listed options by assessing the costs, benefits and risks of each 

option 

Long-List Options and Initial Options Assessment 

Options identification  

A range of potential options that could meet the Project Objectives are identified. A long-list of 

in-scope options grouped by objective is provided in Table 14. 

Table 14: Possible long-list options by project objective 

Project Objective Options  

1 &2 Cemetery land 

acquisition 
1. Status quo (no change). 

2. Develop a joint regional cemetery of 22ha within 30km from either town 

centre.  

3. Develop a joint regional cemetery of 18ha within 30km from either town 

centre. 

4. Each Council develops its own district cemetery of 10ha. 

5. Each Council develops several local cemeteries of 5ha each 

3 Governance 1. Separate governance & management structure (Joint CCO e.g. Airport)  

2. Joint Council committee (e.g. Saxton Field 

3 Management & 

operation 
1. Full in-house provision of admin, operations and maintenance. 

2. Mix of in house (admin) & contractors (operational). 

3. Two contractors (i.e. one administrative & one operations/maintenance) 

4. Contractor providing full service 

3 Funding 1. Status quo (no change) 

2. Each Council contributes proportionally based on forecast demand. 

3. Each Council contributes 50% of all capital and operational costs. 

4. Each Council contributes 50% of initial land acquisition and proportion of 

development cost with timing based on initial use date. 

4 Implementation 1. Land acquisition followed by full development of infrastructure within 10 

years. 

2. Land acquisition followed by initial infrastructure development within five 

years followed by two further development stages at 25 years and 50 

years. 

3. Land acquisition followed by infrastructure development timing 

determined by demand forecast with each stage providing capacity for 

further 20 years. 

Assessing the long-list options to develop the short-list 

A long list of options was developed and assessed against the Project Objectives. 
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The following assessment methodology was used: 

• Each option was assessed against each project objective and consideration given as to 

whether the option would achieve the objective in full (Yes), in part (Partial), or not at all 

(No). 

• At the end of this process, the total grades (Number of Yes, Partial & No) were tallied, 

and an overall assessment made as to whether each option was to be categorised as: 

Rejected, Possible or Preferred. 

• The advantages and disadvantages for each option were considered and documented. 

• Finally, a short list was determined using the overall assessment to identify options to be 

considered for inclusion as a short-listed option. The short-listed options are: Status 

Quo, Less Preferred and Preferred. A Status Quo option was added to show the 

business-as-usual state, the status quo option will prevail if the proposed project does 

not proceed. 

Short-List Options and Options Assessment 

A summary assessment of the short-listed land acquisition option against the Project 

Objectives is included in Table 15. 

Table 15: Summary assessment of land acquisition short-list options  

Option Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Description of option Status 
Quo 

Cemetery 
18ha - 
Less 
Preferred 

Cemetery 
22ha - 
Preferred 

Project Objectives 

1 To acquire land for the establishment, ongoing operation 
and maintenance of a new joint regional cemetery to 
accommodate the burial needs of residents of Nelson and 
Tasman (Richmond and Waimea/Moutere Wards’) for at 
least 100 years at one location by 2024. 

 ? ✓ 

2 The new joint regional cemetery land is of an optimal size, 
suitability, and location (including being accessible) for the 
intended purpose and the adverse effects (including on 
natural values) can be appropriately managed. 

 ? ✓ 

Summary   ? ✓ 

 

KEY:  

Red – does not meet  

Yellow – partially meets ? 

Green – Fully meets ✓ 

 

Economic Assessment of the Short-Listed Options 

The process for each of the short-listed options has been to: 

1. establish the assumptions and scope underlying the analysis 

2. determine an appropriate assessment period for the analysis 

3. identify all significant benefits and costs 

4. assign monetary values to the benefits, wherever possible 

5. discount the benefits and costs to present values (in today’s dollar equivalents) 
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6. consider the effect of any intangible costs and benefits that cannot be reliably assigned 

monetary values  

7. assess risk and uncertainty. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions have been made in the benefit-cost analysis: 

1. The remaining life of Richmond Cemetery is eight to 12 years and Marsden Valley 

Cemetery is 10 to 15 years. 

