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AGENDA 
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That apologies be accepted. 
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9.6 Environment & Planning Chair's Report ............................................................. 69   
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9 REPORTS 

9.1 RIPARIAN LAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGY UPDATE  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Bernard Simmonds, Resource Scientist - Land; Rob Smith, Environmental 

Information Manager; Dennis Bush-King, Environment and Planning 

Manager 

Report Number: REP17-03-01 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 The Riparian Land Management Strategy (RLMS) is a non-statutory policy that staff have used 

for many years now to guide our work with landowners in encouraging good land management 

practices adjoining waterways.  The policy has been reviewed to provide a check as to fairness 

and ensure there is clarity as to the administration of financial incentives for riparian protection 

and enhancement. 

1.2 The changes are presented in the form of a working document to give staff guidance on 

administering the River and Stream Management Fund (RSMF), as it presently stands. 

1.3 The review favours splitting the fund 50/50 between large, catchment-focused initiatives and 

individual landowner applications. This rewards proactive and environmentally conscious 

landowners, but also supports targeted catchment-level projects that typically yield water 

quality improvements at a greater rate.  

1.4 The priority of applications are assessed using a grading system with five key areas. These 

account for the degree of risk associated with land/resource use and natural factors, the value 

of the receiving environment, the community benefit, and the probable useful life of fencing 

works. 

1.5 Separate grading systems have been established for non-wetland (stream) and wetland 

fencing works, recognizing the different requirements and values of these ecosystems. 

1.6 Limitations to the application of the fund are well defined. These include a cap on the subsidy 

of fencing materials at $5.38/metre which is intended to limit absorption of the fund by single 

land use types (e.g. deer fencing). 

1.7 The RLMS update ensures that the process for administering the fund and providing 

materials is outlined clearly. 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee 

1. Receives the Riparian Land Management Strategy Update report REP17-03-02 

2. Notes the amendments to the Regional Land Management Strategy providing a more 

robust assessment criteria as included in Attachment 1 to REP17-03-02. 

 

 

3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To inform Council of the outcome of the recent Riparian Land Management Strategy (RLMS) 

review. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 Under the River and Stream Management Fund (RSMF), financial incentives can be provided 

to land owners for riparian protection and enhancement. Incentives include subsidised fencing 

materials for stock exclusion purposes and the supply of plants including willow and poplar 

species. 

4.2 Since 2001, the RSMF has enabled the construction of over 400 km of fence line - an average 

of 27 km each year. The fund annually provides around 4,000 units of plant material (poplar 

and willow wands and poles) to landowners for riparian and soil control purposes.  

4.3 Until recently, the fund has been passively operated and the majority of completed works have 

been the result of interested landowners contacting Council to apply for funding assistance. 

This approach supports landowners who are proactive and environmentally aware, but relies 

largely on landowner and public awareness for applications to the fund. The result is a more 

fragmented distribution of fencing works throughout the district. Dedicating a specific portion 

of the fund to fence or otherwise manage riparian zones in ‘target’ catchments will yield 

quantifiable improvements to water quality at a greater rate. 

4.4 Further, it is anticipated that due to legislation changes to exclude deer, pigs, beef and dairy 

support cattle from waterways, demand for the fund will increase and potentially outstrip the 

$110,000 annual fencing budget (refer the Environment and Planning Manager’s report in this 

agenda). There is a need to prioritise applications to achieve the best outcome, annually. 

4.5 In order to improve public visibility of the fund, and to make the process of applying for funding 

consistent and transparent, the administration of financial incentives under the RLMS has 

been reviewed. Significant changes include: 

 The development of a grading system to establish the priority of funding applications. 

 The separation of wetland and non-wetland work projects for priority grading. 

 Clear rules stating where funding can and cannot be obtained. 

 A cap on the price of materials. 

 A clearer process for administering the fund. 



Tasman District Council Environment and Planning Committee Agenda – 16 March 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 7 
 

It
e
m

 9
.1

 

4.6 Grading system for fencing priority: 

 Prior to this review, funding was granted on a ‘first come, first served’ basis. This 

approach worked well when application volumes did not outstrip the fund. As new 

legislation around the exclusion of beef, deer, pigs and dairy support from waterways is 

rolled out, it is anticipated that demand for the fund will increase significantly. In order to 

balance demand against the capabilities of the fund, it is proposed that an assessment 

of priority be used to direct funding to works that will have the best economic, 

environmental and social outcomes. 

Table 1: Grading system for non-wetland works. 

 

 

4.7 Separation of wetland and non-wetland projects: 

 As identified in Attachment 1, wetlands and streams have differing ecology and 

processes, and thus land use pressures that influence water quality are measured 

differently. This justifies separate grading systems for wetlands and non-wetlands. 

4.8 Rules around what the fund does and does not support: 

 As identified in Attachment 1, the review includes a list of rules and guidance around 

fund eligibility and other limits to funding. 

4.9 Materials pricing cap: 

 The majority (61%) of fencing works to date have been 2-wire (averaging 1.7 km per job) 

and 7-wire fences (22%; averaging 0.8 km length). The approximate per-metre material 

costs of these two fence types have been calculated in Table 2 for various fence post 

spacing lengths.  

 A 3.5m spaced fence with sheep netting typically costs 19% more than an equivalent 7-

wire fence, and 29% more than a 2-wire fence, yet erosion and water quality impacts 

associated with sheep are much lower than for cattle. This is the justification for capping 

the subsidy for fencing materials to a 7-wire standard, at 3.5m (the minimum post 

spacing for most stock fencing jobs).  
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Table 2: Approximate fence cost per metre (materials purchase only): 

 

4.10 Process for administering the fund: 

 The Riparian Land Management Strategy is intended to give staff guidance on how to 

apply the fund consistently.  

 

5 Strategy and Risks 

5.1 Landowners may have differences of opinion about the value of a waterway or a fencing 

project.  If a landowner takes issue with the assessment, there is some flexibility in the fund 

to provide limited support to projects that are of lower value (for example, providing posts or 

wire only). This is at the discretion of Council and relies on professional judgement. 

5.2 As the fund now has a greater focus on erosion reduction and water quality outcomes, and is 

more strictly guided by the grading system and rules, there will be less flexibility but greater 

fairness, in administering it (compared to previous years). 

 

6 Significance and Engagement 

6.1 The alteration of the administration rules of the RSMF is an operational matter and is a 

decision of low significance.  Access to the fund is appreciated by land owners but the size 

of the fund is a matter best left to the Long term Plan process.  If the changes are agreed to, 

changes will be made to inform prospective applicants of the application requirements. 

 

7 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

7.1 There is no request for additional funding but staff are preparing a budget bid for the next 

Long Term Plan process. This will complement the existing fund and enable wider catchment 

management and biodiversity enhancement (e.g. riparian planting).  The current budget, 

which has been unchanged for some 10 years, is $110,000. 

 

8 Conclusion 

8.1 This review defines the process of administering the River and Stream Management Fund. 

8.2 It improves clarity around the eligibility of proposed fencing works, particularly useful at an 

early stage. The process also reduces the number of unnecessary site visits. 

8.3 There is better transparency on the funding process – grading is done with the landowners 

input. 
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8.4 There is improved fairness – capping fencing subsidy at a rate of $5.38/m of fence line 

enables most fencing works to be completed, but protects fund from more expensive land-

use types (e.g. deer). 

 

9 Next Steps / Timeline 

9.1 Will promote RLMS through the Council website. 

9.2 Continue to use grading system and other changes/recommendations with new fund 

applications. 

9.3 Make adjustments as necessary (e.g. possible need to increase the proportion of fund for 

catchment-level projects). 

 
 

10 Attachments 

1.  RLMS Financial Incentive Rreview 11 
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Financial incentives 

Under the River and Stream Management Fund (RSMF), financial incentives can be provided to land 

owners for riparian protection and enhancement. The primary objective of the fund is to improve 

water quality by reducing erosion, and to protect, create or improve important habitat. Incentives 

include subsidised fencing materials for stock exclusion purposes and the supply of plants including 

willow and poplar species. Where these exotics are not appropriate, the fund can also supply native 

plants to promote stream and hillslope stability. Applications to the fund are ranked and prioritised 

by their environmental and public merit, and funding is allocated on a quarterly basis. Works that 

are not able to be funded in each quarter are ‘rolled over’ and reassessed against new applications 

in subsequent quarters. 

Funding strategy: 

To ensure that the fund is not absorbed by large, catchment-focused initiatives, around 50% of the 

fund is allocated to ‘targeted catchment’ works. These works include catchments where stock 

access to riparian areas has been identified as a major contributor to poor water quality. This 

portion of the fund may also be coordinated with other funds (e.g. fish passage remediation projects 

or native riparian planting funds) where improvements in ecosystem health is a shared goal. The 

remainder of the fund is to be allocated through land owner applications. These will be assessed for 

priority using a weighted selection criterion.  

