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1. Financial Report for Period Ended 31 August 2008 
(F045-07) 

(Report prepared by D Craig) 

1. Attached is a detailed financial report for the Assets and Services Department for the period ended 
31 August 2008. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the report be received. 
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2. Flood Damage 2008/09 Year – Claim No 2 (R945-01) 
(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by D Miller, Marlborough Roads) 

1. Council sustained severe damage in the recent storms over the period 30 July – 28 August. 

2. Marlborough Roads has estimated a second claim for $1.9 m will be necessary as itemised on the 
attached schedule. 

3. Of particular significance are major reinstatement works on the Ure and Medway Roads (including 
$300,000 for Medway Bridge) and Queen Charlotte Drive. 

4. The indicative subsidy rate will be 56% which applies to the previous claim as well ie; all flood 
damage will be at the higher subsidy rate. 

5. The total road flood damage is therefore estimated at: 

 Gross FAR @ 
56% 

Net Cost 

Claim 1 $1,300,000 $728,000 $572,000 
Estimated Claim 2 $1,900,000 $1,064,000 $836,000 

 $3,200,000 $1,792,000 $1,408,000 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That the flood damage claim for $1,900,000 be approved and the net cost funded from emergency 
reserves. 
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3. Blenheim Bus Service and Introduction of Super Gold 
Card (P090-07) 

(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by S Murrin, Marlborough Roads) 

Purpose of Report 
1. To seek approval to support the provision of free travel for Super Gold Cardholders on the 

Blenheim Bus Service from 1 November 2008. 

Background 
2. The Ministry of Social Development is intending to introduce free public transport for Super Gold 

Card holders during off peak hours from 1 October 2008. 

3. All people attaining the age of 65 years and war veterans are eligible for a Super Gold Card. 

4. At the time of writing this item the implementation of the Super Gold Scheme is still in draft form. 

5. The intention is that Super Gold Cardholders will be entitled to free public transport on buses, 
trains and ferries that are provided as a public transport service under regional council plans.   

6. Off-peak hours are identified as between 9.00 am and 3.00 pm Monday to Friday, after 6.30 pm 
Monday to Friday plus any Saturday, Sunday or public holiday.  The current Blenheim bus service 
only operates between 9.00 am and 3.00 pm.  The implementation document specifies that the New 
Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) will reimburse bus operators 75% of the standard fare for 
Super Gold Card passengers that are carried during off peak hours. 

7. The implementation document is written for large metropolitan areas where the service provider 
collects and retains fares with the regional council subsidising, with financial assistance from 
NZTA, those routes that are not commercially viable. 

8. The Blenheim Bus Service is not commercially viable and is heavily subsidised by NZTA, Council 
and sponsorship from Mitre 10 Mega.  The current contract with Ritchies is based on an annual 
lump sum for providing the service.  Ritchies collect the $2.00 fare which is deducted from the 
monthly invoice.  MDC then pays Ritchies the shortfall.  This is a different methodology from most 
other schemes. 

9. Council’s eligibility for subsidy under the scheme is not yet definite but indications from the 
implementation team are that the scheme will be eligible and 75% of the $2.00 standard fare will be 
recoverable from NZTA. 

10. From the last survey of passengers it appears that approximately 50% of all passengers will be 
eligible for a Super Gold Card.  Over the last few months the bus has been carrying around 1,400 
passengers per month.  Approximately 700 of these passengers would be eligible for free travel. 

11. Therefore 700 passengers at the $2.00 fare = $1,400 per month.  Under the implementation 
proposal $1,050 of this will be subsidised by NZTA and Council will have to meet the other $350 
ie; $4,200 per annum. 

12. This is based on current passenger figures.  However, as Super Gold cardholders will be able to 
travel free of charge they may decide to travel more often.   

13. As passenger numbers increase so will the financial assistance rate for the free fares which are 
based on patronage.  This may reduce the overall cost of providing the service to Council. 
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14. There is however an indication that there may be a limit on the number of fares that are eligible to 
collect subsidy as there is a finite national budget for the scheme. 

15. Before Council can enter into the Super Gold Card Scheme a Memorandum of Understanding must 
be signed with NZTA.  This document is currently being written and will be available prior to 
1 October 2008. 

16. In terms of scheme management, Council is being encouraged to install modern electronic 
ticketing.  The cost for this (for the one bus) is likely to be around $12,000.  In the interim 
Marlborough Roads advises that any decision on this should be deferred. 

17. NZTA has been given an indication that if Council approves being involved with the scheme then it 
will commence in Marlborough as from 1 November 2008.   

RECOMMENDED 
That the Marlborough District Council endorse the Super Gold Card Scheme as it relates to public 
transport and enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with NZTA for the implementation of 
the scheme. 
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4. Marlborough District Crash Reduction Study 2008 
(L090-05) 

(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by S Murrin, Marlborough Roads) 

1. Marlborough Roads undertook a crash reduction study during June 2008.   

2. A crash reduction study is a systematic process of identifying treatable crash problems at known 
black spots sites by the analysis of historical crash data.   

3. The crash reduction process includes the selection of black spot sites, inspection of the site, analysis 
of the crash problems, implementation of remedial measures and monitoring of these measures. 

4. The purpose of a crash reduction study is to identify low to medium cost engineering measures to 
reduce crashes.  A crash reduction study can also identify major engineering treatments but the 
implementation of these treatments is outside the crash reduction study process. 

5. The makeup of the crash reduction study team includes staff from Marlborough Roads, Opus 
International Consultants and Wellington NZTA staff. 

6. The selected sites in the 2002-2006 crash analysis data were from those included that had an excess 
of three crashes over that period. 

7. A total of seven sites were selected.  Four of these sites on State Highway 1 and three on local 
Marlborough District Council roads. 

8. The sites identified on local roads were Alabama Road between Redwood Street and Maxwell 
Road, Seymour/Maxwell intersection and Thompsons Ford Road. 

9. A major concern with the Alabama Road route and Maxwell/Seymour intersection was the number 
of cyclists involved in accidents.  There is no immediate solution to this problem as cycle crashes 
on roundabouts is a recognised national and international problem. 

10. The recommendation for these sites are to review engineering best practice in regards to cyclists at 
roundabouts.  Also to run an education and enforcement programme for all users of roundabouts. 

11. Loss of control crashes were identified on the curves of Thompsons Ford Road.  Four crashes are 
recorded between 2002-2006.  Three of these crashes involved drivers under 23 years of age all off 
which reportedly involve excessive speed. 

12. The recommendation for treatment at this site is to install edge markers pegs around the curves, 
paint edge lines over the stopbanks and around the curves, paint no passing lines over the stop 
banks and improve signage. 

13. The other four sites are State Highway 1 sites.  The recommendation for these sites is within the 
Crash Reduction Study documents.   

14. Funding has already been allocated for the works identified in the Crash Reduction Study through 
the minor safety programme. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the remedial works identified in the Crash Reduction Study be implemented under the minor 
safety programme.   
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5. Stream Crossing and Drainage Issues for Roads 
(R945-01) 

(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by S Murrin, Marlborough Roads) 

Purpose 
1. To highlight stream crossing and drainage issues in the roading corridor that have arisen during 

recent storm events (30, 31 July and 26 August 2008). 

2. To consider additional funding for remedial works and the development of a longer term drainage 
strategy. 

Background 
3. Since the flooding event of late July a number of floodwater problems on or immediately adjacent 

to legal road have been highlighted.  In general these drainage problems have resulted more from 
adjacent land run-off than from road drainage. 

4. The road controlling authority is entitled to receive financial assistance to ensure roads are 
adequately drained to minimise pavement failure through pavement saturation. 

5. Roads have to be carefully designed to allow floodwaters from small streams to cross them.  This 
can be a difficult task in some terrain and roads at times become cut off drains diverting such small 
ephemeral streams.  Roadside watertables become ‘diverted streams’. 

6. Otherwise land drainage is not a specific road management function. However land drainage is 
certainly a Council function with levels of service in different areas established historically and 
subject to different rating levels accordingly. 

7. Control of streams – diverted or otherwise – is also a Council regulatory concern. 

8. Of course many other roadside drains do naturally drain properties even though this may not have 
been an intended function.   

9. Changing land use is placing a greater reliance on control of floodwaters and property drainage.  
The public is expecting higher levels of service for both.  However to cover that service provision 
current rating in some areas is nil and in others may not be sufficient. 