2. The status quo option was rejected and not analysed further as it did not meet the 

legislative obligations of the Councils to meet burial needs within their districts. 

3. The projection of deaths provided by DOT utilising the NZ Statistics Total Death 

Projections are an accurate reflection of the number of deaths to 2058 as are the 

extrapolated projections through to 2128. 

Assessment period 

The start date for financial purposes is assumed to be the financial year commencing 1 July 

2023. 

The economic life of the proposed cemetery is assumed to be 80 years for option 2 and 100 

years for option 3; this is the period over which costs and benefits are assessed.  

Discount and inflation assumptions 

The Discount Rate used in this assessment is 4.5% per annum.  All costs and benefits are 

expressed in today's dollar terms. 

Estimated costs 

Depreciation, capital charges, interest and other financing costs are excluded from the 

analysis.  

The costs for the purchase, development, operation and maintenance of a joint regional 

cemetery were estimated by developing a detailed model which utilised death projections and 

current burial trends to determine the number and timing of burial plot requirements, an 

indicative layout was developed for each option and used as a basis for estimating extent of 

infrastructure such as roading, water supply, fencing and landscaping. Current capital costs 

from other council projects were used as a basis for costing development costs and current 

maintenance contract rates were used to determine maintenance costs The revenue 

calculation considers the current cemetery charges for each Council and are more closely 

aligned to the Nelson City Cemetery charges which are typically slightly higher than those for 

Tasman. 

All dollar figures are expressed in GST exclusive terms. 

Estimating monetary benefits 

The monetary benefits have been estimated, these relate to the revenue from sale of plots 

(burial and ash), recovery of interment costs (burial and ash) and other revenue from utilisation 

of areas until they are required for burials all of which offset the overall cost of cemetery 

provision. A benefit-cost analysis was undertaken; the results are provided in Table 18. 

Non-monetary benefits and disbenefits 

Some of the benefits could not reliably be quantified in monetary terms and are described in 

Table 16 below. These non-monetary benefits were assessed for each short-listed option, 

several of the non-monetary benefits; accessibility, management of adverse effects and 
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natural values protection need to be considered as part of the acquisition process for specific 

sites and so have not been included as part of the options assessment. 

Table 16: Non-monetary benefits from the project proposal 

Non-monetary Benefits Description 

Long term (100 year) cemetery 

capacity 

Option 3 provided for 100 year capacity whereas Option 2 

provides for an 80 year capacity. 

Operational efficiency – 

governance & operations 

A larger site provides opportunities for greater operational and 

maintenance efficiencies, so a higher rating was given to option 3 

on this benefit. 

Burial Trends – burial needs 

provided  

The site needs to provide for a variety of burial needs such as eco 

or natural burials and ash memorialisation. While some cultural 

and religious group requirements may be met at the regional 

cemetery, some needs will be met at other existing cemeteries. A 

larger site provides enhanced potential to accommodate a wider 

and diverse range of needs whereas the option 2 is more 

restrictive due to smaller size.  

Risk and Uncertainty  

The risks identified in the Strategic Context were revisited and the short-list options assessed 

against them as shown in Table 17.  

 
Table 17: Current risk analysis  

 
Main Risk 

Likelihood 

(H/M/L) 

Consequence 

(H/M/L) 
Options impacted 

1 Delays in acquisition 

process 

M M Both options likely to be impacted 

similarly. Mitigation to consider notice of 

requirement/designation process. 

2 Availability of large 

enough site in single 

ownership 

M M Option 3 is 4ha larger so likelihood 

higher as the number of potential sites is 

lower. Mitigation is use of GIS analysis 

to develop comprehensive list of suitable 

sites both on size and other parameters. 

3 Price increase due to 

awareness that Council is 

the purchaser 

M L Both options have potential to be 

impacted. Option 3 likely to be a greater 

impact as larger area involved. 

Mitigation to consider notice of 

requirement/designation process. 

4 Withdrawal of 

commitment to project by 

one or other Council 

L H Both options impacted similarly, 

consequence greater if TDC withdrew 

as sites are likely to be in Tasman.   