Selection criteria: 

Wetlands and streams have differing selection criteria. The priority of a non-wetland project is 

assessed from five key areas (Table 1). These account for the degree of risk associated with 

land/resource use and natural factors, the value of the receiving environment, the community 

benefit and the probable useful life of fencing works (e.g. likelihood of land use change and/or fence 

removal).   
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Table 1: Riparian fencing selection criteria and weighting (weighting in parenthesis): 

GROUPING FACTOR RISK LEVEL 

Risk from land use Stock units (SU/ha) < 9 (2) 10 to 17 (3) 18 to 24 (4) > 25 (6)   

Risk from natural 
factors 

Erosion potential MINIMAL (0) LOW/MOD (3) HIGH (6)     

Annual rainfall (mm) < 500mm (0) 500-750 (1) 750-1500 (2) 1500-2500 (3) > 2500 (4) 

Slope (deg) FLAT (0) < 7 (2) > 7 (3)     

Relative value of 
receiving 

environment 

Elevation (m above msl) > 800m (0) 600-800m (1) 400-600m (2) 200-400m (3) < 200m (4) 

Perm. flow or residual 
pools 

NO (0) YES (6)     

In a target catchment NO (0) YES (6)       

Community concern Public interest NO (0) YES (3)      

Risk to fencing 
investment 

Potential to lose fence YES (0) NO (2)       

 Risk from land/resource use  

Stock units are calculated from the energy intake requirements and the quantity of each 

stock type per unit area. As the amount of nutrients excreted is directly proportional to 

nutrients consumed, stock units are a useful indicator for potential water quality impacts. 

Stock unit values vary between stock types. A dairy cow is rated 9.0, while a single ewe is 

rated 1.5 (Lincoln University Farm Technical Manual). 

 Risk from natural factors  

Erosion potential indicates the potential and present risk of erosion from stock. Slope 

accounts for the risk of erosion and transport to occur from the adjacent hill slope. 

 Relative value of receiving environment  

This accounts for the elevation of the site above sea level, and the presence of permanently 

flowing water or residual pools. Both are useful indicators of habitat potential. Also included 

is the priority of the catchment (target catchment) for protection. This is determined from 

State of the Environment Fresh Water monitoring or catchment projects.  

 Community concern  

This indicates the level of public interest in protecting the ecosystem from stock. For 

example, the presence of a swimming hole downstream, the spiritual significance of a site, 

or the level of public visibility of the site. 



Tasman District Council Environment and Planning Committee Agenda – 16 March 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 13 
 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 9
.1

 

 Fencing investment risk  

This is assessed as the potential risk that a fence will be rendered superfluous due to changes 

in land use or subdivision (for example, conversion to horticulture where stock access will 

no longer be a factor). It is a means of future-proofing works investments against change. 

The priority of a wetland project is assessed from four key areas (Table 2). These account for the 

risk and current level of stock degradation; the significance of the wetland including community and 

ecology values; community interest and the probable useful life of fencing works.   

Where sedimentation and bank erosion is the main issue for streams and rivers, the focus for 

wetlands fencing is to protect and maintain their function as a filtration system for nutrients and 

fine sediment, and as valuable habitat. 

 Risk from land use  

As with non-wetland projects, this accounts for pressures associated with stocking density 

and rate, but also the extent of the damage already caused by stock access. 

 Relative value of receiving environment  

This grouping accounts for the potential ecological value of the site (e.g. that it would cater 

to highly-valued flora and fauna), it’s position in a target catchment, and any other values 

that can be identified (e.g. is part of a wider restoration project). 

 Community concern and Fencing investment risk 

As with non-wetland projects, these indicate the level of public value gained from the works, 

and the potential risk that a fence will be rendered superfluous due to changes in land use 

or subdivision  

Table 2: Wetland fencing selection criteria and weighting (weighting in parenthesis): 

GROUPING FACTOR RISK LEVEL 

Risk from land use 

Stock units (SU/ha) < 9 (2) 10 – 17 (4) 18 - 24 (6) > 25 (8) 

Level of stock degradation Low (1) Moderate (3) High (5)  

Relative value of receiving 
environment 

Potential ecological value Low (1) Moderate (5) High (10)  

In a target catchment No (0) Yes (10)   

Other value Low (1) Moderate (3) High (5)  

Community concern Public interest No (0) Yes (3)   

Fencing investment risk Potential to lose fence Yes (0) No (2)   
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Limitations to the application of the fund: 

 Funding is available relative to the type of fence needed to exclude the stock presently run 

on the land, subject to the criteria below. 

 Fence materials are subsidised up to a maximum rate of $5.38/m. This is sufficient to cover 

materials costs for a 7-wire, unbattoned fence with 3.5m post intervals in most cases. In 

many cases, projects will not require the full subsidised rate (e.g. 2-wire fence or wider post 

spacing).   

 The subsidised rate is reviewed annually to allow for changes in material prices over time. 

 Funding is not available for the fencing of property boundaries. 

 Funding is not available for labour or maintenance costs. 

 River projects are generally outside the scope of this fund. When stock exclusion along a 

river is sought, funding may be granted if potential ecological outcomes are sufficiently 

beneficial (e.g. if significant native riparian planting has been carried out by the land owner, 

and require protection) and alternative funding options are not available.  

 Funding is not available where stock exclusion is already required by legislation or other 

agreement. This includes the Sustainable Dairying Accord, the rules set out in the Tasman 

Resource Management Plan or resource consent conditions. 

 Funding is not available to facilitate land use change (e.g. upgrading a 2-wire electric fence 

to exclude sheep). 

 Additional costs arising from modifications to the fence proposal are to be covered by the 

land owner (e.g. upgrade to sheep netting or battens, or installation of a gate). Modifications 

must not reduce the effectiveness of the fence. 

 Funding is not available for the purposes of maintaining or replacing existing fencing or 

where stock exclusion is currently provided by existing structures or fencing. 

 Funding does not provide units for powering electric fences. 

 Funding is not available for temporary fencing. 

 Funding is not provided retrospectively.  
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 Fund flexibility: 

 There is no set limit on how much funding a land owner can obtain, however large projects 

may need to be spread over a number of quarters in order to allow other land owners to 

secure funds. 

 Council reserves the right to allocate less than the full subsidised amount toward a project. 

 In order to achieve catchment project goals, other methods to achieve fenced outcomes will 

be considered. 

 Funding may be extended to exclude stock from ecologically valuable blocks of native forest 

where this will also achieve stock exclusion from an applicable waterway. Or where there 

are sufficient available funds unallocated for that quarter. 

Process for administering fund: 

1. A site visit is carried out with the land owner to confirm that the fencing criteria and goals 

of the fund are met, and to discuss specific stock exclusion requirements.  

2. A site map is provided to the land owner by Council with the proposed fence lines and the 

fence distance to be agreed upon by Council and the land owner.  

3. Funding availability is confirmed with the land owner. Land owner contacts a fencing 

contractor to discuss installation, any changes to the fence and associated costs etc. 

4. A specific materials list is supplied by the land owner or fencing contractor. This is checked 

for consistency with the requirements of the job (e.g. sufficient and correct materials to 

complete job). 

5.   a)  Council organises and provides materials to the agreed value/spec, OR  

b)  The contractor sources and provides equivalent materials at their own cost and 

assembles the fence. 

6. Fence is checked via photos or site visit. In the case of option b, contractor is reimbursed up 

to $5.38/m (relative to fence type) by providing receipts for goods purchased.  

Fund capabilities and fencing costs 

Since 2001 the RSMF has enabled the construction of over 400 km of fence line; an average of 27 

km each year. The majority of works have been 2-wire (61%; mean 1.7 km each) and 7-wire fences 

(22%; mean 0.8 km each). The approximate per-metre material costs of these two fence types have 
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been calculated in Table 3 for various fence post spacing lengths. A 3.5m spaced fence with sheep 

netting typically costs 19% more than an equivalent 7-wire fence, and 29% more than a 2-wire 

fence, yet erosion and water quality impacts associated with sheep are much lower than for cattle. 

This is the justification for capping the subsidy for fencing materials to a 7-wire standard, at 3.5m 

(the minimum post spacing for most stock fencing jobs).  

Table 3: Approximate fence cost per metre (materials purchase only): 

POST SPACING 2-WIRE 7-WIRE SHEEP NETTING 

3.5 m $4.73/m $5.38/m $6.63/m 

4.0 m $4.44/m $5.09/m $6.19/m 

5.0 m $3.50/m $4.16/m $5.25/m 

 

Riparian planting options:  

The council operates a nursery in Waimea that provides non-invasive willow and poplar varieties 

for erosion control. Plant material is produced annually from May through to July as 3 m poles and 

1 m wands. The 3 m poles can be cut down to 1.5 m by the land owner for areas where stock are 

excluded.  

The land owner is responsible for picking up and planting the material, and for looking after the 

plants. Where required, Dynex sleeves can be provided to protect 3m poles from stock. Native 

plants are also provided for riparian areas where a level of streambank erosion control is necessary 

and where natives are deemed suitable. 
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9.2 WAIMEA SOIL MAPPING REPORT  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Bernard Simmonds, Resource Scientist - Land; Rob Smith, Environmental 

Information Manager; Dennis Bush-King, Environment and Planning 

Manager 

Report Number: REP17-03-02 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 Tasman District Council contracted Dr Iain Campbell to carry out high-resolution soil 

surveying of the Waimea Plains in 2010. 

1.2 The recently completed survey has identified greater soil variability compared to that 

previously mapped.   

1.3 Changes to the soil type and variants are greatest in the areas near the Waimea, Wai-iti and 

Wairoa Rivers. 