Utility Usage of Legal Road 
10. Road land, as common space provides land for drainage channels or pipe systems as a legitimate 

utility use along with power, telecommunication, water systems etc.  The road controlling authority 
manages and allocates the space but of course does not operate or manage the utility. 

11. Council as a drainage utility operator may then rate for the provision of drainage schemes or 
systems. 

12. There are overlapping interests where a road controlling authority must drain its own road.  This 
may of course involve discharge of natural storm water onto other properties.  The road controlling 
authority must accept natural flows but is able to eventually discharge onto other land where 
natural flows occur. 
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Land Drainage Issues 
13. There is no doubt that more intensive development on the Wairau Plains is causing issues that have 

not occurred to the extent they have previously.  Whilst surface water on pastoral land may have 
previously been a nuisance, the same water is often regarded as unacceptable by new landowners. 

14. The following points highlight the issues Marlborough Roads and Council Rivers and Drainage 
staff have been dealing with. 

15. New Renwick Road west of Aerodrome Road through to Benmorven Road.   
A major concern has been a spring appearing on property to the south of New Renwick Road.  
Once it reaches the road there is no obvious path for it to follow across private property to the 
north, and the only practical solution is a drain along the road. 

16. Marlborough Roads has subsequently formed a channel which has a steady flow some weeks after 
the storm events.  This raises issues such as inadequacy of unculverted vehicle crossings. 

17. The watertables in this section of New Renwick Road were unable to cope with this extra water.  A 
similar problem was also happening on the north side.  To alleviate these problems Marlborough 
Roads has constructed road sidedrains that have assisted with moving water away from private 
properties. 

18. This work was carried out mainly for stream control which was flooding or threatening to flood 
residential buildings.  The cost of this work would be around $10,000. Further more extensive 
works are being investigated including the under road culverts and a major Doctors Creek upgrade. 

19. In Benmorven Road, an ephemeral stream has been historically diverted by the road.  Upgrades are 
required to prevent water flowing onto new properties on the west side of the road.  One residential 
building was sandbagged during both the July and August flood events preventing otherwise 
inevitable flood damage.  New road culverts are required.  Costs are likely to be in the order of 
$40,000. 

20. Other areas of concern are the lower end of Dillons Point Road, Brookby Road, Kennedys Road, 
Blind Creek Road, Swamp Road, Hardings Road and Rarangi Road.  This is a Council drainage 
scheme area and rated as such.  New subdivisions rely on roadside watertables being used for 
de facto drains. 

21. Some photos of these problems are attached for reference. 

22. In Hardings Road, run-off from adjacent land is ponding in the roadside and is unable to get away 
due to road drain capacity. 

23. Another issue has also been raised in David Street.  In the past a spring on the northern side of 
David Street caused problems for landowners.  In the 1960s a Catchment Board engineer 
(Marshall) constructed drainage channels to convey the flow through what was then the Newman 
farm on the south side of the road discharging into Doctors Creek.  The drain was field tiled and 
covered.  In the recent events the drain could not cope with the flows produced. 

24. It appears the spring is not interfering with the road carriageway.  It is possible this could be piped 
along the north side of David Street to the creek but the cost estimate for this work is approximately 
$30,000 - $40,000. 

25. Brookby Road experienced significant road flooding resulting from the gradual filling in of the 
natural ephemeral stream channel effectively directing floodwater along the road. 
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Funding Required 
26. It is considered important to promptly address those drainage issues threatening residential 

buildings.  Budget estimates for immediate works are estimated to be: 

Benmorven Road $40,000 
New Renwick Road $20,000 
 $60,000 

These costs can be funded from existing roading and rivers budgets. 

27. Other road drainage issues are more widespread including but certainly not limited to the David 
Street, Hardings Road and Brookby Road areas discussed. More work is required to assess options, 
costs and funding to improve the drainage in those locations. 

28. Rivers team is undertaking a major review of the Doctors Creek system which will also identify 
options, costs and funding. 

Summary 
29. The recent floods have highlighted ephemeral stream control and drainage problems in the road 

environment, many of which are a result of intensive development. 

30. Marlborough Roads is working with Council Rivers and Drainage staff to assist where they can but 
consider that these issues need to be more comprehensively addressed as part of a review of our 
current drainage strategy. 

31. How eventual upgrade works are funded is a matter for the Council to decide on once engineering 
options, costs and benefits are investigated. 

32. Wherever costs for drainage works on legal road can be incorporated with Marlborough Road’s 
financially assisted roading programme this will occur.  It is likely that as this is not routine work, 
the budget will need review.  As earlier noted, only those works that are beneficial to roads as 
opposed to land drainage are eligible.   

33. Lifestyle and viticultural subdivisions throughout the Wairau Plains has brought with it increased 
run-off, blocking of private drains, new small lots without access to a Council drain, and led to 
higher expectations of stormwater disposal and drainage standards. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That $60,000 for urgent works in Benmorven and New Renwick Roads be approved from 

existing budgets. 

2. That approval in principle is given to undertake further investigations into major drainage 
issues, options to upgrade, costs, funding methods and controls on lifestyle subdivisions and 
land development on the Wairau Plains. 
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6. Off-Street Car Parking – Charging and Utilisation 
(R855-01) 

(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by K Turner, Marlborough Roads) 

Purpose 
1. To consider the re-designation of two long-term off street carparks as leased carparks. 

2. To consider an increase in the fee for the annual lease of individual long term off street carparks. 

Background 
3. Marlborough District Council have for a number of years leased carpark spaces to members of the 

public as an expedient method of providing all-day commuter parking.  These parks are on land 
owned by Council in areas outside the retail Central Business Zone. 

4. Each lessee enters into a lease with the Marlborough District Council (through Abel Properties) to 
have exclusive use of a specific carpark for a period of 12 months. 

• The annual lease is $500. 

• The days and hours of lease are Mondays to Fridays from 7.00 am to 6.00 pm and on Saturdays 
from 7.00 am to 1.00 pm. 

5. Each space allocated for long-term rental is distinctively marked “RES” to identify its reserved 
status. 

6. Two of Council’s off-street carparks are almost exclusively used by lessees. 

7. The off-street carpark situated adjacent to Tenth Lane in Seymour Street has parking for 66 
vehicles.  All of those spaces were previously allocated but through the movement of businesses 
within the CBD there are now nine spaces available.  There is current interest for these spaces. 

8. The Police Station carpark situated adjacent to the Warehouse with entrances from Main Street and 
Kinross Street has 40 marked parking spaces.  Thirty-four of these spaces are currently leased 
leaving six spaces available to the general public. 

Current Issues 
9. When spare spaces become available for lease public are able to use these at no cost. 

10. Unfortunately when there is a mix of leased and un-leased parks public inevitably end up parking 
on leased spaces. 

11. Many complaints have been received from lessees about illegal parking.  Because of carpark 
features, removal of illegally parked vehicles is impractical.  Further, policing by wardens is 
thwarted as unauthorised vehicles are not identifiable. 

12. A number of lessees have expressed interest in the extension of the period of times and days due to 
work obligations.  There is no apparent reason to restrict times of usage. 

13. The best method to control illegal use is to identify that the carpark is only available for 
leaseholders.  There will be no resulting change in revenue and a true value will be placed on the 
carpark caused by supply and demand. 
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Lease Charges 
14. The current lease charge is $500.00 per annum.  

15. The annual rental for a “pay and display” carpark permit is $800.  This entitles use of any off-street 
pay and display carpark for the same times of day as the long-term lease parks. 

16. The pay and display parks are specifically for shoppers whereas the long-term off-street carparks 
with specific leases are targeting commuters. 

17. The benefit of the leased parks is that each park is specific to a business or individual, whereas no 
specific parks are allocated in pay and display parks. 

18. A specific lease should be valued on land value and more specifically on a demand basis. 

19. Marlborough Roads proposes that the exclusivity of the park and an extension of the rental to 
enable year round availability is such that the rental should at least equate to rental in an off-street 
pay and display park. 

20. If a commercial return was required an annual lease of $800-$1,000 is not unreasonable. 

21. By way of comparison at the Marlborough Airport rental car spaces are $750 (GST incl).  Staff car 
parking is $450 and a private long-term holder of a carpark space pays $1,200 (GST incl). 

22. Marlborough Roads therefore concludes that the annual lease for a specific park should be $800 
(GST incl). 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the Seymour Street long-term carpark be designated as a lessee only long-term carpark. 

