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Appendix A: Work programme
1. Status Quo  2. Initiate a work programme 2025

(recommended)
3. Delay work programme (2027 LTP?)

Pro’s • Staff continue with existing ad hoc work
• Work undertaken with existing resources (staff 

time, budgets)

• Provides strategic direction, coordination and 
integration of existing and new work

• Addresses the bigger picture for Motueka, 
including complexity of challenges

• Meets community expectations
• Addresses information/knowledge gaps

In time will:
• Provide strategic direction, coordination and 

integration of existing and new work
• Address the bigger picture for Motueka, 

including complexity of challenges
• Meet community expectations
• Address information/knowledge gaps

Con’s • Overall lack of coordination and integration of 
existing work

• Does not address the bigger picture for 
Motueka, including complexity of challenges

• ‘Kicks the can down the road’
• Does not meet community expectations
• Does not address info/knowledge gaps

• Limited staff capacity for additional work
• Work will be complex and challenging
• Limited budget if there is a need to commission 

information/work

• Given current financial situation, likely existing 
limited budget/staffing issues will remain

• Work will be complex and challenging
• ‘Kicks the can down the road’ for a couple of 

years
• Delay in starting may hinder future work 

programme

Risks • Ad hoc decision making, may not be meeting 
our statutory requirements 

• Legislative reforms likely to place additional 
requirements on councils

• Future liabilities for council? 

• Unexpected change in govt direction
• Community opposition to process, technical 

information, and/or master plan

• Unexpected change in govt direction
• Community opposition to process, technical 

information, and/or master plan
• Legislative reforms may not eventuate

Risk 
mitigation

• Staff will endeavour to do their best, but 
doesn’t mitigate the broader issues/risk

• Take time to plan project over 2025, work within 
existing resources

• Work programme remain flexible to respond to 
govt. direction or kick back from community

• Take time to plan project over 2027, work within 
resources

• Work programme remain flexible to respond to 
govt. direction or kick back from community
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1. Council core functions 
(recommended)

2. Whole of community response

Pro’s • Narrow scope, focus within Council’s core remit and control
• Master plan outputs can guide and support the wider 

community in their own decision making processes
• Work within limited resourcing (budget, staff availability)

• Broad scope addresses the whole of the community response
• A holistic process to address the bigger picture for Motueka, 

including complexity of challenges and opportunities across 
the four wellbeings (environmental, social, cultural, economic)

Con’s • Scope would not address some broader issues/interests of 
the community, e.g. some aspects of social, cultural, 
economic wellbeings

• Broad scope, focus wider than Council’s core remit and control
• Work will be extremely complex and challenging
• Will require significant resourcing to deliver as Council likely to 

facilitate process, and will exceed existing resources
• Council interests may get lost in wider discussions
• Council will still need to consider any outputs from the process

Risks • Some parts of the community may not agree with focusing on 
Council core functions only

• Council may commit to a process that could be superseded by 
change in govt. direction

• Focus/scope so complex and involving so many key players 
and decision making processes that work programme is 
unachievable

• Length of time to undertake work programme, will delay key 
decisions needing to be made in the short term

Risk mitigation • Take time to plan project, work within existing resources
• Communications plan, positive messaging is important

• Take time to plan project, work within existing resources
• Communications plan, positive messaging is important
• May not be able to mitigate all risks
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1. 30 years 2. 100 years+ 
(recommended)

3. 100 years+ & alternative locations

Pro’s • Addresses growth and infrastructure 
requirements over the short to medium term

• Community understanding of short to medium 
timeframe

• Addresses the bigger picture for Motueka, 
including complexity of challenges, over the 
longer term

• Consider longer term, intergenerational 
challenges with climate change through 
comprehensive adaptation planning

• Meets expectations of some parts of the 
community

• Meet statutory requirements, including NZCPS
• Realistic work programme to only focus on 

addressing Motueka challenges & opportunities

• Addresses the bigger picture for Motueka, 
including complexity of challenges, over the 
longer term