1.4 These changes have potential implications for irrigation rate allocations, land productivity 

assessments, and the farm-scale management of soils. In particular: 

 A large quantity of land has changed from land use capability (LUC) class A to B, 

indicating some areas of the plains are less versatile than originally thought.  

 However, class B land is still versatile and has excellent productive potential. The main 

LUC changes in the Waimea Plains result from better information on soil depth and 

stoniness. These limitations can be managed with tolerant plant species, or working the 

soil to reduce root restriction. 

 This study is of considerable value for current or potential landowners who wish to 

understand the capabilities of a site for primary production.  

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee receives the Waimea Soil Mapping Report 

REP17-03-03 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To present Council with information gained from the recently completed Waimea Plains soil 

mapping survey. 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 In 2010, Council contracted Dr Iain Campbell to conduct a soil survey of the Waimea Plains.  

The objective of this survey was to map soil types and versatility at a scale of 1:20,000.  This 

scale is fine enough to provide details at a property scale, making it useful for current and 

prospective landowners, and for Council to determine Land Productivity Classification and in 

the processing of resource consents (including subdivision and irrigation rates).   

4.2 Prior to this work, two main soil surveys existed for the Tasman district: 

1. The “General Soil Survey of the South Island” (1968) uses a scale of 1:250,000, and 

gives an overall picture of soil pattern, providing basic information for predicting future 

land use and broad fertility needs. 

2. The “Soils and Agriculture of the Waimea County” (1966) uses a scale of 1:126,720.  

This report combined surveys and maps dating back to the 1920’s.  It includes surveys 

of the flood plains and lower terraces, and reconnaissance surveys for the General Soil 

Survey of the South Island. 

4.3 The Waimea Plains soil mapping survey covers five distinct areas (see figure 1):   

 Brightwater  

 Lower Queen Street 

 Redwood Valley 

 Waimea East and Central Plains 

 Waimea West 

4.4 The survey fills significant knowledge gaps.  Council now has greater confidence in its 

definitions of the following: 

 Soil types in the district  

 Land Use Capability (LUC) extent and boundaries 

 Irrigation requirements 
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Figure 1:  The Waimea Plains soil-mapping areas. 

 

4.5 The following example is from the recently mapped Brightwater area.  This leg of the survey 

included 981 soil observations (soil pits and augers) made across the 1,600 ha sample area 

(approximately one soil observation per 1.6 ha). 

4.6 Soil types - In the Brightwater area, thirteen soils were identified and could be further 

separated into 33 variants (using additional classifications of soil depth and/or stoniness).  

Previously, only four soils were mapped in this location (figure 2a and b).  Each soil type was 

assessed for drainage and land use versatility qualities.  These assessments included visual 

evidence of mottling in the subsoils (indicates poor drainage), and measurements of 

stoniness (which can influence root extent of crops) and available water holding capacity 

(versatility for different crop requirements). 

4.7 The new soils information enabled the Land Productivity Class boundaries to be mapped in 

finer detail, resulting in significant changes to the extent and boundaries of LUC classes.  In 

the present example, the Wai-iti soils were broadly mapped as “Wa”, a highly versatile class 

A soil.  New mapping reveals the Wai-iti soils in this location are shallow in soil depth 

(“Wash”) and/or stony (“Wast”), and thus a class B rating is more appropriate. 
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  Figure 2: a) pre-survey 

 

 
Figure 2: b) post-survey soil map for Brightwater area. Note: soil codes are first two letters (e.g. Wa; Wai-

iti), variants are the subsequent letters (e.g. sh; shallow depth, st; stony) 
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4.8 The next two examples use data from the Waimea West area.  This leg of the survey 

included 899 soil observations (soil pits and augers) made across the 1,000 ha sample area 

(approximately one soil observation per 1.1 ha). 

4.9 LUC extent and boundaries - In the Waimea West example, land use classification values 

have changed significantly due to better data on soil type, depth and stoniness (figure 3a 

and b).  Prior to the survey, 60% of the pictured area was mapped as class A, with the 

remainder in class B (29%) and river/unclassified (11%). 

  

Figure 3:  a) pre-survey and, b) post-survey LUC classes for Waimea West area.   

4.10  Following the survey, 63% of the land is more accurately defined as class B, while 23% is 

class C and the balance is in class D (3%) and river/unclassified (11%).  These differences 

are summarised in table 1. 

Table 1: Relative changes in LUC proportions in Waimea West example (figure 3a and b). 

 

4.11 Expanding the LUC overview to the entire Waimea Plains survey area, a significant 

proportion of land to the immediate east and west of the Waimea, Wairoa and Wai-iti Rivers 

now meets the definition of class B land, but was previously mapped as class A (figure 4a 

and b).  The western area of the Redwood Valley has also been logged as class D, down 

from class B.   

4.12 The Lower Queen Street results are currently in the process of being converted into a GIS 

format, so are not visible in figure 4b below. 
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Figure 4:  a) pre-survey and, b) post-survey LUC classes for Waimea Plains 

4.13 Irrigation requirements - One of the most significant differences between the new and old 

survey data has been for soil drainage. Accounting only for soil drainage, there are 

considerable changes in some locations.  

4.14 It is important to note that these rates are derived from soil type, and a true estimate of 

irrigation requirements should account for climatic factors, including rainfall, 

evapotranspiration rate and wind. 

4.15 In the Waimea West example, new soil mapping and associated soil drainage characteristics 

have made it possible to determine the irrigation requirements of the land at a fine scale 

(figure 5a and b).   

4.16 Pre survey, 70% of the example area has irrigation rates of 300 m3/ha/week, with the 

balance being in 250 m3/ha/week. Post survey data indicates land may be over or under-

allocated in some areas. Around 60% is rated at 350 m3/ha/week, 20% is rated at 270 

m3/ha/week and only 10% is rated 300 and 250 m3/ha/week (with remaining 11% as 

river/unclassified). 

 

 

 

 

 



Tasman District Council Environment and Planning Committee Agenda – 16 March 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 23 
 

It
e
m

 9
.2

 

  

Figure 5:  a) pre-survey and, b) post-survey irrigation rates (m3/ha/week) for Waimea West area. 

4.17   Expanding the overview of irrigation to the full surveyed area (figure 6a and b), and it is 

apparent that a significant area of the Waimea West map has a higher drainage class than 

originally thought – meaning primary production in these locations could potentially benefit 

from higher irrigation rates.  

 

  

Figure 6: Waimea Plains irrigation rates a) before and b) after surveying (drainage class only) 
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 5 Strategy and Risks 

5.1 Resource consent holders with existing irrigation permits may question the validity of their 

allocation rates and/or ask for review. 

 

6 Policy / Legal Requirements / Plan 

6.1 The data collected in this survey will be of use to the Waimea FLAG process and assist in 

any policy changes around land and water management. 

 

7 Consideration of Financial or Budgetary Implications 

7.1 This multi-year project commenced in 2010 with funding from the environmental monitoring 

budget. It has a cost in the order of $145,000, funded through rates and annual charges over 

the last 6½ years. 

7.2 The information will be released into the public domain so no further recovery is anticipated. 

 

8 Conclusion 

8.1 New soil mapping has given a clearer picture of the LUC class boundaries and extent in the 

Waimea Plains. 

8.2 There are significant changes to the soil types and variants, particularly nearest the banks of 

the Waimea, Wairoa and Wai-iti Rivers. 

8.3 This data has potential to improve the accuracy and fairness of land use and versatility 

assessments, and irrigation requirements. 

 

9 Next Steps / Timeline 

9.1 Pass information on to policy team for use with the FLAG process. 

9.2 Put information up on Council website for public use. 

9.3 Release the new soils data to Landcare Research for integration with the S-map program. S-

map is the new national soils database that aims to provide seamless digital map coverage 

for New Zealand, ranging from farm scale to nation scale.  

9.4 Adopt the new soils data as a more accurate reflection of the LUC of the Waimea Plains.  

Reference new data when approximating potential changes in productive land availability for 

proposed subdivision applications. 
 

10 Attachments 

Nil 
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9.3 RESOURCE CONSENT MANAGER’S REPORT - JULY 2016  TO JANUARY 2017  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Phil Doole, Resource Consents Manager; Dennis Bush-King, Environment 

and Planning Manager 

Report Number: REP17-03-03 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This report presents a summary of the activities of the Resource Consent Section for the 

past six months since my last report to the Committee in August 2016, including compliance 

with statutory timeframes for the first half of the 2016-2017 financial year. 

1.2 For the processing of 494 resource consent applications including variations to existing 

consents, 97% compliance with statutory timeframes was achieved through the six month 

period. 

1.3 There are currently two live appeals to the Environment Court, and one High Court 

proceeding.   

1.4 This report also outlines current workloads and issues, and notable jobs that have been, or 

are being progressed since my last report. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee receives the Resource Consent Manager’s 

Report - July 2016  to January 2017 report REP 17-03-04 
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 This report presents a summary of the performance of the Resource Consent Section 

regarding compliance with statutory timeframes for the first half of the 2016-2017 financial 

year.  It provides a status update for appeals to the Environment Court on decisions made by 

hearing panels.  It also summarises the current workload and issues, and notable jobs that 

have been progressed since my last report to the Committee in August 2016. 