2. That the “Police Station” long-term carpark be designated as a lessee only long-term 
carpark. 

3. That the annual lease be extended to 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

4. That the lease charge of $500 (GST incl) be increased to $800 (GST incl). 
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7. Temporary Road Closure (T135-09) 
(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by K Turner, Marlborough Roads) 

Purpose 
1. To consider an application by Marlborough 4 Fun to close streets adjacent to the Forum, on the 

evening of 18 December 2008 for the purpose of a festival evening. 

Proposal 
2. The Marlborough 4 Fun Events organiser has requested closure of the following streets on 

Thursday 18 December 2008 between 5.00 pm and 9.45 pm for a Christmas Festival. 

• High Street, from the one way section of Market Street north, to the two-way section of 
Market Street, identified as being the area of road adjacent to the Clock Tower. 

• Market Street from Wynen Street to High Street and the west-bound lane of Wynen Street 
from First Lane to Market Street. 

3. The proposed closed roads will be subject to a Temporary Road Closure Traffic Management Plan 
which will be required to be submitted to Marlborough Roads for approval. 

Evaluation 
6. Marlborough Roads considers in terms of traffic flows, there will be no issues affecting other 

businesses. Provided temporary traffic management is in place motorists will not be affected. 

Temporary Road Closure  
7. Application is made for the temporary road closure under the provisions of Section 342 of the 

Local Government Act 1974 as a festival event. 

8. Public notice of the road closure is required on two occasions. 

9. The closure requires approval of the Mayor. 

RECOMMENDED 
That the temporary closure of the streets specified on 18 December 2008 between 5.00 pm and 
9.45 pm be approved. 
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8. Sheffield Street Pump Station Re-classification 
(S090-B05) 

(Clr Maher)  (Report prepared by T Quirk) 

1. The Assets and Services Committee resolved under P.07/08.450 (adopted by Council on 3 April 
2008) re-classification of a Recreation Reserve situated on the south western corner of State 
Highway 1 and Sheffield Street, Riverlands to Local Purpose (Utility). 

2. Reclassification was required since the primary use of the site as a utility and the proposed 
installation of underground sewer equipment within the land was considered to be inconsistent with 
a classification of Recreation Reserve. 

3. In accordance with the resolution the proposal was publicly advertised in The Marlborough 
Express on Thursday 26 June 2008 and no submissions were received. 

4. The process now is for Council to formally resolve to request the Crown to re-classify as required. 

5. The Crown, if approval is given, would then arrange gazettal of the re-classification. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council pursuant to Section 24 of the Reserves Act 1977 resolve to request the 

Department of Conservation to re-classify Lots 2 and 3 DP 3938, Lot 13 DP 4666 and Lot 25 
DP 5236 to Local Purpose (Utility) since the primary purpose of the land is not for recreation 
but rather for utilities including but not limited to Blenheim’s main sewer discharge 
pipelines. 

2. That Council resolve and exercise its powers under Section 16(2A) of the Reserves Act 1977 
to classify Lot 61 DP 8858 as Local Purpose (Utility). 

3. That Council resolve and exercise its powers under Section 24(A) of the Reserves Act 1977 to 
change the purpose of Lot 68 DP 107698 from Local Purpose (Recreation) to Local Purpose 
(Utility). 

 



 

Assets & Services Committee – .9 October 2008 

9. Blenheim Sewage Treatment Plant (BSTP) – Industrial 
Effluent Treatment Upgrade (T090-01) 

(Clrs Maher/Weetman)  (Report prepared by M Wheeler) 

Purpose of Report 
1. This report seeks Council approval to commit to a major upgrade to the BSTP Industrial Effluent 

Treatment System. Funding is proposed by an additional tradewaste charge targeted to 
Riverlands/Cloudy Bay processors on the basis of organic loading (BOD). 

Background  
2. Development in the Riverlands and Cloudy Bay industrial areas has been significant in recent years 

particularly with the construction and rapid expansion of new and existing wineries and bottling 
plants. 

3. Council planned for and responded to this growth by separating Canterbury Meat Packers and 
Riverlands Industrial waste reticulation and treatment from Blenheim’s domestic sewage.  A further 
key response was the purchase of the former PPCS effluent treatment facility (and water supply) 
from the developer of the Cloudy Bay Industrial Park on the old PPCS Meat Works site. This 
purchase benefited both industrial and domestic ratepayers providing extra capacity for both. 

4. Industrial ponds have been developed and upgraded to cope with the very high organic (BOD) 
effluent loadings food and wine processing industries, in particular produce.  Capacity has been 
designed based on industry supplied projections and consultation with producers in the two 
industrial areas. 

5. The March/April 2008 grape vintage saw a dramatic increase in the quantity of grapes harvested in 
Marlborough and an even greater increase in the quantities processed in the Riverlands/Cloudy Bay 
industrial areas.  These increases were not forecast by the wine industry. 

6. 91,000 tonnes of grapes were crushed in the area which resulted in loadings exceeding our effluent 
treatment design capacity by a significant proportion.  Fortunately climatic conditions and 
management of the industrial treatment facility meant the discharge met resource consent 
conditions with no odour issues. However a subsequent review of treatment performance by our 
consultants (Beca) and staff identified that the two industrial ponds dissolved oxygen levels 
(providing treatment capability) were close to zero across a significant proportion of vintage. The 
ponds were very close to failing. 

7. Grape plantings in Marlborough have continued at a rapid rate.  There will be large increases in 
grape supply to wineries over the next few years.  If markets can absorb Marlborough’s wine there 
is the potential for significant growth in wine processing. 

8. Undeveloped land still exists in the two industrial areas and a further 74.5 hectares has recently 
been rezoned Industrial 1 linking the two existing industrial zones. This doubles the size of the 
existing Industrial Zone. 

9. Some existing wineries are not planning to increase production but some are and are expanding 
tankage accordingly. 

10. One new winery is being planned for the 2010 vintage which will contract process for major wine 
labels. This winery is planned to be capable of expansion to 20,000 to 30,000 tonne ie; up to one-
third current capacity in the area. 

11. There are obvious important economic benefits to Marlborough from such growth.  However it 
cannot occur without a matching increase in effluent treatment capability. 



 

Decision-making Process 
12. Council must consider any decision to authorise upgrades for the Blenheim sewerage system for the 

purpose indicated in terms of the guidelines and procedures specified in s76 – 80 Local 
Government Act 2002 (LGA).  The objective is to ensure there are upgrades authorised for the 
system so that anticipated demands of the industrial effluent serviced by the system can be met. 

Capacity and Options to Upgrade Industrial Effluent Treatment  
13. Following several meetings with industry representatives growth projections have been assumed 

of: 

10% 2008/09 (9,000 tonne) 
20% 2009/10 (20,000 tonne) 
10% 2010/11 (12,000 tonne) 
5% 2011/12 (8,000 tonne) 
   41,000 tonne 

3% per annum thereafter 

Over four years growth should exceed 50%. 

14. Design options have been considered for capacity increases of 50% and 100%. A summary of 
options and costs for these two capacity increases is: 

 

15. Trickling filter systems run the effluent across special plastic media which encourage rapid biosolid 
formation and treatment.  However this option is expensive and has a long construction period 
which would not meet the 2009 vintage. 

16. A peak storage pond would store the industrial effluent over vintage for processing evenly at a later 
date.  A 5.5 ha pond to a depth of 5 m would be required and this would require covering for odour 
control. Due to uncertainty of ground conditions, cover design and hence costs this option has also 
been ruled out. 

17. Activated sludge processes involve maximising aeration of the effluent and recirculation of 
biosolids to provide intensive treatment. A Dissolved Air Flotation (DAF) plant and additional 
large aerators are required for the proposed system.  Although European fabrication of aerators is 
required it is planned that this system can be constructed and made operational for vintage 2009. 
These systems are commonly used for processing dairy, meat and wine effluent and are reliable. 

The cost difference of $1.2 million between a 50% and 100% capacity increase provides good 
economy of scale and extends the upgrade life safely beyond four to five years of rapid initial 
growth. 

18. Council could of course opt to do nothing or defer action until a formal LTCCP process but of 
course there would be an extremely negative impact on industry, the economy and Council’s 
effluent and odour discharges. 