4 Development costs 

higher than anticipated 

M M Option 3 has greater burial capacity and 

larger site, therefore a greater 

consequence from higher costs. 

Mitigation is putting upfront effort into 

the development plan and reviewing 

prior to starting each new stage. 

5 Death forecasts vary 

significantly from 

projections  

M L Impacts on both options, mitigation is 

consideration of rate of burial against 

projections on a 3 yearly basis during 

LTP and adjust programme as required. 

Staged implementation also provides 

opportunity for review. 
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Preferred Approach 
This section recommends the preferred high level approach to a future joint regional cemetery 

based on the options assessment. 

Identifying the Preferred Option 

The costs and benefits for the preferred and less-preferred options were analysed and a 

summary of this analysis is provided below.  

Option 1 ‘Existing Cemeteries – Status Quo’ is not included in Table 18 below because it was 

rejected as it is a continuation of the status quo which does not meet the Councils’ legislative 

obligations to meet burial needs. Details of the main benefits and disbenefits are outlined in 

Table 1 and Table 2. 

Table 18:  Indicative costs and benefits, by short-list option  

Indicative Benefit Cost Analysis 

(summary) 

Notes Option 2: 

Regional 

Cemetery 18ha 

Less Preferred 

Option 3: 

Regional 

Cemetery 22ha 

Preferred 

Summary of Primary Benefits and Costs 

Benefits    

Revenue (NPV)  -$8,405,000 -$8,751,900 

Costs     

One-off and operating costs (NPV)  $8,747,300 $9,319,200 

Preferred Option  No Yes 

 
Detail of Benefit Cost Analysis 

Main Benefits (non monetary) 

Long term burial capacity 100-year term Partial Good 

Burial trends Burial needs provided Partial Good 

Operational efficiency Governance & operations Partial Good 

Total Benefits  Partial Good 

 
Costs  

One-Off Costs (NPV)  Capital and renewals $4,885,100 $5,486,700 

Ongoing Operating Costs (NPV)  Operating & maintenance $3,862,200 $3,832,500 

Whole of Life Costs  $8,747,300 $9,319,200 

 
Benefit/Cost Analysis 

Appraisal period (years)  80 100 

Net Present Value (Monetised)  -$342,400 -$567,300 

Assessment (Non-Monetised)  Medium High 

Rank  2 1 

KEY: Good fit   Partial fit   Poor fit  
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Preferred Approach 

The preferred option is Option 3 - Develop a joint regional cemetery of 22ha at one location 

within 30km from either town centre with a 100 year burial capacity. 

The basis for the recommendation is: 

• A cemetery with a 100 year burial capacity offers greater long-term security that enable 

both Councils to meet legislative requirements for the provision of land sufficient to meet 

the burial needs for people residing in its district. It will be more difficult over time to find 

larger areas of land in close proximity to the population as large land areas are being 

utilised to accommodate housing or business development (including horticultural 

production) and land values will increase. 

• Net present value analysis shows that securing a cemetery with an 80 year burial capacity 

is a better value proposition however it does not take into account the cost of purchasing 

land for a new cemetery at around year 75 and the development of that cemetery. When 

this is taken into account the 100 year option is more cost effective. 

• The one-off costs for developing a regional cemetery at one site serving the long term 

needs of two areas will be lower that having multiple smaller cemeteries, There are also 

significant maintenance and burial cost efficiencies with a larger number of burials 

concentrated on one site rather than operating over multiple sites. 

• The site selection criteria developed to assess potential sites for a new cemetery against 

Project Objectives 1 and 2 take into account the location, slope, size, land use capability, 

growth requirements, accessibility, protection of natural values of the site, the management 

of potential adverse effects, alternative uses of the land. These seek to ensure that those 

Project Objectives are met. 
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Cemetery Funding 
The funding requirements and financial implications for the preferred option are outlined. 

Options for funding the regional cemetery were considered as part of the Options Assessment 

section of this business case. A range of funding options were considered as part of assessing 

the proposal against the Project Objectives (Table 14). Funding is part of Project Objective 3. 