 

4 Summary of Resource Consent Process for Year to 31 December (six months) 

4.1 Tables 1 and 2 below present summaries of the various types of consent applications for 

which processing was completed (ie, decisions made) during the six months July-December 

2016, showing median processing days, and degree of compliance with statutory 

timeframes.  The numbers of applications completed in the same six month period for the 

past three years are also included for comparison purposes. 

 

Table 1: Timeliness Results (July-December 2016) Non-notified Applications 

Type of 

Application 

Number 

Complete 

2013* 

Number 

Complete 

2014* 

Number 

Complete 

2015* 

Number 

Complete 

2016* 

Percentage 

Within Time 

(includes s37) 

Median 

Processing 

Days** 

Non-notified Applications (No Hearing) 

District Land 203 213 231 270 99% 16 

Consent Notice Variations***   21 100% 11 

Subdivision 68 71 58 47 85% 23 

Coastal 21 25 10 7 100% 22 

Discharge 53 101 78 52 92% 19 

Regional Land 22 13 20 15 93% 23 

Water 46 61 67 35 97% 19 

Total: 425 484 464 447 96.5% (431)  

Others**** 12 18 17 8 n/a n/a 

Non-Notified Applications (With Hearing) 

All 0 4 0 0 n/a 0 

* Numbers include applications to change conditions of existing consents. 

** Processing days include time extensions.  Time extensions are typically required for large and/or 

complex subdivisions with associated discharge permits for wastewater and stormwater disposal for 

new rural residential allotments, and other special circumstances.  Time extensions also apply for 

the bulk processing of replacement water permits for water management zones.  

*** Consent Notice Variations are now listed separately from District Land Use or Subdivisions. 

**** “Others” include Rights of Way (ROWs), Outline Plans and Certificates of Compliance. 
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Table 2: Timeliness Results (July-December 2015) Notified Applications 

Type of 

Application 

Number 

Complete 

2013 

Number 

Complete 

2014 

Number 

Complete 

2015 

Number 

Complete 

2016 

Percentage 

Within Time 

(includes s37) 

Average 

Processing 

Days** 

Publicly Notified Applications (No Hearing) 

All 0 2 5 1 100% 62 

Publicly Notified Applications (With Hearing) 

All 2 0 3 15 100% 287** 

Limited Notified Applications (No Hearing) 

All 5 2 4 20 100% 210 

Limited Notified Applications (With Hearing) 

All 3 42 5 3 100% 124*** 

Totals: 20 10 46 39 100% n/a  

* Processing days include time extensions. 

** The publicly notified applications were all part of the Harakeke subdivision bundle which had an 

extended hearing process.  

*** The limited notified applications with long processing times involved requests from the applicants 

to give them time to attempt to resolve issues with submitters. 

 

4.2 Thirty-six percent of all applications had Section 37 time extensions applied, many at the 

request of, or with the applicant’s agreement.  This number of time extensions is similar to 

last year (35%). 

4.3 Table 3 provides a summary of the types of decisions on resource consent applications 

completed in the six-month period.  Three hearings were required: details of those 

applications are provided later this report. 

 

Table 3: Summary of Decisions 

Type of Decision Number 

Granted by Independent Commissioners  3 

Granted by Mixed Panel  15 

Granted under Delegated Authority  476 

 

4.4 Other work related to resource consents includes the two subsequent approval steps for 

subdivisions known as section 223 and section 224 approvals - 40 and 43 of those were 

completed during the six-month period (similar numbers were processed during the same 

period last year). 

4.5 Several applications to extend the lapse date for existing consents have also been 

processed - the default lapse period for a consent is five years. 
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 5 Discount Regulations 

5.1 The discount regulations that apply to Council’s charges for processing resource consent 

applications require a “sliding scale percentage discount” of 1% for each day that processing 

goes over time, rising to a maximum 50% discount. 

5.2 For the six-month period, there were nine non-notified applications involving 16 consents 

that were completed out of time, resulting in eight fee discounts ranging from 3% to 13%, 

plus one discount of 50% for a consent variation.  These discounts totalled $2,753.00 

excluding GST (compared with $3,890 for the whole of the 2015-16 year). 

5.3 These discounts mainly result from an on-going surge in subdivision workload associated 

with the growth in residential demand in the District, including zoning uplifts, which 

unfortunately coincided with unexpected staff leave, and an unexpected delay of several 

months in replacing staff.  Several other applications in progress will also go over time as a 

result of these challenges.   

5.4 One of the applications (involving five consents) went over time because of the need to 

engage an independent processor due to a staff conflict of interest.   

 

6 Objections to Decisions made under delegation 

6.1 One Objection carries over from 2014: it relates to a condition imposed on a subdivision 

proposal on Mapua Drive requiring upgrade of the road frontage in accordance with 

provisions of the Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP).  That Objection is yet to be 

resolved and may require a hearing. 

6.2 An Objection was received regarding the subdivision consent granted in July for the “Glass 

House Block” at the intersection of Wensley and Bateup roads in Richmond.  The issues 

related to expectations of the developer to be compensated for vesting of land for road 

widening and drainage reserve, plus two stormwater design matters.  The design matters 

were resolved; and the compensation matters were withdrawn in October. 

6.3 An Objection has been received regarding the subdivision consent granted in November for 

the Arizona Block also at the intersection of Wensley and Paton roads in Richmond.  The 

issues relate to esplanade reserve requirements for the watercourse through the block, the 

basis of valuation for land required for stormwater detention purposes, and compensation for 

providing extra capacity in the new stream channel.  These matters are yet to be resolved 

and may require a hearing.  

6.4 An Objection was received regarding consents granted in October for extending a hydro-

electric power scheme operating on Rameka Creek.  The issues related to conditions 

requiring planting post-construction, and have been resolved. 

6.5 An Objection has been lodged in September regarding a sleep-out or second dwelling 

proposal on a shared accessway. However, the matter involves a change to the consented 

proposal and is yet to be resolved.  
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7 Current Appeals 

7.1 Of the five appeals that were live six months ago, four have been resolved by Environment 

Court led mediation and subsequent consent orders. There has been one new appeal 

lodged, as listed in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Appeals 

Appellant Matter Status 

R Pons 

Other parties: 

Tunley 

Newnham & Palmer 

Fish 

Subdivision consent with 

private way access and 

associated wastewater 

discharges in the Rural 

Residential Zone. 

Appealed by the applicant 

regarding conditions. 

Resolved by Consent Order 

in January 2017. 

Ngati Tama ki te 

Waipounamu Trust 

Other parties: 

Friends of Golden Bay 

Society Inc. 

Water permit granted to 

Gunsboro Ltd to take water 

from the Waingaro River, 

exceeding the informal limit 

for the Takaka zone. 

Resolved by Consent Order 

September 2016. 

1. Nelson Marlborough 

Fish & Game Council  

2. TDC Engineering 

Services Department 

Other parties: 

Friends of Nelson 

Haven & Tasman Bay 

Royal Forest & Bird 

Protection Society 

Department of 

Conservation 

Federated Farmers of 

New Zealand 

TDC River Works: renewal of 

global consents.  

Consents granted by 

Independent Hearing 

Commissioners. 

Resolved by Consent Order 

September 2016. 

AN & MD Baigent 

Other parties: 

Roberts 

Eder 

Consents granted in January 

2014 with 20-year term to 

allow continued gravel 

extraction for enlarging water 

storage ponds off River 

Terrace Road, Brightwater. 

Consents cancelled on 

review by Independent 

Commissioner. 

Environment Court mediation 

held in August. 

Draft Consent Order sent to 

Court in December 2016 – 

consents to be reinstated 

with reduced 5-year term. 

Queries from Judge re 

proposed new conditions. 
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Appellant Matter Status 

K Riddle Consent granted to Ecology 

Limited for a 9-lot Rural 3 

subdivision between Maisey 

and Ridgeview Roads. 

Expected to be resolved by 

Consent Order, or by agreed 

amendments to consent. 

 

8 High Court Proceedings Regarding Extension of Lapse Date 

8.1 In February 2016, I granted a further lapse extension for a water permit granted in 2005 for a 

proposed water bottling venture in Golden Bay.  The site of the water take is close to Te 

Waikoropupu Springs.  That decision has been challenged by Ngati Tama ki te Waipounamu 

Trust by them seeking a judicial review.  The matter is scheduled for hearing on 13-14 

March. 

 

9 Waimea Water Zone Permit Renewals 

9.1 Work is progressing with the bona fide reviews required for the approximately 300 

applications for replacement water permits for the seven water zones across the Waimea 

Plains: the Lower Confined Aquifer (LCA) Zone, Upper Confined Zone, Hope & Eastern Hills 

(HEH) Zone, Delta Zone, Golden Hills Zone, Waimea West Zone, and Reservoir Zone.  

Some 97% of the expected applications were received by 28 February. 

9.2 Because the rule framework for the Waimea water takes is yet to be finalised through the 

Plan Change process and decisions regarding the proposed dam, we are proposing to delay 

the decisions on these applications until there is a clear pathway.  Applicants have agreed to 

extend the processing time out to 1 November 2018.  Applicants can continue to take and 

use water in accordance with their expired permits, until the decisions are made.  