Funding the Upgrade 
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19. A review of tradewaste charges has been undertaken considering both existing rates and charges 
and options for funding the proposed upgrade. 
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20. Currently tradewaste operating costs and depreciation are funded by tradewaste producers based on 
actual flow and loading (BOD).  Capital costs of the current industrial effluent and the domestic 
treatment plants are funded across the Blenheim sewerage rating area by Land Value rates.  This 
method is not considered equitable for the significant capital cost of the proposed upgrade 
($8 million). 

21. Connection lump sum charges have been considered but are obviously only relevant for new 
connections not the expansion of existing tradewaste production without a new connection. 
Another difficulty is estimating future producer capacity which may cover a wide range for a 
particular outlet connection size. 

22. The most equitable and measurable method for recovering capital costs is to base charges on the 
peak BOD loadings of tradewaste producers.  The proposed upgrade is driven by BOD loadings 
and capacity must cope with the peak days through vintage. Measuring and charging on the basis of 
this peak day loading is logical.  

23. The upgrade need has resulted from particularly rapid growth in 2007/08 and further forecast 
growth of winery effluent in the industrial areas.  It is therefore proposed that the funding of the $8 
million upgrade be by those producers who have increased peak day BOD loadings over the peak in 
the 2006/07 year. 

24. Applying the growth rates forecast to recover the $8 million upgrade over a 20 year loan period by 
peak day BOD increments over the 2006/07 base a charge of $130.64 (GST excl) per kg per day is 
proposed. 

Existing Capital Investment and Operating Charges 
25. A financial model has been prepared which analyses the upgrade funding but also future operating 

cost recovery and existing capital cost recovery. 

26. Rapid growth should enable operating charges to remain at current levels (subject to regular 
review). 

27. A switch from current land value rating to recover existing capital investment has also been 
considered. The industry has been advised that a change to a ‘user pays’ system will be 
promulgated.  This involves a wider range of industries and will engender some debate.  A formal 
consultation process for this proposal is essential and will be the subject of a separate report. 

Tradewaste Bylaw 
28. Tradewaste is regulated and costs recovered by Council under a Tradewaste Bylaw.  A schedule of 

charges can be introduced at any time but due to amendments to the Local Government Act 2002 a 
special consultative process is recommended. To achieve this upgrade by vintage 2009 there is 
insufficient time to use this process prior to contracting the construction of the upgrade.  We have 
requested that those processors subject to BOD charges sign an agreement accepting the new 
upgrade charging system and agree not to object to this aspect of a reviewed Tradewaste Bylaw to 
be consulted on later this year. 

29. If support is received in this way there is considered to be minimal risk that upgrade funding will be 
disputed later.  In the unlikely event of dispute, the equity of the upgrade funding proposed and the 
support for the proposal should not cause concerns for Council. 

Significance Policy  
30. When related to Council’s Significance Policy the overall system associated with wastewater is 

identified as a strategic asset. It could be argued that the trigger for significance in revenue terms 
does not extend to such strategic assets.  This is understandable since obviously there is a need for 
Council to be able to respond to ever-changing needs in dealing with services expenditure.  In any 
event the costs indicated for the upgrade is within the significance revenue trigger. 
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31. In considering the upgrade proposal Council should also consider the significance of not approving 
the upgrade and thus certainly not being able to provide effluent treatment for any increased grape 
processing in the Riverlands/Cloudy Bay area. 

32. Consequences of not approving an upgrade for 2009 vintage would include: 

(a) Inability to process a forecast additional 9,000 tonnes of grapes in vintage 2009.  This is an 
approximate loss of grower income of $2,000 per tonne or $18 million.  Marlborough’s 
economy will also not receive the downstream effects (multiplier) of this income eg; wages, 
materials purchases, etc. 

(b) Difficulty controlling processing volumes to ensure treatment capacity is not exceeded. 

It is impossible for Council to control the harvest volumes processors will crush at vintage unless 
we were to monitor every inwards truck movement. 

Some controls exist through BOD monitoring but our ability to shut down processors exceeding 
limits will be delayed and maybe ignored.  There is a high degree of voluntary, cooperative 
restraint necessary. 

This puts our treatment capacity at risk given the large increase in grape availability next vintage. 

Treatment process failure would be a real possibility with consequent compliance and 
environmental issues. 

33. The significance policy also requires consideration of financial costs. The proposed funding 
method is a “user pays” system. Although Council will not recover its investment for some years 
the strong growth prospects of the wine industry in particular make the financial risk profile low. 

34. Given the above considerations the assessment of officers is that s97 LGA does not apply and 
Council can proceed to consider this proposal under the s12 LGA powers without further 
authorisation in the LTCCP or amendment of the existing LTCCP. 

Consents Required for Upgrade 
35. Discussion with Regulatory management has identified the need for a building consent for the DAF 

tank. Because the effluent and odour discharges subject to current BSTP consents will not be 
affected by the upgrade it is possible no new resource consents are required. The worst case would 
be a land use consent for the DAF building which we expect should be straightforward.  

Consultation 
36. The primary parties with whom Council would normally consult would be the industry groups to 

benefit from and to pay for the enhancement.  That consultation has already occurred.  Indeed those 
industry groups have emphasised the need for Council to undertake the works under urgency so any 
upgrade would be in place for the next vintage.  It is not seen that Council should undertake any 
further consultation.  It has no impact on other parties since charges for the recouping of 
expenditure for the upgrades would be levied against those with whom consultation has already 
occurred. 

The widespread support for the upgrade and the proposed funding will be confirmed by the return 
of agreements accepting the proposed funding system. 

Special Considerations 
37. Council must assess if consideration should be given to whether there is any Maori cultural 

dimension to any decision on the upgrades and if the answer was ‘yes’ then an opportunity should 
be provided for Maori to contribute to the decision-making process.  The view of officers is that 
there is no separate dimension that would call for any specific opportunities to be given to Maori. 
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Affected Interested Parties 
38. These parties would be the users of the system given it is seen as a ‘user pays’ upgrade proposal. 

Summary 
39. A major upgrade of BSTP Industrial Effluent Treatment Plant is necessary to cope with projected 

growth. 

40. An $8 million activated sludge process is proposed to be constructed with urgency targeting 
completion prior to the 2009 vintage. 

41. An incremental BOD charging system (“user pays”) is proposed to fund a loan for the upgrade. 

42. Growth in volumes is expected to recover additional operating costs at current rates. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council adopt the positions set out as they relate to the decision-making requirements 

under LGA and in particular adopts the following: 

• Council may proceed to consider a proposal under the s12 LGA powers without 
further authorisation in the LTCCP or amendment to the existing LTCCP. 

• The decision objectives spelt out in the report are adopted. 

• The option for achieving the objective of the decision is adopted. 

• Council assess there has been sufficient consultation on the proposal so no further 
consultation is required. 

2. That a budget of $8 million for an upgrade of the BSTP Industrial Effluent System be 
approved to be funded by loan. 

3. That the funding be repaid by a BOD charge on the incremental change in BOD from 2006/07 
to be calculated annually following vintage; the first payment will be calculated following the 
2009 vintage and will apply from 1 July 2009. 

4. That equipment orders be placed with selected suppliers and approval of that selection be 
delegated to the Chairman Assets and Services and the Manager Assets and Services. 

5. That construction contracts be negotiated with selected contractors and that approval of 
those contracts be delegated to the Chairman and Manager Assets and Services. 

6. That a Special Council meeting be called for Thursday 16 October (following the 
Environment Committee meeting) to consider the Committee recommendations and 
determine the upgrade decisions. 
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10. Out of District Water Connection, 24 Severne Street 
(U071286), (W270-01) 

(Clrs Maher/Hope)  (Report prepared by S Rooney) 

Purpose of the Report 
1. Council has received a request for two extra-ordinary water connections to serve two lots being 

created over Lot 2 DP 397198 (24 Severne Street, Blenheim).  This report is to consider that 
request. 

Discussion 
2. The current water supply in Severne Street stops at the northern boundary of No. 25 and serves 

only those properties north of 25 and on the east side of the street only. 

3. The watermain is planned to be extended in conjunction with laying the sewer network to serve this 
same area.  These extensions will take place when zoning changes take place and development 
commences. 

4. The extension of these services will be funded from developer contributions. 

5. For extra-ordinary connections to be approved for 24 Severne Street the watermain north of the 
property will need to be extended 125 metres, at a cost of approximately $26,000 (GST excl), in 
advance of the planned extensions. 