The options considered were: 

1. Status quo (no change) 

2. Each Council contributes proportionally based on forecast demand. 

3. Each Council contributes 50% of all capital and operational costs. 

4. Each Council contributes 50% of initial land acquisition and proportion of development 

cost with timing based on initial use date. 

These options were analysed as part of the options assessment process. The advantages and 

disadvantages of each option are listed in Table 19 below. 

Table 19: Funding Options Advantages and Disadvantages  

Description of 

Option: 
Advantages: Disadvantages: 

Overall 

Assessment: 

Status quo (no 

change)  

• Each Council retains full 

control on funding inputs 

• Overall more costly as 

some duplication of 

resources 

Reject 

Each Council 

contributes 

proportionally based 

on forecast demand  

• Fair approach • Could be difficult to 

accurately estimate 

proportional cost 

• Adjustments may be 

required to reflect actual 

use 

Possible 

Each Council 

contributes 50% of all 

capital and operational 

costs 

• Not necessarily 

representative of level of 

use from each council 

area 

• Model used for Saxton 

Field 

• Simpler to administer 

and apply 

• Doesn’t reflect use on a 

proportional basis 

Possible 

Each Council 

contributes 50% of 

initial land acquisition 

and proportion of 

development cost with 

timing based on initial 

use date. 

• Land secured at current 

prices 

• Burial capacity meets 

needs 

• Ensuring funding is 

available when needed 

for next stage of 

development Preferred 

 

The preferred option where each Council contributes 50% of the initial land acquisition and a 

proportion of the development cost with timing based on the initial use date fully meets Project 

Objective 3.  

The financial analysis of the preferred option confirms that the cost of land acquisition, 

development, maintenance and operation can be fully recovered through user charges. The 

Councils fund the initial cost of land acquisition, development, maintenance and operations 
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and this is recovered through revenue from plot sales and interments over the operational life 

of the cemetery.  

The cost of maintenance at the end of the cemetery operational life will be funded for a period 

by residual surplus revenue, however the grounds maintenance costs will continue in 

perpetuity so there will still be an ongoing, maintenance cost once these funds are exhausted. 

The proposed funding arrangements are that the land acquisition and initial development costs 

prior to the cemetery commencing operation would be funded jointly by each Council. A 

revenue stream from fees and charges will be available once the cemetery is operational.  

The financial model shows that there will be adequate revenue to cover the acquisition, 

development, operational and maintenance costs from year 10 onwards with a deficit in years 

where a further stage of the cemetery is developed. This deficit will be repaid during the life of 

that stage. 

Consideration was given to Tasman District Council providing a greater share of the initial 

funding on the basis that they will be utilising the cemetery several years earlier than Nelson 

City. However updated death projections show that the earliest use of a new cemetery for 

Tasman would be 8 years and 10 years for Nelson. Therefore this no longer seems necessary 

particularly as the costs will be recovered from cemetery fees over the longer term.  

It is recommended that the joint regional cemetery is set up as a closed account and operated 

so that revenue from charges covers the cost of cemetery operations and maintenance over 

its life. This provides a greater level of transparency and is the method used by Tasman 

District Council for its Housing for Older Adults Activity. 

Financial Costing for the Preferred Option 

The estimated whole-of-life-cost of the investment is $46,500,000 over the expected 100 year 

life of the cemetery. This is offset by potential revenues of $72,000,000. 

The costs for the purchase, development, operation and maintenance of a joint regional 

cemetery were estimated by developing a detailed model which utilised death projections and 

current burial trends to determine the number and timing of burial plot requirements, an 

indicative layout was developed for each option and used as a basis for estimating extent of 

infrastructure such as roading, water supply, fencing and landscaping. Current capital costs 

from other council projects were used as a basis for costing development costs and current 

maintenance contract rates were used to determine maintenance costs. The revenue 

calculation considers the current cemetery charges for each Council and are more closely 

aligned to the Nelson City Cemetery charges which are typically slightly higher than those for 

Tasman. 

All dollar figures are expressed in GST exclusive terms. 