 

10 Notable Application Work since August 2016 

10.1 Notable applications and proposals dealt with over the past six months are: 

 Harakeke 2015 Ltd: applications were lodged in July 2015 to subdivide an overall area 

of 178 hectares of the Rural 3 Zone between Ruby Bay and Tasman, to create 130 

rural residential-style allotments and 55 apartment allotments as part of a village 

concept.  This proposal was publicly notified in October 2015 and attracted 

80 submissions.  The proposal was amended in March 2016, and a hearing was 

commenced in May 2016. The applicant then suspended the process part way through 

the hearing, in order to reconsider the proposal.  Another amended proposal, much 

reduced in scale, was put forward in July for submitters to comment on.  The hearing  

resumed at the end of September 2016.  Following an opportunity for submitters to 

comment on revised draft conditons, consents for 96 residential allotments grouped in 

five clusters, were granted by the mixed Commisisoner-Councillor panel in December 

2016.  No appeals were received. 

 Richmond West Development Area (RWDA):  a second application for a large 

residential subdivision in the RWDA is being processed, following uplift of deferred 

zoning.  The first proposal, now consented, was for a 60 lot subdivision off Lower 
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Queen Street.  The second proposal comprises 130 allotments, and consents are now 

being finalised. 

 Richmond South Development Area (RSDA):  One of two proposals for residential 

development in the RSDA – the “Arizona” Block, was granted consent in November for 

a 130-lot subdivision.  Preliminary work has also started for other land in the RSDA. 

 Wakefield Residential Subdivision:  consents have been granted in February for a 

63-lot residential subdivision between Pitfure Road and Edward Street in Wakefield, 

requiring a detention basin to be located adjacent to Pitfure Stream.  

 Rural 3 Subdivision, Moutere Highway:  an application is being processed for a 

subdivision to create 135 residential lots on the area of the Rural 3 zone bounded by 

the Moutere Highway, Stringer Road and Eban Road.   

 State Highway 63 Upgrades: priority was given in December and January to several 

consents required for new bridges and other upgrade works required to serve the 

increased traffic on State Highway 63 through St Arnaud resulting from the Kaikoura 

earthquake and closure of State Highway 1 and the coastal rail link. 

 Commercial Packhouse and Cool Store Facility, Motueka: an application is being 

processed for a large facility on a site bounding Queen Victoria Street and Green Lane 

on land zoned Rural 1/Deferred Industrial. 

 Cooperative Living: an application has been received for a site in the Motueka Valley 

which will be the first to be considered in terms of the new rules introduced by Plan 

Change 60 (the Rural Review).  

 Proposed Storage Facility, Mapua Drive: this publicly notified application to establish 

a storage facility in a Rural 1 Deferred Residential Zone attracted 42 submissions.  The 

application is currently on hold. 

 Motueka Auto Parts: consent has been granted for a new light industrial building for 

this site in the Coastal Environment Zone beside the Moutere Inlet. 

 Motueka Wharf Marina: the Motueka Power Boat Club is proposing to complete this 

development, which requires new consents (to replace those that have expired).  An 

independent processor is being engaged given Council’s interests in the area. 

 Talleys Discharges, Motueka Wharf:  these publicly notified applications for 

replacement air and water discharge consents attracted 36 submissions.  A hearing 

has been scheduled for late May. 

 

11 Resource Legislation Amendment Bill 

11.1 The Resource Legislation Amendment Bill has been reported back to Parliament.  This Bill   

proposes to introduce new “deemed permitted activities” and “boundary activities” which will 

effectively be new categories of decision-making.  These proposed changes will add 

complexity and require a review of our systems, procedures and staff delegations. 
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 12 Current Staffing and Workloads 

12.1 Pauline Webby shifted from the Subdivision Consents team, to the Environmental Policy 

Section of Council, in October.  Unfortunately, the first replacement appointee did not start in 

the job, causing a gap for three months.  We welcomed Erin Hawke to this position (based in 

the Motueka office) in late January. 

12.2 As mentioned above, the circumstances over the past 12 months have caused delays in 

processing some subdivision applications (and related consents).  We have attempted to fill 

the staff gaps or otherwise re-allocate work or contract experienced practitioners.  However, 

it is not necessarily straightforward or efficient to contract out subdivision processing which 

effectively entails appraising or auditing of local competitors work.  I acknowledge the extra 

workloads that Mark Morris, Annie Reed and Wayne Horner have dealt with over the past 

year, as well as other consents staff who have assisted where they can. 

12.3 Mark Morris has resigned from his role as Coordinator (team leader) of Subdivision 

Consents, effective 31 March, after 21 years with Council, to take on a position in the private 

sector. That is likely to cause another gap in our staff resources for an unknown period, until 

we can fill Mark’s position.  

12.4 Our PIMs contractor, Jane Harley, finished in September, at which time the role was 

converted back to a staff position to provide us with more flexibility with managing workloads 

in the land use consents team: Victoria Woodbridge was appointed to that role in October. 

12.5 As shown in Table 1 above, the consents workload for the Land Use team has been 20% 

higher over the past eight months, compared to the same period last year.  And the overall 

workload for the Consents section also continues to be influenced by increases in demands 

on the time of duty planners and other enquiries, as well as with pre-application work 

generally.  The number of LIMs and PIMs has also steadily increasing.  We look forward to 

an appointment (pending) to the new joint Consents/Environmental Information position. 

12.6 Consents staff are also providing much of the cross-Council lead or coordination role for 

several of the development proposals in the deferred residential zones where provision of 

infrastructure has to be planned 

12.7 The scale of the water take renewals for the Waimea Plains Zones, and preparing for the 

replacement of water permits influenced by the proposed Waimea Community Dam have 

added substantially to the current workload, as has a large number of transfers of water and 

discharge permits.  I need to acknowledge the work carried out by Graduate Planner Emily 

Gray, who assisted with this work over the past year. 

12.8 I thank the Consents staff and other Council staff who regularly assist us in our work for their 

efforts in a dealing with several complex applications and achieving the excellent timeliness 

results for the past six months, despite the staffing changes. 
 

13 Attachments 

Nil 
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9.4 RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL STANDARDS FOR 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES) REGULATIONS 2016  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Tania Bray, Policy Planner; Maxine Day, Senior Policy Advisor; Dennis 

Bush-King, Environment and Planning Manager; Barry Johnson, 

Environmental Policy Manager 

Report Number:  REP17-03-04 

  

1 Summary  

1.1 This report provides information on the new National Environmental Standards for 

Telecommunications Facilities (2016 - NESTF) that replaces the National Environmental 

Standards for Telecommunications Facilities (2008). 

1.2 The NESTF (2016) permits telecommunication facilities to locate and operate within and 

outside of road reserves, subject to conditions and restrictions set out in the NESTF.  To 

offset the potential adverse effects of telecommunication facilities locating in special areas, 

the NESTF defers to the District Plan rules in such areas as coastal, landscape, visual 

amenity, ecological and heritage. 

1.3 The report briefly covers what is new, implications for Tasman including the need to amend 

the TRMP to be consistent with the new national environmental standard. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee receives the Resource Management 

(National Environmental Standards for Telecommunications Facilities) Regulations 2016 

report REP17-03-05.   
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3 Purpose of the Report 

3.1 To provide information on the new National Environmental Standards for 

Telecommunications Facilities 2016 (NESTF). 

 

4 Background and Discussion 

4.1 National Environmental Standards (NES) are regulations that apply nationally and are made 

under Section 43 of the Resource Management Act 1991.  They are binding on local 

authorities and local authorities must observe an NES.  Where a Council’s District Plan is 

inconsistent with an NES, the NES overrides the District Rules.  A NES prescribes a 

consenting regime and conditions for specific activities. 

4.2 The National Environmental Standards for Telecommunication Facilities came into force in 

2008 to help facilitate the roll-out of telecommunications infrastructure by permitting certain 

types of telecommunication facilities in road reserves across New Zealand.  Under the 

NESTF (2008), the following activities were permitted so long as they complied with the 

standards and conditions: 

4.2.1 Operation of facilities which generate radio-frequency fields, (complying with 

NZS2772.1:1999). 

4.2.2 Roadside cabinets (size, locations, noise). 

4.2.3 Roadside masts and antennas (height and size). 

4.3 A number of limitations where identified with the NESTF (2008).  In particular, the NESTF did 

not cover the development of new and emerging telecommunications infrastructure, such as 

the Ultra-Fast Broadband Initiative, Rural Broadband Initiative and fourth generation mobile 

infrastructure.  This resulted in increasing costs and delays in the roll out of improved 

telecommunication coverage and services. 

4.4 The Minister for the Environment and Minister for Communications commenced a review of 

the NESTF (2008) in 2015 and determined that a new NESTF with a wider scope was 

required to cover new and future technologies.  It was also determined that the NES would 

need to extend beyond the road reserves to cover all land were the new technology was 

located.   

4.5 The NESTF (2016) was released at the end of last year and came into effect on 1 January 

2017.  The following permitted activities have been included subject to certain conditions on 

size and location. 

4.5.1 Deploy telecommunications cables (both underground and overhead). 

4.5.2 Replace existing poles and antennas in road reserve. 

4.5.3 Erect new masts and antennas in the road reserve. 

4.5.4 Allow for the upgrade and co-location of existing antennas outside road reserves and 

residential zones. 