• Consider longer term, intergenerational 
challenges with climate change through 
comprehensive adaptation planning

• Meets expectations of some parts of the 
community

• Meet statutory requirements, including NZCPS
• Consideration of alternative locations for 

managed retreat (if needed)

Con’s • Does not address the bigger picture for 
Motueka, including complexity of challenges, 
over the longer term

• Does not consider longer term challenges with 
climate change

• ‘Kicks the can down the road’

• Out of scope: consideration of alternative 
location(s) for managed retreat (if needed)

• 100 year+ timeframe too futuristic for some parts 
of the community

• 100 year+ timeframe too futuristic for some parts 
of the community

• Very complex to discuss alternative locations 
when we don’t understand the strategic direction 
or ‘vision’ for Motueka first

Risks • May not meet our statutory requirements, 
including NZCPS

• Short term decisions may cause problems in 
the future

• Future liabilities for council? 

• Unexpected change in govt direction
• Community opposition to technical information 

(particularly climate change), process, etc

• Unexpected change in govt direction
• Community opposition to technical information 

(particularly climate change), process, etc
• Addressing Motueka challenges and 

opportunities AND consider alternative locations 
likely to be an unrealistic work programme, too 
much scope and complexity

Risk 
mitigation

• Provides direction for the next 30 years only, 
unlikely to be able to mitigate all risks

• Take time to plan project, work within existing 
resources

• Work programme remain flexible to respond to 
govt. direction or kick back from community

• Signal that alternative location(s) a separate 
piece of work (e.g. future FDS process)

• Take time to plan project, work within resources, 
communicate to community the complexity and 
how long work will take

• Work programme remain flexible to respond to 
govt. direction or kick back from community

• May not be able to mitigate all risks

Appendix C: Timeframe
26



1. Motueka township 2. Motueka township and surrounds
(recommended)

3. Motueka ward

Pro’s • Addresses challenges and opportunities for 
Motueka township

• Narrow focus of area, an advantage for the 
limited resources we have

• Addresses challenges and opportunities for Motueka 
township and surrounding area from Lower Moutere to 
Riwaka

• Holistic and integrated approach, responds to each 
opportunity and challenge at the right level (e.g. for example 
flood management for the Lower Motueka River area 
including Brooklyn & Riwaka, coastal hazard management for 
coastal communities of Motueka & Riwaka, infrastructure 
servicing for those in area of benefit (e.g. roading, WWTP).

• Signal that other ward communities will undertake master 
plan/adaptation planning at a later date

• Addresses challenges and opportunities for 
the Motueka ward from Harley Road to Torrent 
Bay

• Holistic and integrated approach, responds to 
opportunities and challenges across the 
entire ward area. 

Con’s • Doesn’t consider implications for 
surrounding communities, for example 
flood management for the Lower Motueka 
River area including Brooklyn & Riwaka, 
coastal hazard management for coastal 
communities of Motueka & Riwaka, 
infrastructure servicing for those in area of 
benefit (e.g. roading, WWTP).

• May be difficult to manage work 
programme and keep in scope

• Area is large enough that limited resources will need to be 
managed carefully and ensure project remains in scope

• Large area to cover, will be difficult to manage 
work programme with the limited resources 
we have 

• Addressing key issues may get lost in the size 
of the work programme and scope, e.g. if 
Motueka is the priority, then inclusion of other 
ward communities will add further complexity

• Mārahau and Kaiteriteri are geographically 
separate communities, with their own 
opportunities and challenges

Risks • Will not address the full picture of 
challenges holistically

• Decisions may be too narrow in focus and 
not include all stakeholders 

• Future liabilities for council? 