The anticipated cash flows for the joint regional cemetery project over its life span are as set 

out in Table 20. 
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Table 20: Financial costing table for the Preferred option ($000)  

 

  

Initial

2024-2028

$000

Stage 1

2029-2053

$000

Stage 2

2054-2073

$000

Stage 3

2074-2093

$000

Stage 4

2094-2113

$000

Stage 5

2114-2128

$000

Total

$000

1 Land Purchase incl designation 2,742.0    -              -              -              -            -            2,742.0    

2 Development Plan 60.0        -              -              -              -            -            60.0        

3 Fencing 126.0       7.6          13.6        9.2          3.2          -            159.6       

4 Structural Planting 7.6          -              -              -              -            -            7.6          

5 Roading & Parking 788.0       537.0       537.0       537.0       930.5       -            3,329.5    

6 Water Supply 50.8        6.0          6.0          6.0          9.0          -            77.8        

7 Power Supply 8.0          -              -              -              -            -            8.0          

8 Maintenance Facility -              243.0       -              -              -            -            243.0       

9 Toilet block -              250.0       -              -              -            -            250.0       

10 Landscaping -              375.0       300.0       300.0       300.0       225.0       1,500.0    

11 Burial Beams Install -              490.8       730.7       808.8       873.0       660.1       3,563.4    

12 Ashes area development -              523.0       527.2       546.6       591.9       308.8       2,497.6    

13 Roading & Parking Renewals -              24.9        42.3        59.7        77.1        -            204.0       

14 Water Supply Renewals -              50.0        -              50.0        -            50.0        150.0       

15 Maintenance Depot Renewals -              -              -              -              170.0       -            170.0       

16 Toilet block Renewals -              -              -              200.0       -            -            200.0       

17 Fencing Renewals -              -              -              72.2        -            -            72.2        

18 Total Capital Cost (CAPEX) 3,782.4    2,507.3    2,156.8    2,589.5    2,954.7    1,243.9    15,234.7  

Operating Expenditure

19 Admin (corp overhead) 100.0       625.0       500.0       500.0       500.0       375.0       2,600.0    

20 Burial interment cost -              2,309.6    3,572.5    3,919.7    4,229.6    3,390.2    17,421.6  

21 Ash interment cost -              186.3       251.6       271.4       290.2       230.8       1,230.3    

22 Grounds maintenance 27.6        575.1       894.0       1,329.0    1,740.1    1,750.8    6,316.6    

23 Toilet cleaning -              256.1       213.4       213.4       213.4       160.1       1,056.3    

24 Building maintenance -              147.0       120.0       120.0       120.0       90.0        597.0       

25 Road maintenance -              10.2        13.8        19.6        25.4        26.2        95.2        

26 Landscape maintenance -              33.2        117.6       253.6       389.6       381.5       1,175.6    

27 Rubbish bins -              64.7        103.0       155.8       208.6       213.8       745.8       

28 Furniture & fencing -              2.5          5.4          8.5          11.6        10.7        38.6        

29 Total Operating Costs (OPEX) 127.6       4,209.6    5,791.3    6,791.1    7,728.5    6,629.0    31,277.1  

30 Total Costs (CAPEX + OPEX) 3,910.0    6,716.9    7,948.1    9,380.6    10,683.2  7,873.0    46,511.7  

31 CAPEX funding -            6,202.0    9,207.9    10,119.5  10,908.6  8,734.0    45,171.9  

32 OPEX Funding 27.0        3,947.1    5,552.0    6,004.7    6,408.9    5,100.7    27,040.4  

33 Total Funding 27.0        10,149.1  14,759.8  16,124.2  17,317.5  13,834.7  72,212.3  

34 Shortfall/Overage CAPEX 3,782.4-    3,694.7    7,051.0    7,530.0    7,953.9    7,490.0    29,937.2  

35 Shortfall/Overage OPEX 100.6-       262.4-       239.3-       786.4-       1,319.6-    1,528.3-    4,236.7-    

36 Total Overage 3,883.0-    3,432.2    6,811.7    6,743.6    6,634.3    5,961.7    25,700.5  

Financial Year Period >

Capital Expenditure

Total Expenditure

Funded by

Affordability Assessment
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Revenue 

The anticipated revenue for the joint regional cemetery project over its life span are set out in 

Table 21. 