4.5.5 Locate antennas on buildings (above a permitted height in residential areas). 

4.5.6 Erect new masts and antennas in rural areas. 

4.5.7 Erect new small-cell units in the road reserves or on the outside of buildings. 



Tasman District Council Environment and Planning Committee Agenda – 16 March 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 35 
 

It
e
m

 9
.4

 

4.5.8 Deploy customer connection telecommunications lines (underground, or on the ground 

(surface mounted) and overhead). 

4.6 As well as introducing new permitted activities, the NESTF (2016) amended some of the 

existing permitted activities in NESTF (2008).  These are as follows: 

4.6.1 Expand the area in which a replacement utility structure can be located in the road 

reserve. 

4.6.2 Increase the size of the envelope for antennas 

4.6.3 Increase the size of replacement utility structures. 

4.6.4 Update the radio frequency standard.   

4.6.5 Include a wider range of special protection areas which identify values (visual amenity, 

historic heritage, landscape, ecological and coastal) that local authorities retain the 

ability to manage through more stringent rules in their District Plan. 

4.6.6 Expand the coverage of special protection areas to include all new activities covered 

by the NESTF, in and outside the road reserve, excluding the installation of 

telecommunications cables. 

4.7 In summary, the NESTF (2016) permits telecommunication facilities to locate and operate 

within and outside of the road reserves, subject to conditions and restrictions set out in the 

NES.  To offset the potential adverse effects of telecommunication facilities locating in 

special areas, the NES defers to the District Plan rules in such areas as coastal, landscape, 

visual amenity, ecological and heritage.  Overall it is likely that there may be a few less 

applications annually but our previous provisions were relatively permissive. 

4.8 Policy and Consent Staff attended a workshop regarding the implementation of the new 

NESTF and a formal implementation guide is anticipated from the Ministry for the 

Environment in the following months.  All new resource consents for telecommunication 

facilities are now assessed under the new standard.   

4.9 Pending guidance from the Ministry for the Environment, the TRMP will need to be changed 

to remove any inconsistencies with the Standard.  As these will have to be through a 

Schedule 1 process staff recommend we not rush into a change and see how the NESTF 

beds down. 

 

5 Conclusion 

5.1 The National Environmental Standard for Telecommunications Facilities (2016) is now in 

effect and provides a consenting regime for a larger number of Telecommunications 

facilities, in a greater number of locations, than the previous standard (2008). 

5.2 The TRMP will need to be amended to align with the new standard. 
 

6 Attachments 

Nil 
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9.5 ENVIRONMENT & PLANNING MANAGER'S REPORT   

Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Dennis Bush-King, Environment and Planning Manager 

Report Number: REP17-03-05 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This report covers a number of general matters concerning the activities of the Environment 

& Planning Department since our last meeting on 9 February 2017. 
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2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee: 

1. Receives the Environment & Planning Manager's Report  REP17-03-06; and 

2. Agrees to delegate to the Environment and Planning Manager the following duties 

and powers: 

 

Power delegated Section of 

ARA(2004) 

Delegated to 

Notify CEO when the allocation 

of authorisations to Trustee is 

completed 

Section 44(1)(b) Environment and 

Planning Manager 

Extend period for negotiation Section 44(4) Environment and 

Planning Manager 

Power to notify consent 

applicants to negotiate 

Section 

44B(2)(b) 

Environment and 

Planning Manager 

Allocate authorisations to 

Trustees  in accordance with 

agreement 

Section 

44D(2)(b) 

Environment and 

Planning Manager 

3. Approves: 

(a) the removal of the Deferred zone status over the lands at: 

- 118, 126, and 134 Champion Road, Richmond; and  

- part of 144 Champion Road, below the 62.5m contour,  

as shown in planning maps tabled at the meeting as Attachment 1 of REP 17-03-06; 

and  

(b) their rezoning to Residential Zone and Rural Residential (serviced), 

respectively, in accordance with Schedule 17.14A of the Tasman Resource 

Management Plan; and  

(c), pursuant to section 17.14.2(c) of the Tasman Resource Management Plan, the 

effective zone upon removal of deferral takes effect over those lands from the date 

of this resolution. 
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3 Customer Survey Feedback 

 

3.1 In addition to the Communitraktm Residents Survey, the National Research Bureau also 

surveys customers who in the previous year have sought from Council a building or resource 

consent, a dog registration, or an environmental health permit or license.  Respondents are 

chosen from a randomised list of 400 applicants and asked questions about the helpfulness 

of staff, the reasonableness of costs, the time taken to obtain a decision, the usefulness and 

ease of council forms and brochures, and the ease of understanding an applicant’s on-going 

obligations.  Respondents are also asked to give an overall level of satisfaction with Council 

service.  

3.2 Following the last survey which saw a drop in satisfaction levels for some of the building and 

resource consent measures, the Committee asked, in addition to some initiatives staff were 

working on to keep customer service ‘front and center’, that the independent survey was 

taken mid-year.  The survey results presented here cover customers who received a service 

from 1 July 2016 to 31 December 2016. 

3.3 The summary results presented in the table below show very good results.  Overall 

satisfaction levels get dragged down by people’s dissatisfaction with cost of process but 

there were good increases in staff courtesy and helpfulness and timeliness.  The reversal of 

the downward trend from the last survey is good news (see graphs below for historical 

trends)     

   

Question  Score - showing proportion of respondents who agree or strongly agree   

  Total  Building  Resource 

Consents  
Dogs  Environmental 

Health  

Staff were helpful 

and courteous  
92.5 (84.1)  94.0 (72.7)  90.0 (83.1)  88.0 (95.9)  98.0 (85.1)  

Costs were 

reasonable  
62.0 (59.0)  60,0 (47.3)  48.0 (46.0)  84.0 (83.7)  58.0 (59.6)  

Time taken was 

reasonable  
80.5 (74.6)  72.0 (52.7)  70.0 (67.3)  98.0 (93.9)  82.0 (85.1)  

Overall level of 

satisfaction with 

Council service  

85.5 (75.5)  84.0 (61.8)  74.0 (63.3)  88.0 (91.8)  96.0 (87.2)  

  Bracketed figures are those applying to 2015/2016  
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3.4 Broken down by Ward, the overall satisfaction levels have shifted considerably from the last 

survey - Golden Bay 89.7% (59.3%), Lakes / Murchison 80.0% (75.0%), Richmond 83.9% 

(82.0%), Moutere / Waimea 82.74% (71.4%), and Motueka 92.1% (91.8%).   
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4 Aquaculture Decision 

4.1 On 24 December 2016, the High Court released its long awaited decision whether the 

Aquaculture Management Areas in Golden Bay provided for in the TRMP have an undue 

adverse effect on fishing.  

4.2 An appeal to the Court of Appeal was lodged, but has now been withdrawn so the path is 

now clear to proceed to the next step.  All of the approximately 2100 hectares of new space 

for aquaculture development is already covered by applications that have been held over 

since 2003 and 2005. 

4.3 As a next step, the council will work with iwi and marine farmers to identify and allocate 20% 

of the space as part of the settlement of Maori claims to commercial aquaculture.  The Maori 

Fishery Trustee has six months to advise us of the 20% arrangement from the date we serve 

formal notice.  Provided our decision is unchallenged, the Government then gazettes the 

available areas and we can process the applications. 

 

5 Delegations Register 

5.1 The Delegations Register contains delegations to staff to notify the Maori Trustee in 

implementing the above outcome (Section 44B of the Aquaculture Reform Act 2004) but not 

to applicants. There are some other administrative actions which should also be more 

accurately delegated.   

5.2 In the event that the parties are unable to reach agreement over the 20% allocation of space 

to iwi, the decision will rest with the Environment and Planning Committee.  The proposed 

delegations are identified in the draft resolution. 

Recommendation 

That the Environment & Planning Committee agrees to delegate to the Environment 

and Planning Manager the following duties and powers 

Power delegated Section of 

ARA(2004) 

Delegated to 

Power to notify CEO when the 

allocation of authorisations to 

Trustee is completed 

Section 44(1)(b) Environment and Planning 

Manager 

Power to extend period for 

negotiation 

Section 44(4) Environment and Planning 

Manager 

Power to notify consent applicants 

to negotiate 

Section 

44B(2)(b) 

Environment and Planning 

Manager 

Power to allocate Authorisations to 

the Trustee  in accordance with 

agreement 

Section 

44D(2)(b) 

Environment and Planning 

Manager 
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 6 Petition – Cheryl and Tony Dennehy and 16 Others 

6.1 A petition has been lodged by Cheryl and Tony Dennehy and 16 others requesting action to 

stop dust emanating from an access road in Brightwater (Attachment 1).  Compliance staff 

have been working with the land owner and an understanding has been reached.  A dust 

control plan is in place that has satisfied the petitioners. 

Recommendation 

That the Environment & Planning Committee receives the petition from Cheryl and 

Tony Dennehy and 16 others. 

 

7 Resource Legislation Amendment Bill (RLAB) 

7.1 The Local Government and Environment Select Committee has presented its report on the 

Resource Legislation Amendment Bill to Parliament.  The Council made a submission on the 

Bill in March 2016.  