6. When considering applications for extra-ordinary connection Council would generally seek the 
costs of mains extension necessary to serve that property.  However in this instance as the 
watermain will require extension in future it is considered appropriate the property owner pays the 
equivalent development levy for each connection and the cost to install the connections from the 
west side of the road to the main on the east side of the road. Alternatively the applicant pays the 
cost equivalent to install an extension to meet their demand and Council funds the difference to 
increase the pipe to 150ø to meet future area demand.  The cost of a 32 mmø pipe to meet the 
property demand is estimated at $6,875. 

7. The letter seeking these extra-ordinary connections suggests that there is potential for the property 
to be subdivided again in future, creating an additional two lots.  It is suggested that they will seek 
out of district connections for these two lots also. 

8. The current subdivision is to utilise on-site wastewater treatment, however, the applicant again 
refers to future subdivision and potential to connect to sewer when it is available. 

9. Approval of the two water connections being sought should not be considered an approval for 
future connections as discussed in the letter of application. The property owner should reapply in 
future when they are required.  

RECOMMENDED 
1. That water connections be approved for Lots 1 and 2 of the subdivision under consideration 

in Resource Consent U071286. 

2. That water upgrade levies of $5,417 (GST excl) (CCI June 2007) per lot be paid.  (The 
amount to be paid will be recalculated to the current CCI figure at time of payment).  
Note: This is the value of the proposed Blenheim water levy as calculated for 2008 as part of 
the subdivision levy review. 
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3. That the property owner pay the actual cost to install water connections across Severne 
Street to the watermain to be laid in the eastern berm.   

4. That the proposed lots pay water rates as per Council’s out of district connections rating 
policy. 

5. That the water connections will be metered. 

6. That the applicant be advised approval of these service connections does not imply that 
subdivision approval will be granted. 
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11. Review of Awatere Water Supply Levies Policy 
(W270-02) 

(Clrs Hope/Maher)  (Report prepared by S Rooney) 

Purpose of the Report 
1. This report sets out to review the specific clause relating to water consumption changes on farms 

spread over two or more legal titles. 

Background 
2. Council approved a policy introducing development levies for the Awatere water supply in 2006.  

This policy also incorporated the use of flow restrictors on new connections and storage within 
properties.  This was subsequently amended in June 2008.  The amendment passed by Council 
excluded the following clause: 

That where the property is made up of several legal titles but is farmed as one, any additional 
dwellings or residential buildings on any of the titles shall incur the appropriate development levies 
regardless of whether the properties have existing water connections.   

3. Council asked that the Assets and Services Committee review this clause. 

Discussion 
4. During 2005 and 2006 there were a substantial number of subdivisions and proposals for 

subdivision throughout the Awatere and in particular in the Seaview and lower Blind River area.  
These subdivisions were generally creating smaller lot sizes each with the potential to have a 
dwelling constructed on them, that is the housing density in the area was changing. 

5. When housing densities change in rural areas we have noted property owners’ expectations 
changing.  The level of service expected for water supply increases.  Particularly the volume of 
water used for irrigation of lawn and garden around the house. 

6. The cumulative effect of these developments on the water supply combined with the growing 
expectation for its use will require upgrading of the network. 

7. The purpose of the policy was to limit the impacts of development to existing users.  Levies were 
considered appropriate to ensure that developers were funding a reasonable share of the upgrades 
required as a result of their development.  Without a levy all users new and existing would fund 
upgrades across the network required for growth. 

8. Approving additional connections without considering the impacts to existing infrastructure and 
levels of service has consequences for all users.  Unchecked the additional demand will exceed the 
capacity of the existing infrastructure thus causing lower pressures throughout the network.  This 
will be especially so for the extremities such as the lower Seaview and Blind River areas. 

9. Council considered the upgrades necessary to continue providing an on demand supply for 
subdivisions and additional houses being constructed within the area of supply.  The long term cost 
to meet the additional on-demand peak flows was estimated to cost $40,000 per additional property.   

10. On-demand peak flows are able to be reduced with the introduction of flow restrictors and on-site 
storage.  Requiring this for all new connections is estimated to reduce the upgrading cost to, $5000 
to $10,000 per property. 

11. This proposal and the introduction of development levies was approved by Council in December 
2006.  The policy also set out when development levies would be applied.  This was to be at time of 
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subdivision, when an additional dwelling/s were being built on a property in one legal title, and 
when a farm made up of several legal titles, but is farmed as one, has additional dwellings erected 
on any of the titles. The appropriate development and upgrade levy was to be charged regardless of 
whether the properties have existing water connections. 

12. It is the final clause that is considered contentious. 

13. The intent of the policy is for developers creating additional demand on the network to pay a 
contribution towards upgrades necessary to meet that additional demand.  In formulating the policy 
it was considered that an existing farm which may be spread across a number of legal titles has the 
potential to create additional demand if those existing titles were sold individually and then new 
dwellings built on one or more of those titles.  The policy set out to charge the levy when an 
additional house was built in that circumstance because it is considered the additional demand 
created had not been anticipated when the scheme was originally designed. 

14. It has been put to Council by the Awatere Settlers’ Association Water Committee and by the 
councillor representing the Awatere area that this section of the policy is unfair to farmers who may 
have expected that they had a right to water for each of those legal titles irrespective of the 
historical use. 

15. They suggest where a property has existing connections there is an expectation the connection can 
be used for new dwellings as of right.  

16. Council allows farms to have multiple connections to reduce the lengths of piping required within a 
property to provide stock water supply throughout the property.  It’s unclear whether these extra 
connections could as of right have dwellings attached to them. 

17. A comparison to a farm in a single title with multiple water connections being subdivided should be 
made when considering if a farm across more than one title should be exempt from levies.  As both 
situations will create the same additional demand on the network when new dwellings are erected. 

18. The question is should Council levy against the additional demand that may be created for farms 
spread across existing titles. 

19. There are two possible solutions; (i) the levy be charged against the additional demand when it 
occurs, that is when a dwelling is proposed or (ii) that the levy not be applied in these 
circumstances but that a water restrictor and on site storage become a condition of supply against 
the dwelling being erected at time of building consent. 

RECOMMENDED 
No recommendation pending discussion by the Committee. 
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12. Backflow Protection Programme – Proposal (W270-01) 
(Clrs Hope/Maher) (Report prepared by A Williams) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this report is to recommend the formalisation of a Backflow Prevention Policy 

within the Marlborough District Council. 

Background 
2. A Backflow Prevention Programme proposal was put to Assets and Services Committee in 

February 2008. It was recommended that a workshop be held to discuss this issue in greater depth.  

3. A workshop on Backflow Prevention took place in August 2008 explaining risks and mitigation 
measures surrounding backflow. The Workshop notes are attached in the separate Information 
Package for this meeting. 

4. The basic recommendations from the original paper were agreed in principle.  

Summary 
5. Most large councils already have an active Backflow Prevention Programme as do many other 

councils of similar or slightly larger size to that of Marlborough.  

6. With the introduction of the Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Bill (2007), the responsibilities 
on Council to provide safe, potable water have increased. The cost of achieving this is increasing, 
therefore where Council can ensure that the likelihood of contamination is minimised, investment 
can be protected. 

7. The new Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Bill (2007) has given Council a mandate to require 
the costs of many of these devices to be recovered from the property owner therefore costs to 
Council are reduced. 

8. It is also believed that the risk of a serious backflow incident could be reduced considerably by 
undertaking a targeted education and inspection programme.  This could start with all water 
connections over 40 – 50 mm diameter, graduating down to 25 mm.  If these properties already 
have backflow devices installed within the premises under the Building Act, no inspection would 
be required, however boundary protection may still be deemed necessary to ensure that Council 
water mains are protected. Many existing backflow devices have the potential for being 
circumvented through additional plumbing. An example of this is an industry having a backflow 
device on an electroplating tank but Council requiring one at the boundary to ensure that any 
failure or circumvention will not affect Council water mains. 

9. Engineering and Building Control staff will work closely to implement and monitor the backflow 
programme. 

RECOMMENDED: 
1. That all future new connections deemed low risk are fitted with dual non-testable check valve 

manifolds and that the extra cost of this device is incorporated into the connection charge. 

2. That dual non-testable check valve manifolds are fitted when existing tobies are replaced. 

3. That a public education process take place involving explanation of risk and backflow policy, 
this process to take place prior to requiring businesses to install backflow prevention devices. 
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4. That a survey of existing connections be carried out over a predetermined period starting 
with the higher perceived risk to Council water supply and that where deemed necessary the 
appropriate level of backflow protection be installed at the property owner’s expense. 