Table 21: Revenue projections for the preferred option 

 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions have been made in determining cost and revenue estimates: 

1. Land acquisition cost is based on purchase of a single property of 22ha without 

significant existing capital improvements in the rural part of the Waimea/Moutere Ward. 

2. Development and infrastructure quantities and costs have been based on a staged 

development of the cemetery utilising an indicative layout to quantify components such 

as roading, fencing, services and cemetery memorial beams to provide around 16,000 

burials over a 100 year burial capacity plus nearly 9,000 ash plots. 

3. Operating and maintenance costs have been estimated largely using current contract 

rates for Richmond Cemetery. Development costs have been estimated using current 

contract rates for capital projects within Richmond/Moutere-Waimea area. 

4. Cost estimates will be updated following land acquisition and completion of a cemetery 

Masterplan and changes included in future Activity Management Plans for the two 

Councils. 

5. Death projections were taken from Statistics New Zealand death projections for relevant 

census unit areas for the Waimea/Moutere and Richmond Wards of Tasman District and 

Nelson City. These were updated by DOT to reflect recent population changes and 

trends and provide projections up to 2058. These projections have been extrapolated for 

the period 2058 to 2128 so have a lower level of certainty.  

6. The timing of development in the financial model has been based on forecast death 

projections, whereas the timing for the development of each additional stage will be 

based on updated demand forecasts at regular intervals with each stage providing 

additional capacity for a further 20 years. This will ensure that the revenue is available to 

fund each additional stage and capacity is provided in line with demand. 

Funding sources 

It is proposed that the capital funding required for land acquisition and the initial development 

phase of $3,782,350 be split equally between the two Councils. This funding is included in the 

Annual Plan 2023-2024 and the Draft Long-Term Plan 2024-2034 for both Councils. 

The charges for plot purchase and interments will need to be regularly reviewed and analysed 

against the development, operational and maintenance costs to ensure that there is adequate 

funding available. Any shortfall in fees and charges together with maintenance costs following 

closure of the cemetery once it reaches capacity would be rates funded. 

Initial

2024-2028

$000

Stage 1

2029-2053

$000

Stage 2

2054-2073

$000

Stage 3

2074-2093

$000

Stage 4

2094-2113

$000

Stage 5

2114-2128

$000

Total

$000

1 Burial plot sales (capex) -            5,277.5    7,950.0    8,762.5    9,457.5    7,580.0    39,027.5  

2 Ash plot sales (capex) -            924.5       1,257.9    1,357.0    1,451.1    1,154.0    6,144.4    

3 Interment fee burial plot -            3,381.0    4,950.7    5,410.0    5,837.6    4,679.1    24,258.5  

4 Interment fee ash plot -            330.2       449.2       484.6       518.2       412.1       2,194.4    

5 Grazing rent 27.0        225.0       142.0       100.0       43.0        2.0          539.0       

6 Other revenue -            11.0        10.0        10.0        10.0        7.5          48.5        

7 Total Cost Recovery - fees & 

charges
27.0        10,149.1  14,759.8  16,124.2  17,317.5  13,834.7  72,212.3  

Financial Year Period >
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The breakdown of the capital cost for the Land acquisition and Initial Phase (first 5 years of 

development) is shown in Table 21. 

 

Table 21: Capital Cost for Land acquisition and the Initial Phase 

Financial Year Period> 
2023-2024 

$000 
2024-2025 

$000 
2025-2026 

$000 
2026-2027 

$000 
2027-2028 

$000 

Land acquisition incl. 
designation 

2,742.0 - - - - 

Masterplan - 60.0 - - - 

Fencing - - 126.0 - - 

Structural Planting - - 7.6 - - 

Roading & Parking - - - 394.0 394.0 

Water Supply - - - 50.8 - 

Power Supply - - - 8.0 - 

Maintenance Facility - - - - - 

Toilet block - - 0.0 - - 

Total Capital 2,742.0 60.0 133.6 452.8 394.0 

Requirement NCC 1,289.0 30.0 66.8 226.4 279.0 

Requirement TDC 1,453.0 30.0 66.8 226.4 115.0 

Total requirement each Council $1,891.2 
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Annex 
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Annex 1: Joint Regional Cemetery Site Selection Criteria 

 

Table A.1 contains the gateway site selection criteria, they are a 'coarse filter' intended to be applied to both districts to identify a range of properties that are generally suitable for a joint regional cemetery. 