• Scope creep • Addressing the whole Motueka ward is likely 
to be an unrealistic work programme, too 
much scope and complexity

• Length of time to undertake work programme, 
will delay key decisions needing to be made in 
the short term for Motueka

Risk 
mitigation

• Unlikely to be able to mitigate all risks • Take time to plan project, work within existing resources • Take time to plan project, work within 
resources, communicate to community the 
complexity and how long work will take

• May not be able to mitigate all risks

Appendix D: Extent of master plan 
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1. Council-led process
(recommended)

2. Community-led process

Pro’s • Council provides opportunities for the whole community to 
participate and raise general awareness, and targeted 
engagement with ngā iwi and stakeholders

• Council has full control of the process and outputs, and can 
be flexible to any change in govt. direction

• Work programme can be delivered within resourcing 
limitations

• Community-led process with a community panel ‘holding the 
pen’, involving ngā iwi and stakeholders

• Opportunities for the whole community to participate and raise 
general awareness

Con’s • Broader, high level engagement with all of community – may 
not get representative or detailed feedback

• Will require significant resourcing to deliver, likely to exceed 
existing resources

• Community panel likely to have a non-decision making role, 
Council will still need to consider any outputs from the 
community panel process

Risks • Community may not agree with the Council-led process or 
outputs

• Panel may not be representative of the whole community
• Community  or Council may not agree with the community 

panel outputs
• Council may commit to a process that could be superseded by 

change in govt. direction
• Length of time to undertake work programme, will delay key 

decisions needing to be made in the short term

Risk mitigation • Take time to plan project, work within existing resources
• Communications plan, positive messaging is important

• Take time to plan project, work within existing resources
• Communications plan, positive messaging is important
• May not be able to mitigate all risks
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Motueka Master Plan: Pre-workshop briefing paper   

The purpose of this paper is to provide Elected Members with a summary of background information 

on Motueka that provides context for the 18 February 2025 council workshop discussions on the 

Motueka Master Plan. The paper sets out the following topics: 

1. Background: context, physical environment, population trends, ngā iwi, housing, economy 

and infrastructure 

2. Examples of current Council projects 

3. Need for Council coordination 

1. BACKGROUND 

• Context 

Motueka is a desirable place to live, work and play. It is the district’s second largest town, with 

approximately 8,300 residents calling Motueka township home (as at June 2024). Motueka’s high 

sunshine hours makes the area an attractive place to live, draws in tourists over the summer months, 

and supports an abundance of orchard and horticultural businesses. The town is a service centre as 

well as being a gateway for tourism activities in the wider area.  

Motueka is a vibrant place with opportunities, however it also faces a range of inter-related and 

complex challenges.  These include growth pressures, infrastructure services, and natural 

hazards/climate change (see Appendix A). There is a fundamental need to identify what is the ‘bigger 

picture’ or ‘vision’ for Motueka over the long term (100 years +) to guide Council and community 

decision-making and realise opportunities.  

Existing Motueka projects are in response to pressing issues and/or because of leveraging central 

government funding. However, there is an ad hoc element to it in the absence of an overall strategic 

direction or vision.  There are also other projects or decision making that is on hold because there is 

a current lack of overall direction for Motueka (for example, review of existing TRMP planning zones 

and growth-related infrastructure, and/or invest in adaptation mitigation measures such as increased 

stopbanks, coastal protection, etc).  

Decisions that are made today will affect both the current and future Motueka community because 

many land-use planning, asset and infrastructure decisions have long lifetimes e.g.: 

➢ Houses: not less than 50 years, but more likely 75–80 years 
➢ Infrastructure pipes: 80 years (average) 
➢ Road infrastructure   

o Roads: 50 years (average) 
o Bridges: 100 years (average) 
o Road corridor: permanent 

➢ Subdivision: permanent 

Additionally, we know that climate change will exacerbate the frequency and severity of natural 

hazards and cause sea levels to rise – which is significant for low-lying Motueka.  To date, the options 

and costs involved to provide for growth, mitigate natural hazard risks and respond to climate change 

have been worked through as part of individual projects. However, we need to take a strategic 

overview and better understand Motueka’s future housing needs, natural hazard and climate change 

profile and work with our community on response options.  