5. That all future new connections 25 mm and larger be assessed for potential backflow risk and 
if deemed medium or high hazard the appropriate level of testable device be installed;  the 
installation, annual test and repair costs be invoiced to the property owner and where the 
risk is deemed low hazard a dual check non-testable devise be installed at the property 
owner’s expense.  

6. That all boundary or containment devices are owned by the Council but where testable 
devices are used the ongoing cost associated with maintenance of these devices will be the 
responsibility of the property owner. (The costs of maintenance of all non-testable devices will 
be absorbed into maintenance budgets). 

7. That the NZWWA Backflow Prevention Code of Practice be incorporated into the Water 
Chapter Bylaw review.  
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13.  Marlborough Environment Awards - Programme and 
Sponsorship for Schools (E225-10-01) 

(Clr Maher)  (Report prepared by A McDonald) 

Purpose 
1. The purpose of this item is to seek support for developing and sponsoring a school’s category in 

the current Marlborough Environment Awards programme facilitated by Council. 

Background 
2. The Marlborough Environment Awards have been running successfully for the last 10 years on a 

bi-annual basis. The awards have regional recognition and are a chance to both educate and 
celebrate the journey businesses and organisations are making towards sustainability. 

3. Three years ago we joined the National Enviroschools programme. The Enviroschools programme 
focuses on facilitating schools to become more sustainable through development of action projects 
around waste, water, energy, landscapes, and buildings. Currently we have 12 schools on the 
Enviroschools journey and our goal is to have 75% of our schools involved in this programme by 
the end of 2010. 

4. With more schools involved in sustainability programmes, offering an inventive, such as a category 
in the Marlborough Environment Awards, allows schools to enter their projects and receive an 
award for their efforts. It also will offer schools a chance to show other schools through visits like 
the field days what they have achieved. 

5. The plan is to pilot a parallel school’s awards programme alongside the Marlborough Environment 
Awards and then if successful to offer this as a permanent part of the awards programme. 

6. As well as facilitating the awards, Council could be the principal sponsor of the schools awards. 

7. This would cost $1,000 biannually to sponsor the awards and $3,000 in facilitation costs. There 
would also be costs associated with the judging of the award and some advertising and promotional 
costs estimated at $1,000. This totals $5,000 biannually. This cost can be met this year from unused 
budgets, but will need to be a new line item in the education budget from 2009/2010. 

Comments 
8.    This is a great opportunity to be part of an established and recognised awards programme that can 

offer schools an opportunity to celebrate their action projects on sustainability. 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council support the pilot programme for schools to be a part of the Marlborough 

Environment Awards and agree to fund this programme and sponsorship as part of the 
education budget. 

2. That provision be made in the 2009/10 budget for a new late item in the education budget. 
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14. Lansdowne Park – Ongoing Management (R495-L01) 
(Clr Weetman)  (Report prepared by M Wheeler) 

Purpose of Report 
1. This report proposes arrangements for the future management of Lansdowne Park and seeks budget 

approval to fund operating maintenance and capital costs from 1 November 2008 to 30 June 2009. 

Background 
2. Council purchased Lansdowne Park in July 2008.  A clear intention of the purchase was to enable 

the future development of a multi-sport facility whilst recognising the importance of the park to 
Marlborough rugby. 

3. Initially a lease back to rugby was contemplated. However leasing raised some concerns 
particularly the ability of Council to retain control of its newly acquired asset and therefore to 
properly and equitably manage the park for multiple sports both now and in the future as 
development of the facility occurs. 

4. Consequently a simple booking agreement, similar to that used for other Council sportsgrounds was 
signed by Tasman Rugby from date of settlement until 31 October. Tasman has met all costs of 
maintaining the grounds and buildings through this period, assisted only by the annual grant 
Council has made for some years. 

5. The current agreement ceases at 31 October so a new, longer term arrangement needs to be put in 
place.   

6. Given the uncertainty of Tasman’s future, reference to Tasman in the options that follow could also 
apply to Marlborough Rugby Union if the latter is reinstated as an operating entity. 

Maintenance and Capital Requirements 
7. Staff have worked with Tasman Rugby staff and the Marlborough Sub-Union to assess ongoing 

maintenance requirements. Some more immediate capital expenditure needs are also evident to 
improve safety on the western grandstand. An assessment of the Jim Fraser Centre cladding is 
necessary.  Less urgent but desirable are ground drainage improvements and carpark sealing and 
marking.  Currently used grounds maintenance equipment – tractors and mowers – are in a poor 
state of repair and at the end of their useful lives. 

8. Several options for ongoing management and maintenance of the grounds and buildings have been 
considered. 

(a) Council Contracts its existing Blenheim Sports Parks contractor, Downer EDI, to maintain 
the park.   

Council manages all bookings to use grounds and facilities. 

(b) Council employs the current park groundsman to maintain the grounds and buildings with 
Council providing required plant and equipment. 

Council manages all bookings to use grounds and facilities. 

(c) Council contracts Tasman to maintain the grounds and buildings and manage bookings by 
other users. Council retains overall approval of bookings and charges levied on community 
bodies subject to our ‘free user’ policy. 

9. Estimated annual operating costs and capital expenditure for each option are: 
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(a) Council’s existing sports parks contract. 

Grounds and facilities maintenance 
(based on quotation received) $179,135 

No plant and equipment capital expenditure is necessary as the contractor provides this. 

(b) Council employs the current park groundsman, or 

(c) Council contracts Tasman. 

Annual contract payment to Tasman $100,000 
(or annual costs to MDC) 

MDC – specialist turf renovations $44,546 
(vertidrain, seeding, rolling spraying etc) $144,546 

In addition new plant and equipment will be required as the current Tasman machinery is barely 
serviceable. 

Requirements are: 

Tractor $42,000 
Mowers $37,000 
Ancillary $10,000 
 $89,000 

Annual funding cost @ 10.4%  $9,256 
Annual cost  $153,802 

10. It is apparent that costs will be lower if the park is maintained by either Council or Tasman. 
Tasman believes that there will be further advantages to the community if they manage the park 
given their previous experience, the employment of a full time Marlborough Area Manager (Craig 
Morris) and their ability to use voluntary labour 

11. However a possible disadvantage of Tasman management arrangement is loss of a degree of 
control by Council. The main area of concern could be the treatment of non-rugby users under 
Tasman.  Conversely management of the park by Council’s Reserves team will push an already 
stretched team and may require further resource. 

12. Tasman has provided a proposed “Heads of Agreement for the Management and Use of Lansdowne 
Park”.  The document acknowledges the multi-sport usage of the park but staff are proposing 
changes to strengthen this aspect and to clarify expectations for maintenance and management.  
Bookings would need to be ultimately at Council’s discretion.  A percentage of grounds bookings 
revenue is proposed to be paid to Council. 

Interim Proposal 
13. Given the current uncertainty about Tasman’s future it is recommended that council employs the 

current groundsman from 1 November 2008 and manages and maintains Lansdowne Park under a 
normal sports code user agreement as an interim measure. 

14. Once Tasman’s fate is settled it is recommended Council contract Tasman (or MRU) to manage 
and maintain the park grounds and buildings subject to appropriate terms and conditions. 
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RECOMMENDED 
1. That Council employs the current park groundsman to maintain the park grounds and 

buildings as an interim arrangement until such time as Tasman’s future is determined and an 
alternative arrangement agreed. 

2. That appropriate documentation, including a contract for Tasman or MRU to manage and 
maintain park grounds and buildings be developed for eventual negotiation with the 
appropriate union. 

3. That the contract provide for the following: 

(a) Recognition that Lansdowne remains the home of Marlborough rugby and rugby’s 
reasonable needs will be given priority. 

(b) Council retaining overall control of the park and its facilities including its usage and 
quality standards. 

(c) Council can freely develop the park and its links to adjoining land to best meet future 
community needs and the aim of developing a multiple sport facility. 

(d) Rugby would continue to have existing signage rights subject to reasonable Council 
controls and the ability for themselves and other users to have new signage rights in 
future if these did not unreasonably compromise those existing rights. 

4. That capital expenditure of $89,000 for a tractor, mowers and ancillary equipment be 
approved funded from the plant operating reserve account. 

5. That capital expenditure of $58,000 be approved for immediate improvements to the western 
stands for safety purposes funded from the Land Subdivision Reserve Account. 