Table A.2 contains the specific site selection criteria, to assess specific properties, once they have met the gateway site selection criteria. 

Table A.1: Gateway Site Location Criteria 

Criteria  Preferred Value  Acceptable Value Comments 

1. Distance from central 
Nelson and central 
Richmond 

The site should be no greater than 30 km, 
by road, from central Nelson (the inner-
city zone) and central Richmond  

The site should be no greater than 40 
km, by road, from central Nelson (the 
inner-city zone) and central Richmond 

• Nelson CBD to Wakefield is 28 km 

• Nelson CBD to Mapua is 30 km 

• Nelson CBD to Upper Moutere is 37 km 

• Richmond to Hira is 30 km 

2. Slope of site for 
interments 

Averages no greater than 10 degrees Averages no greater than 15 degrees Steeper sites result in higher operational costs 
and can pose health and safety risks to 
operators of machinery (e.g. mowers) 

3. Location is not 
classified as Highly 
Productive Land  

Land is not classified as Land Use 
Capability class 1, 2 or 3 

Land is not classified as class 1 or 2 Class 1 – Most versatile, highly suited to a 
wide range of crops 

Class 2 – Very good multiple use 

Class 3 – Arable with moderate limitations 

4. Land not identified for 
housing or business 
growth 

Land is not identified as a Growth Area in 
the Nelson Tasman Future Development 
Strategy 2022–2052. 

Land is not identified as a Growth Area 
in the Nelson Tasman Future 
Development Strategy 2022–2052. 

The Nelson Tasman Future Development 
Strategy 2022–2052 prioritises these area as 
being necessary to accommodate commercial 
and residential growth.  

5. Land Area is large 
enough to provide 
burial capacity for at 
least 100 years 

The site needs to be 22ha to provide 100 
year burial capacity (estimated to be 
approximately 16,000 plots) and support 
the associated infrastructure. 

The site needs to be 22ha to provide 
100 year burial capacity (estimated to 
be approximately 16,000 plots) and 
support the associated infrastructure. 

 

 

Note: Distance from central Nelson (Miller Acre) and central Richmond (Sundial Square) – To make the GIS analysis related to distance simpler, a point in Stoke equidistant from the centre of Nelson and Richmond 
was selected (this was 7 km from both). Concentric circles of 13, 23, 33 and 43 km were drawn which gives a furthest distance of 20, 30, 40 and 50 km from either centre as the crow flies. 

 

Table A.2: Specific Site Selection Criteria 

Criteria  Value  Comments 

Depth of water table / 
ground water  

Water table is at least 3 metres below ground level to allow 
up to two burials per plot 

Groundwater and aquifers of value to the community or 
environment are not compromised by burial use 

Noting that burial depth for a double grave is between 
1.83 and 2 metres and burial must occur 1 metre above 
the water table 

There are aquifers that act as recharge areas and water 
sources in the Tasman area. These should not be 
compromised. 

Buffer distance from 
watercourses 

Burial areas are not within: 

• 250m of a potable water source (e.g. well, borehole, 
spring)  

• 10 metres of other wetlands, springs or watercourses, 
field/land drains 

 

Suitability of ground 
conditions 

Ground conditions suitable for interments (avoiding sub-
surface obstructions such as rocks and boulders, prior 
landfill) 

Likely to require engineering and sexton expertise to 
understand requirements around soil conditions down to 
depth of at least 2 metres 

May want to specify soil types based on soil maps, 
recognising there may be variability over a site 
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Table A.2: Specific Site Selection Criteria 

Criteria  Value  Comments 

Land is not at risk of 
sea level rise and 
inundation 

Land is not subject to inundation (100 years+) 

Land is not situated in flood plain 

Full hazard mapping of potential sites to understand risks 

Land is able to be 
developed as a 
cemetery 

Site is not unduly restricted by significant ecological, or 
archaeological values 
Māori cultural values are not compromised by the site 
selection. 
Not an existing government or council park or reserve 
Consider past and adjacent land use 
Land has suitable amenity for a cemetery 

 

Cemetery facilities are 
able to be developed 
on site 

• Ability to effectively acquire and develop the land 

• Cemetery office/administration buildings 

• Public toilets 

• Yard for storage of heavy vehicles, equipment, soil bins 

• Access (roads, pedestrian paths) and parking 

• Landscaping features 

• Proximity to services 

Also consider potential for future: 

• Chapel, function room 
 

Transport accessibility Consider roading infrastructure, e.g. 