7.2 Some of the recommendations are to: 

 amend iwi participation arrangements in several ways, including changing the name to 

“Mana Whakahono a Rohe: Iwi Participation Arrangements”, and enable iwi to initiate 

the arrangements with local authorities 

 remove some of the Minister’s proposed regulation-making powers 

 introduce a single development and consultation process for national direction 

 amend the notification regime and submission strike-out provisions for resource 

consents 

 remove appeal rights on boundary activities and subdivision applications and 

residential activities (in residential zones) other than in respect of non-complying 

activities 

 restrict the new 10-day consent category for minor activities so that it only applies to a 

controlled activity that requires a land use consent under a district plan, and the 

Committee recommends allowing an applicant to 'opt out' of the fast-track process. 

 adjust the infringement regime for offences relating to stock-exclusion from water 

bodies. 

7.3 One of the changes we sought was in relation to the fees charged for independent 

commissioners.  The provision was deleted but not necessarily for the reasons we 

espoused.  The introduction of a national planning standard means Government will direct to 

form and substance of certain plan provisions. We argued that if we were to amend our plan 

to conform we should be able to do that with minimum expense to the ratepayer. We asked 

that such changes could be made by simply amending the TRMP but our submission was 

ignored.  Changes will still have to go through a “Schedule 1” process.  We also submitted 

against the removal of financial contributions for reserve purposes but this was also ignored 

so in within five years we will have to consider bring reserves and community facilities under 

the Council’s Development Contribution Policy.  The new concept of “deemed permitted 

activities” still has some challenges for implementation 

7.4 The Bill now goes through its second and third readings before it becomes law. 
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8 1080 Regulation Standardised 

8.1 The Government has moved to make the use of poisons such as 1080 and brodifacoum 

exempt from the provisions of section 15 of the Resource Management Act meaning that, 

provided applicators comply with the conditions in the regulation, no resource consent is 

required.  While we normally processed less than 5-6 applications a year they were not 

insubstantial so there may be some savings.  However, applicators have an obligation to 

notify us, the implication being that we have to monitor any breaches of conditions.  As 

permitted activities, we cannot currently charge for such monitoring although the new RLAB 

allows for this. 

8.2 The Regulations come into effect on 1 April 2017. 

 

9 Clean Water Package 2017 

9.1 The Government has released a series of proposals aimed at improving the quality of 

freshwater.  A consultation document has been released and submissions close 28 April 

2017.  The main elements of the package are 

9.1.1 proposing a target of 90 per cent of rivers and lakes swimmable by 2040 

9.1.2 new maps and information on the current water quality for swimming 

9.1.3 proposed amendments to the National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 

2014 

9.1.4 inviting applications for the Freshwater Improvement Fund 

9.1.5 detail of policy proposals for excluding stock from waterways. 

9.2 Tasman rivers already achieve a 96% rating but the policy will still require us to improve in 

shifting rivers in the fair category to good etc (see Figure 1 below).  The Minister has written 

to all regional councils asking them to report to him by October 2017 on our intentions to 

improve water quality with finalised targets expected by March 2018.  Staff will advise 

separately on this. It will not be easy. 

9.3 To support the targets, the National Policy Statement on Freshwater will be amended in the 

following areas: 

 swimming and recreational values 

 monitoring macroinvertebrates 

 managing nitrogen and phosphorus 

 the effect of national bottom lines on infrastructure 

 coastal lakes and lagoons 

 Te Mana o Te Wai. 
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 9.4 The package also proposes to to exclude cattle, pigs and deer from waterways by 2030 with 

the aim of decreasing contaminants including direct pollution from cows, deer and pigs, as 

well as sediment from trampling of stream margins. The requirements will start by excluding 

dairy cattle and pigs from most lakes, rivers and streams from 1 July 2017, and will continue 

on a staged basis through to 2030, with deadlines depending on stock type and land 

gradient.  This will require Council and industry to continue to work together – fencing is not 

necessarily the panacea and brings with it other issues.  As reported elsewhere in this 

meeting updating our riparian land management strategy anticipates this move by the 

Government. 

9.5 The $100 million over 10 years freshwater improvement package is another element and for 

us accessing funding to assist the Waimea Community dam because of the environmental 

benefits it will bring, would be our primary target. 

 
  Figure 1: Current Swimmability Index 
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10 Removal of Deferred Residential Zoning on Land at Richmond East 

10.1 Removal of the deferred zone status for the following sites in the Richmond East 

Development Area is recommended: 

- All of 118, 126, 134 Champion Road, Richmond.  

- Part of 144 Champion Road, Richmond for land below the 62.5m contour.  

A plan showing the affected land will be tabled at the meeting. 

10.2 Wastewater servicing is the only reason for the deferred zone status for the sites 118,126, 

and 134 Champion Road. 

10.3 At 144 Champion Road the deferred status applies in relation to wastewater; and water 

servicing above the 62.5m contour (refer excerpt of Tasman Resource Management Plan 

(TRMP) Schedule 17.14A Deferred Zone location below).  

10.4 The Engineering Services Development Engineer has confirmed by email that all these 

properties have now been serviced for wastewater by Council. Wastewater servicing of this 

area of Champion Road was completed in October 2014.  

10.5 The restriction on land above the 62.5m contour at 144 Champion Road remains in place, as 

water services have not yet been provided. 

10.6 Following approval of the recommended resolution contained in this report, TRMP Schedule 

17.14A will be updated to reflect the removal of the deferred zone status. The changes takes 

effect from the date Council makes its resolution.  

10.7 Landowners will be advised by letter of the change; and changes to Schedule 17.14A and 

corresponding maps 23, 57, 130; 135 and 136 in the TRMP will be made in the next update. 
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 Table 1: Excerpt from current Schedule 17.14A – Tasman Resource Management Plan 
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Effective 
Zone after 

Removal of 
Deferral 

C51 

1/15 

Op 

9/16 

Parts of the 
Richmond East 
Development 
Area at 118, 126 
Champion Road 
(Pt Lot 2 DP 
3780; Lot 1 
DP 5661)  

Rural 
Residential 
serviced 

Reticulated 
wastewater service 
required 

   Residential 
(serviced)  

Parts of the 
Richmond East 
Development 
Area at 134 
Champion Road 
(Pt Sec 93 
Waimea East 
District) 

Rural 2 Reticulated 
wastewater service 
required 

-  - Residential 
(serviced)  

Parts of the 
Richmond East 
Development 
Area at 144, 206, 
208 and 210 
Champion Road 
(Pt Sec 93 
Waimea East 
District; Lot 4 
DP2035; Lot 1 
DP19116; Pt Lot3 
DP6202; Lot 1 
DP19012 and 
Sec 4 
SO452872); and 
at Secs 1, 3 and 
7 SO452872) 

Rural 2 At Champion Road, 
reticulated wastewater 
service required; 
above the 62.5 metre 
contour (Secs 1, 3 and 
7 SO452872) 
reticulated water 
supply service 
required 

   Rural 
Residential 
(serviced) 
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Recommendation 

That the Environment and Planning Committee approves  

(a) the removal of the Deferred zone status over the lands at: 

- 118, 126, and 134 Champion Road, Richmond; and  

- part of 144 Champion Road, below the 62.5m contour, as shown in planning maps 

tabled at the meeting as Attachment 1 of REP 17-03-06, and  

(b) the rezoning of the lands in (a) to Residential Zone and Rural Residential (serviced), 

respectively, in accordance with Schedule 17.14A of the Tasman Resource Management 

Plan; and  

(c) pursuant to section 17.14.2(c) of the Tasman Resource Management Plan, the 

effective zone upon removal of deferral takes effect over those lands from the date of 

this resolution. 

11 Plan Change 60 Summary of Appeal and related Notices Received - at 7 March 2017 

11.1 The appeal period for Plan Change 60 – Rural land Use and Subdivision closed on 

Friday, 24 February.  Seven appeals have been received. Submitters have until 

approximately 10 March 2017 to decide if they wish to join the appeal (S274 parties). 

Environment Court mediation will follow. The following table summarises the appeals and 

S274 parties to appeals that have been received as of Tuesday 7 March.  
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 Table 2: PC 60 Summary of Appeal and related Notices Received - at 7 March 2017 

Notice of Appeal  S 274 Parties Issue Appealed 

Ralph Bradley Nelson Forests  Ltd 

Horticulture NZ 

1) 30m setback for habitable dwellings from 

internal boundaries in the Rural 1 and 2 zones. 

Ewing Poultry  R Bradley 

Wratten & Boomerang 

Farms Ltd 

1)170 m setback for poultry farming from (free 

range/ non intensive) from boundaries in  Rural 

1 zone. 

Fulton Hogan   1) 17.5.2.1(a) (xiv)  - heavy vehicle  storage and 

parking in the Rural 1 zone and the equivalent 

provision in the Rural 2, 3, and Rural 

Residential Zones   

2) Temporary activity definition 

Horticulture NZ R Bradley 

Wratten & Boomerang 

Farms Ltd 

Ewing Poultry Ltd 

1) Definitions  relating to  ‘artificial crop 

protection structures’  

2) Definitions, policies & rules relating to 

‘reverse sensitivity effects’. 

3) A reason why the rules propose a 5m rather 

than a 30m setback for habitable buildings in 

the Rural 1 and 2 zones where the boundary is 

to a Residential, Rural Residential or Rural 3 

zone.  