6. That a budget of $103,000 be approved to fund operating and capital funding costs from 
1 November 2008 to 30 June 2009. 
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15. MDC Walking and Cycling Strategy Review (R495-07) 
(Clr Maher)  (Report prepared by S Murrin and R Dunn) 

Marlborough’s Cycling and Walking Strategy - Implementation Update 
1. The Ministry of Transport and NZ Transport Agency national Roadshow provided an overview of 

changes to transport legislation, new structures, and greater emphasis on sustainable transport 
modes.  The changes stem from the Land Transport Management Amendment Act 2008 introduced 
in August.   

2. Increased emphasis on public transport and provision for and encouragement of cycling and 
walking is a significant focus.   The Government Policy Statement includes the target of increasing 
the number of walking and cycling trips by 1% per year through to 2015.  

3. Marlborough’s Regional Land Transport Strategy 2006 is this region’s guiding transport document 
and the relationship with other national and local strategies and policies is depicted on the attached 
matrix. 

4. The Marlborough District Council Regional Land Transport Strategy (2006-2010) effectively 
identifies the shift in focus to include planning, design, facilities and promotion of inter-modal 
transport including cyclists and walkers. These needs are addressed in more detail within 
Marlborough’s Cycling and Walking Strategy as adopted by Council in 2006. Marlborough Roads 
and BikeWalk Marlborough have been implementing the action plan.  

5. The Walking and Cycling Strategy includes methodologies to meet the needs of cyclists and 
walkers, and the education and promotion of both these travel modes. 

Cycle Lanes 
6. Cycle facilities are a particular priority in Marlborough to increase cycle safety and encourage 

cycle use, particularly for short trips and commuting.  Ongoing improvements to pedestrian and 
scooter access are also occurring to footpaths and crossings in urban centres.   

7. Data suggests approximately 18% of school/college students cycle and 20% walk to school, with 
6% of the workforce cycling and 10% walking to work in Marlborough (2005 survey figures). 

8. As part of the cycle network plan, cycle lanes on Maxwell Road and Redwood Street from 
Alabama Road to Blenheim’s central business zone have been proposed on both sides of these 
roads.  

9. The main purpose of cycle lanes is to encourage cycling as a safe, sustainable, convenient, healthy 
and low cost option.  Marlborough’s climate and topography offers an excellent opportunity for 
walking and cycling.  

10. On-road commuter routes are proposed to initially connect southern Blenheim to the colleges and 
the central business area.  Commuter cycle routes work best if they are safe, direct and consistent.  

11. Traffic engineers propose cycle lanes be incorporated on these roads however kerbside parking will 
be lost. 

12. Public submissions were invited over a five week period closing 15 September.  Some 115 
submissions were received.  A schedule of submissions is included with the Information Package 
and shows the overall public response to the draft cycle lane plans to be mixed - with half in favour 
of the proposed cycle lanes proceeding and half opposed.  The intention of increasing cycle safety 
has generally been overwhelmingly supported by submitters however the potential loss of on-street 
parking is a concern for many residents on these streets.  
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Proposed Assistance 
13. The Marlborough Walking and Cycling Strategy was produced in 2006.  With the recent 

amendment to the Land Transport Management Act and the release of the Government Policy 
Statement (GPS) the Strategy needs to be reviewed to align with the legislation. 

14. It is proposed to engage Axel Wilkie of ViaStrada - Traffic Planners and Transportation Engineers 
to review the strategy. 

15. With the release of the GPS, Council will be required to report on its achievements.   

16. It is proposed that the review of the Strategy will give clear directions and measurable outcomes for 
walking and cycling.  It will also produce a walking and cycling network plan with emphasis on 
improving cyclist safety on commuter routes to the CBD, places of work and schools. 

17. An immediate action will be to review submissions on the proposed Maxwell Road and Redwood 
Street cycle lanes. 

18. A brief is currently being put together for the engagement of ViaStrada.  It is expected this review 
will cost around $20,000.  Subsidy of 75% is available through NZTA.  An application will be 
lodged for subsidy with Council share being funded from existing cycling budgets. 

Implementation Summary 
19. Below is a summary of the current cycling and walking budget and progress to date. 

20. NZTA 50% subsidy is available for many of the proposed projects, however the value of works 
proposed exceeds the available funds by $119,700. 

21. The percentage of funds being spent of cycling and walking facilities is currently 1% of the total 
capital roading budget of $10,000,000. 

22. Staff will manage the programme within the current budget. 

RECOMMENDED: 
That Marlborough Roads be given approval to engage ViaStrada to review MDC Walking and 
Cycling Strategy and review submissions on Maxwell Road and Redwood Street cycle lanes at a 
cost of $20,000, funded from the Cycle and Walking budget. 



Walking and Cycling Strategy Budget – July 2008/June 2009 Year 
 Estimated Cost NZTA Potential 

50% Subsidy 
Carryovers from 07/08   
Cycle Lane Project $120,000  
Cycle facilities $47,800  
08/09 Cycle Budget $100,000  
Total funds available 08/09 $267,800  
Proposed Projects 08/09   
Engage Viastrada to review Walking and Cycling 
Strategy and Cycle Lane Submissions 

 
$20,000 

 
$10,000 

Cycle Lane installation for southern Blenheim or cycle 
safety improvements 

$200,000 $100,000 

Purchase and installation of cycle stands $25,000 $12,500 
Intersection improvements 

• Enhance cycle and pedestrian safety 
• Boyce/High Street 
• High/Beaver Road 
• Nelson/McLauchlan 
• High Street Bridge 

 
 
 
 
 

$120,000 

 
 
 
 
 

$60,000 
Off Road Projects   
Taylor River path 

• Upgrade to promote commuter cyclist use 
 

$15,000 
 

$7,500 
Taylor River trail 

• Upgrade existing and extend to the dam 
 

$25,000 
 

Sutherland Stream Trial   
• Upgrade to encourage commuter cyclist use $20,000 $10,000 

Rail Corridor 
• Blenheim - Riverlands 
• Blenheim - Spring Creek 

 
$80,000 

$160,000 

 
$40,000 
$80,000 

Opawa River cycle trail 
• Blenheim – Renwick Potential route – 

investigation 

 
 

$5,000 

 

Fulton Stream Path 
• Colemans to McLauchlan Street construct 

 
$45,000 

 
$22,500 

Walk and Cycle Maps – Blenheim and Wairau (external 
funding also applied for) 

 
$5,000 

 

Cycle, Paths or Road Widening and Signage 
• Middle Renwick Road 
• New Renwick Road 
• Benmorven/Paynters 
• Old Renwick Road 
• Lower Wairau 
• Brookby and Hawkesbury 

 
 
 
 
 
 

$10,000 

 

 $730,000 $342,500 
Less NZTA $342,500  
Shortfall 2008/09 $387,500  
Potential $119,700  
 



Developing Sustainable Transport 

Central Government 
Land Transport 

Management 
Amendment Act

Recreation (Reserves and 
Recreation Strategy)

Tourism and Events

Low cost and efficient 
transport mobility

LTCCP Annual Plan

Regional Land Transport 
Strategy

Regional Roading Asset 
Management Plan

Regional Policy Statement

DHB Strategy 
(NPA 

Programme)

RMA Urban Design Protocol

National Transport Policy
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Community Health

Health/Fitness 
Marlborough 

Physical 
Activity Plan

Marlborough Walking & 
Cycling Strategy 2006

Community Transport 
Interests

Environmental 
Sustainability

Legislation, Policy and Strategies

National 
Transport 

Fund

 



16. Proposed Cycle/Walk Path – Riverlands to Spring Creek 
Along Rail and Road Corridor (R495-07) 

(Clr Maher)  (Report prepared by R Dunn) 

Purpose of Report 
1. To seek Council approval to proceed with the Cycle/Walk Path along rail corridor between 

Riverlands and Spring Creek and for Council to sign a licence agreement with OnTrack for use of 
this land. 

Background 
2. As part of the BikeWalk Marlborough's cycle and walking network planning exercise, the concept 

of creating an off-road cycling and walking path along the rail corridor to connect Spring Creek, 
Grovetown and Riverlands townships was suggested.  

3. After initial discussion with OnTrack and Marlborough Roads, the route was scoped and a report 
and formal proposal was presented to OnTrack's South Island Property Manager. Agreement in 
principle was received from OnTrack and it was identified that path development would best be 
tackled in stages, with the Blenheim to Riverlands stage pursued first.  With the concept of an 
off-road cycle path going public, letters of support were received from Riverlands, Spring Creek 
and Grovetown Schools, the Wairau Rowing Club and businesses at Riverlands and Cloudy Bay 
Industrial Parks.  