• public transport (including future bus routes) 

• quality of connecting road networks 

 

Land Use Classification Classes 

Class 1. Arable. Most versatile multiple-use land, minimal limitations, highly suitable for cropping, viticulture, berry fruit, pastoralism, tree crops and forestry. 

Class 2. Arable. Very good multiple-use land, slight limitations, suitable for cropping, viticulture, berry fruit, pastoralism, tree crops and forestry. 

Class 3. Arable. Moderate limitations, restricting crop types and intensity of cultivation, suitable for cropping, viticulture, berry fruit, pastoralism, tree crops and forestry. 

Class 4. Arable. Significant limitations for arable use or cultivation, very limited crop types, suitable for occasional cropping, pastoralism, tree crops and forestry. Some Class 4 is also suitable for viticulture and berry 
fruit. 

Class 5. Non-arable. Highly productive pastoral land, not suitable for crops but only slight limitations to pastoral, viticulture, tree crops and forestry. 

Class 6. Non-arable. Slight to moderate limitations to pastural use, suitable for pasture, tree crops and forestry and in some cases vineyards. Erosion is generally the dominant limitation. 

Class 7. Non-arable. Moderate to very severe limitations to pastoral use. High-risk land requiring active management to achieve sustainable production. Can be suited to grazing with intensive soil conservation 
measures but more suited to forestry. 

Class 8. Very severe to extreme limitations to all productive land uses, arable, pastoral or commercial forestry. Suitable for erosion control, water management and conservation. 
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8 CONFIDENTIAL SESSION 

8.1 Procedural motion to exclude the public 

The following motion is submitted for consideration: 

That the public be excluded from the following part(s) of the proceedings of this meeting. 

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the 

reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds 

under section 48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for 

the passing of this resolution follows. 

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by 

section 6 or section 7 of that Act which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or 

relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public, as follows: 

8.2 Joint Cemetery - Land Acquisition Proposal 

Reason for passing this resolution 

in relation to each matter 
Particular interest(s) protected 

(where applicable) 
Ground(s) under section 48(1) for 

the passing of this resolution 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 

for withholding exists under 

section 7. 

s7(2)(i) - The withholding of the 

information is necessary to enable 

the local authority to carry on, 

without prejudice or disadvantage, 

negotiations (including 

commercial and industrial 

negotiations). 

s48(1)(a) 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 

for withholding exists under 

section 7. 

8.3 Referral from Enterprise Committee - Approval of Unbudgeted Capital Expenditure 

and Carry Forward of Capital Works Programme Budget 

Reason for passing this resolution 

in relation to each matter 
Particular interest(s) protected 

(where applicable) 
Ground(s) under section 48(1) for 

the passing of this resolution 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 

for withholding exists under 

section 7. 

s7(2)(h) - The withholding of the 

information is necessary to enable 

the local authority to carry out, 

without prejudice or disadvantage, 

commercial activities. 

 

s48(1)(a) 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 

for withholding exists under 

section 7. 

8.4 Coastal Erosion Protection Structures on Council Reserve Land Policy 

Reason for passing this resolution 

in relation to each matter 
Particular interest(s) protected 

(where applicable) 
Ground(s) under section 48(1) for 

the passing of this resolution 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 

for withholding exists under 

section 7. 

s7(2)(g) - The withholding of the 

information is necessary to 

maintain legal professional 

privilege. 

 

s48(1)(a) 

The public conduct of the part of 

the meeting would be likely to 

result in the disclosure of 

information for which good reason 
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for withholding exists under 

section 7. 
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