MF & LK Manson R Bradley 

Wratten & Boomerang 

Farms Ltd 

Ewing Poultry Ltd 

Hort NZ 

Nelson Forests 

Caleb Russ 

Mark Shelley 

1) 30m setback for habitable dwellings from 

internal boundaries in the Rural 1, 2 , 3 and 

Rural Residential  zones and related matters 

2) Change of wording  

CM Mackenzie  Status of Awaroa Closed Rural Residential 

zone  

Wratten and 

Boomerang  

R Bradley 

Ewing Poultry Ltd 

Manson 

Mark Shelley 

Hort NZ 

1) 30m setback for habitable dwellings from 

internal boundaries in the Rural 1 and 3 zones 

2)  17.5.2.1(a) (xiv)  - heavy vehicle  storage 

and parking in the Rural 1 zone. 
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12 Responsible Cat Management 

12.1 During 2016 Tasman District Council in conjunction with Department of Conservation 

assisted with a Tasman Environmental Trust initative related to responsible cat management 

along the Waimea Inlet margins. This project involved education of cat owners, GPS tracking 

of cat’s movements, microchipping of domestic cats, and trapping of feral cats. This year we 

are supporting a similar but expanded initiative in the Waimea Inlet area. This work closely 

aligns with the New Zealand Cat Management Strategy prepared by the National Cat 

Management Strategy Group which comprises representatives of the Veterinary Association, 

SPCA, Local Government New Zealand, and others. Our commitment is capped at $1,500 

which goes towards microchipping cats in the target areas and the microchip reader 

operating costs. 

 

13 Biosecurity Act 1993 Small Scale Management Plan Mediterranean fanworm (Sabella 

spallanzanii 

13.1 We reported on the presence of Mediterranean fanworm at Picton/Waikawa (Marlborough) 

Tarakohe (Tasman) and Nelson Haven (Nelson). It is still in very low numbers but is capable 

of growing to very high densities (over 1000 worms per square metre). It is a serious fouling 

pest for both marine farms and natural areas.  

13.2 Marlborough District Council has lead the preparation of a draft Small Scale Management 

Plan (SSMP) under the provisions of the Biosecurity Act 1993 for a combined Top of the 

South response. Marlborough is likely to consider a declaration of the SSMP in the 

Marlborough area during the April/May 2017 period with the expectation it will come into 

force 1 July 2017. Tasman staff are currently reviewing the draft SSMP and a report will be 

brought to the next Environment and Planning Committee meeting concerning a declaration 

in the Tasman area. Any declaration will have budget implications for Council so the report 

will cover issues and options, including likely costs. 

 

14 Urban Development Authorities 

14.1 Also out for comment up until 19 May 2017 is a discussion document on Urban Development 

Authorities.   The intention is to empower these publicly controlled authorities “enable urban 

development projects to be built more quickly” and substitute the role of local authorities 

(regional and territorial authorities).  The proposal involves “a tool-kit of enabling powers that 

could be used to streamline and speed up particular large scale projects, such as suburb-

wide regeneration”. Only land that is already within an urban area, or that is sufficiently close 

to an urban area that it may in future service that area, will be affected by the proposed 

legislation.  

14.2 The Government would decide which enabling powers could be used for particular projects; 

not all powers would be granted for all projects. Central government and territorial authorities 

would have to work together to identify and agree on urban development projects and would 

consult the public before granting the relevant enabling powers.  

14.3 The powers potentially available for an urban development project would relate to:  

14.3.1 Land – powers to assemble parcels of land, including existing compulsory acquisition 

powers under the Public Works Act 1981.  
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 14.3.2 Planning and resource consenting – powers to override existing and proposed district 

plans and regional plans, and streamlined consenting processes.  

14.3.3 Infrastructure – powers to plan and build infrastructure such as roads, water pipes 

and reserves.  

14.3.4 Funding – powers to buy, sell and lease land and buildings; powers to borrow to fund 

infrastructure; and powers to levy charges to cover infrastructure costs.  

14.4 An urban development authority would not have building consenting powers. The relevant 

powers would only apply to a particular project and would expire when the project is 

completed. 

14.5 How this legislation fits in with the Housing Accords and Special Housing Area Act is unclear 

although this Act will expire in 2019 so this urban development authority concept may be a 

replacement?  If the Council thinks there is a prospect of this concept applying to Tasman a 

submission may be lodged, otherwise we will pass over the invitation. 

 

15 Financial Accounts 

15.1 A copy of the February 2016 financial accounts are attached as Attachment 2.  At 67% of the 

financial year expenditure is $418K under budget overall and income overall is about $238K 

ahead of budget.  In terms of our reforecast figures, we are still running ahead of budget for 

professional fees in Building Assurance and Resource Consents. We are still expecting a 

deficit situation in Building Assurance when legal and other fees are accounted for. 

 

16  Health and Safety Update 

16.1 A near miss event occurred over summer involving the harbourmaster putting out a fire on 

board a private vessel.  The efforts of staff prevented any injury and saved the vessel. The 

incident has been investigated and three health and safety recommendations for 

improvement were identified involving: 

16.1.1 further training of harbourmaster staff in responding to on- board fires; and 

16.1.2 looking at use of a satellite phone as the exiting marine radio channel and mobile 

phone system do not give district-wide, readily accessible coverage; and 

16.1.3 Informing staff of their expected response to such incidents, i.e. first principle is that 

their safety is paramount and they should not put themselves at risk unless they have 

assessed the situation and consider any to be insignificant, realising however that 

when faced with potentially life threatening situations individuals will be guided by their 

conscience.  

16.2 If Councillors wish to have further details I would recommend discussion in committee to 

protect the privacy of natural persons and avoid prejudice to measures protecting the health 

and safety of members of the public. 

 

17  Action Items 

17.1 Attachment 3 updates Councillors on actions items from previous Environment & Planning 

Committee meetings 
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18 Attachments 

1.  Attachment 1 - Petition from C and T Dennehy 53 

2.  Attachment 2 - Financial Accounts 57 

3.  Attachment 3: Action Sheet 67 
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Action Sheet - Environment & Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 
 

Minute/Action Minute or CSR or Email request Accountable 
Officer 

Status 

1 November 
2012 
 

REP12-11-06 
NPS on 
Renewable 
Electricity 
Generation 

Requests staff to identify opportunities to amend the TRMP to improve the process 
for installing mini and micro hydro and photovoltaic energy systems 
 

Steve Markham No action yet. 
Programmed 
for 2018 

1 September 
EP16-09-05 

The discussion paper for the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission 
be released for public consultation, after the local body elections, subject to final 
editorial approval by Cr Bryant.   
 

Tania Bray Completed 

17 November EP16-11-07  

 

That Crs King and Bryant be appointed to the Animal Control Hearings Panel and 
that Cr Kit Maling be appointed to this hearings panel if either Crs King or Bryant 
are unavailable 

Dennis Bush-
King 

 

 EP16-11-08  

 
Mr Mike Fitzsimons be appointed to the position of District Licensing Committee 
Commissioner for a five-year term of appointment. 
 

Dennis Bush-
King 

 

 EP16-11-08 That staff be tasked to explore the option of getting the Ministry of Business, 
Innovation and Employment or another relevant group to come and explain the oil 
and gas block offer process.  

Dennis Bush-
King 

 

 

G:\Manager\Action Sheet\Action Sheet-2015-2016.docx  





Tasman District Council Environment and Planning Committee Agenda – 16 March 2017 

 

 

Agenda Page 69 
 

It
e
m

 9
.6

 

9.6 ENVIRONMENT & PLANNING CHAIR'S REPORT  

Information Only - No Decision Required  

Report To: Environment and Planning Committee 

Meeting Date: 16 March 2017 

Report Author: Tim King, Environment & Planning Committee Chair 

Report Number: REP17-03-06 

  

 

1 Summary  

1.1 This is the Chairman’s regular report to the Environment & Planning Committee. 

 

2 Draft Resolution 

 

That the Environment and Planning Committee 

1. receives the Environment & Planning Chair's Report REP17-03-06 
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3 Water 

3.1 I will provide a verbal report back during the meeting on the public information sessions held 

in Golden Bay on Friday 10 March. There were two public information sessions held on the 

Freshwater Land Advisory Group (FLAG) process and the interim proposals for Takaka 

water management, including the Waikoropupu Springs. 

3.2 It has been disappointing to see some groups and individuals personal criticism of both 

Council staff and the community members of the FLAG group. The FLAG members are all 

volunteers, from a wide cross section of Golden Bay perspectives. They have spent 3 years 

of very challenging discussions, including consideration of a lot of scientific evidence to 

arrive at this interim point in the process. It is important for the Council to continue to support 

them to provide us with recommendations on both the water quality and quantity front, as 

well as appropriate land use controls / rules to sit alongside for us to make decisions in the 

formal Resource Management Act (RMA) process that will follow. 

3.3 The Government’s ‘Clean Water’ and ‘90% Rivers and Lakes Swimmable by 2030’ initiatives 

result in both good and bad news for us as a Council and a region. Good in that our quality 

indicators are already very good with only a few exceptions. Bad in the sense that we are still 

required to improve those positions and this may well prove very challenging. It is a little 

disappointing that being in a positive position does not enable us to focus on some of the 

other challenges we have across the district, as this may soak up a significant amount of 

both community and Council resources. 

 

4 General 

4.1 Thanks to Katie Greer for the significant amount of work involved in organising the Councillor 

training for RMA Hearings. I hope all of those who persevered through the process will get 

positive results. 

 
 

5 Attachments 

Nil 

      