Discussion 
4. A draft licence agreement has now been received from OnTrack for the Blenheim to Riverlands 

Cycle/Walk Path route and an agreement is currently being prepared for the Blenheim to Spring 
Creek stage.  However this stage is considerably more complex than the Riverlands route with the 
purchase of land necessary along two sections of track to provide the width for the cycle path and 
for maintenance.  

5. Marlborough Roads has identified these cycle/walk paths are eligible for central government 
funding and Opus has done a Project Feasibility Study and Scheme Assessment Report (SAR) for 
both stages.  Both stages meet NZTA funding criteria and both have been lodged by Marlborough 
Roads with NZTA for funding.  The level of contribution by NZTA is not confirmed, however it is 
anticipated that a minimum contribution will be 50%.  A letter has also been sent to NZTA from 
BikeWalk Marlborough endorsing the project and requesting it be given high priority. The earliest 
date this project could be funded would be next financial year, being 2009/2010.   

6. Council approval is now requested for Marlborough Roads, NZTA and BWM to proceed with the 
proposed Rail Corridor Cycle/Walk Path within available budget levels, and for Council to sign the 
licence agreement with OnTrack for installation of a Cycle/Walk Path between Blenheim and 
Riverlands.  

7. The draft licence has been checked by Council's legal section and staff to ensure Council is 
comfortable with all licence conditions prior to signing the agreement. There is an annual licence 
fee of $500.00 for the Blenheim and Riverlands stage for the use of 10,470 m² of OnTrack land. 

8. There are fencing conditions within the agreement.  A high quality fence is required to separate rail 
tracks and the cycle/walk path.  The cost of this is included within the budget of $80,000. 



 

Location Map 

 

RECOMMENDED 
That Council approve Marlborough Roads, NZTA and BWM to proceed with the proposed Rail 
Corridor Cycle/Walk Path within available budgets, and for Council to enter into an ongoing 
licence agreement with OnTrack for occupation, installation and operation of a Cycle/Walk Path 
between Blenheim and Riverlands.  
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17. Cissy Bay, Kohekohe Bush Reserve - Proposed Open 
Space Covenant Agreement (R495-C01) 

(Clr Weetman) (Report prepared by R Dunn) 

Purpose of Report 
1. To seek Council approval for creation of a QEII National Trust Open Space Covenant over the 

Cissy Bay Reserve. 

Background 
2. Reserves staff have been working with The Cissy Bay Residents’ Association to install a walking 

track from Cissy Bay Reserve to Kettle Point.  Community interest was also expressed regarding 
the future conservation of significant indigenous vegetation within Cissy Bay Reserve and 
protection from grazing stock. An effective mechanism previously used by Council to provide 
additional recognition and protection of significant natural areas, is by way of a QEII National 
Trust Open Space Covenant. 

3. A site visit took place with the QEII National Trust representative in March to assess the Reserve’s 
ecological value and the proposed track line was also walked with local residents.  The south facing 
recreation Reserve, being Lot 21 DP 6629 covers 0.56 ha and possesses a fine example of diverse 
indigenous species with Kohekohe being the predominant tree species.  This Kohekohe stand is 
described as being near its most southern distribution therefore increases its ecological 
significance.  The Reserve is in high health and surprisingly weed-free and QEII National Trust and 
Council staff see the merit in affording additional protection to this Reserve.  Perimeter fencing 
may be deemed necessary at some future point, and the QEII Trust may contribute towards this 
cost. If approved, signage will be installed at the Reserve entrance recognising the QE II status.   
Other Council reserves with QE II Covenant protection include the Wither Hills Farm Park – 
Vernon Covenant, and Koromiko Forest Reserve Covenant. 

4. QEII National Trust Open Space protection for the Reserve has also been endorsed by the local 
community and public access will be permitted along a walking track within the reserve area.  
Another QEII Covenant has recently been created on the Bottomley property adjacent to the 
Reserve, and this strengthens the case to covenant the Reserve. 

RECOMMENDED 
That a QEII National Trust Open Space Covenant be signed for Cissy Bay Reserve to provide 
additional recognition and protection to this ecologically significant Reserve.  That the Covenant 
Reserve be known as the Cissy Bay - Kohekohe Bush Reserve. 
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18. Removal of Street Trees (R505-08) 
(Clr O’Sullivan)  (Report prepared by R Hutchinson) 

Purpose of Report 
1. The purpose of this report is to bring to Council’s attention requests from five residents to remove 

from road reserve fronting their properties recently planted replacement street trees. 

Background 
2. One of the big benefits both to the environment and to ratepayers from the buoyant housing market 

has been the development of a large number of subdivisions where the developer has undertaken 
the beautification of the streets by planting hundreds of street trees and street plots. 

3. Council has undertaken a large amount of infrastructural upgrading of its networks in both roading 
and services during this period. Examples of these of course being the new watermain in Maxwell 
Road, stormwater upgrade in Meehan Street and roading upgrades within Colemans and Murphys 
Roads. 

4. This type of work has created opportunities for planting of street trees or, if required, replacement 
of trees that have been removed as part of  this upgrade or re-development. 

5. Where street trees have been removed in bulk consultation has been undertaken with the resident as 
to tree species and number of replacements required. 

6. Where trees are planted as replacements, consultation is not undertaken. 

Comments 
7. This season up to 500 trees will be planted within the streets of the province.  These 500 include 

plantings for newly upgraded roads such as Murphys and Colemans and also replacement plantings 
within Maxwell Road and Meehan Street following the services upgrading but also includes 
individual tree replacements where previous species have been unsuccessful in growing. 

8. Council has received letters from the residents of 66 Dillons Point Road, 51 Dillons Point Road, 
50 Dillons Point Road and 21 Adams Lane, asking Council to remove the recently planted 
replacement street trees from their road frontages.  One letter in fact goes as far to ask that trees on 
his neighbouring properties be removed to allow visibility as he exits his driveway. (Letters and 
photos included). 

9. The trees planted on the southern side of Dillons Point Road are cherries that are small to medium 
trees of 3 to 4 metres in height underneath the powerlines. Trees planted on the northern side are 
Ash and will get to 5 to 6 metres at maturity. 

10. The resident of 75 Colemans Road has requested the removal of two recently planted cherries from 
the frontage of her property, Colemans Road and Murphys Road have just been redeveloped with 
new kerbing and channelling installed and new road berms created providing an opportunity to 
undertake street tree planting on both these roads. 

11. No formal consultation was undertaken with the residents as the planting was seen as a natural 
extension of existing planted roads. 

12. Photos and a letter from the resident of Colemans Road are attached. 
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Summary 
13. Council has received letters requesting the removal of newly planted street trees within Dillons 

Point Road, Adams Lane and Colemans Road.  Photos and letters are attached for the councillors’ 
information and as per Street Tree Policy any request for removal is put before Council. 

14. There is no criteria in the Tree Assessment Checklist that would consider removal to be approved 
eg; tree health/condition; footpath damage; road damage; kerb channel damage; buried services 
damage; is tree shading the property?; is tree damaging the property? 

RECOMMENDED 
1. That the request from residents of 66, 50 and 51 Dillons Point Road and 21 Adams Lane for 

the removal of their street trees be declined. 

2. That the request from residents of 75 Colemans Road for the removal of the two newly 
planted cherries be declined. 
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19. Decision to Conduct Business with the Public Excluded 
Decided That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this 
meeting, namely: 

- Road Vesting – Kaparu Road 

- Lease - Bythell Place 

- Kent Street - Proposed Land Swap 

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 
are as follows: 

General Subject of each 
matter to be considered 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter 

Ground(s) under Section 
48(1) for the passing of this 
resolution 

Road Vesting – Kaparu 
Road 

Lease - Bythell Place  

Kent Street - Proposed Land 
Swap 

To enable the Council, as 
holder of the information, to 
carry on, without prejudice 
or disadvantage 
negotiations (including 
commercial and industrial 
negotiations) as provided 
for under Section 7(2)(1) 

That the public conduct of 
the relevant part of the 
proceedings of the meeting 
would be likely to result in 
the disclosure of 
information for which good 
reason for withholding 
exists under Section 7 of the 
Local Government Official 
Information and Meetings 
Act 1987 
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