The following information provides the context to inform the 18 February workshop discussions to 

frame and take forward this important piece of work. 
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• Physical environment 

Motueka is located in a very low-lying area, on the flood plain of the Motueka River, adjacent to the 

coast, and over an unconfined aquifer. Given the dynamic nature of environmental processes and 

natural hazards, the area is at potentially serious risk (both in isolation and combination) from: 

➢ coastal inundation (including from the effects of coastal storms and sea-level rise),  
➢ river flooding (stop-bank failure or large-scale events),  
➢ rainfall (stormwater) events, 
➢ ground water impacts, and  
➢ drinking water contamination (as a large number of households rely on private bores for 

drinking water).  

Climate change, including sea-level rise, is expected to also increase the exposure of the district’s 

coastal land to inundation events, and the potential frequency and magnitude of stormwater 

flooding.   

Sea-level rise 

Since 2004, relative sea level rise at the region’s three tides gauges at Port Nelson, Little Kaiteriteri 

and Tarakohe was 0.14 - 0.15m (NIWA 2023).  Council’s sea-level rise mapping (publicly release in 

2019) indicates that most of Motueka east side of High Street will be affected by rising sea levels.  

This will include the effects of higher tides caused by storms. Based on current information for 

Motueka we may expect sea level rise of 0.65m by 2060, 1.42m by 2100, and 2.6m by 2150 (based 

on SSP5 8.5 H+ climate change scenario, including vertical land movement) (see Appendix B for 2m 

sea level rise mapping). Long term adaptation planning, to respond to rising sea levels and natural 

hazards, presents complexities and uncertainties and will be controversial with some community 

members, but it is imperative that this work is undertaken as a priority.  

Flooding 

Motueka township is at risk from flooding from both stormwater and river flows. Recent stormwater 

modelling shows that large parts of Motueka are at risk of significant stormwater flooding and that 

the discharge of stormwater in the future will be further compromised by rising sea levels. The 

Motueka Catchment Management Plan, adopted by Council in 2022, assessed a range of options to 

mitigate stormwater flooding risks in the township; some minor works have been carried out (i.e., 

sump upgrades, overland flow path work) but more significant works will require budget that is 

scheduled for the later years of the current LTP.  

In recent years Council has been undertaking a Lower Motueka River stopbank refurbishment 

programme to restore the existing design standard of containing a 2% AEP flow (50 year event) to 

reduce the risk of stopbank failure and subsequent flooding from river flows (see Appendix B for 

flood mapping). However, this current design standard is unlikely to provide protection in large-scale 

flood events, which presents a serious flood risk to large areas of Motueka as well as Brooklyn and 

Riwaka. Consequently, to meet the caselaw/best practice of using a 1% AEP design standard, any 

subdivision or building consent application on a site located within the extent of the modelled 

inundation hazard (as a result of a stopbank breach), must consider additional mitigation such as on-

site options.  

The 2023 North Island severe weather events has highlighted the significant costs to communities 

(loss of life, socio-economic, and environmental) from living on flood plains, and the limited efficacy 

of stopbanks to provide “protection” in large-scale flood events.  Since then, there has been 

significant national interest in the importance of land use planning in natural hazard risk reduction, 
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and ensuring new development is natural hazard and climate-resilient regardless of existing flood 

protection structures – which is all of relevance to Motueka. 

Geological Natural Hazards 

Like many other areas in Tasman, Motueka and surrounds is vulnerable to geological natural hazards. 

There are no active earthquake faults directly affecting Motueka, however there are several upper 

South Island faults, including the Alpine Fault, that can result in ground shaking.  While we cannot 

predict earthquakes, scientific research indicates there is a 75% probability of an Alpine Fault 

earthquake occurring in the next 50 years (AF8 Programme). Depending on where the epicentre of 

such an earthquake is, Motueka (like the rest of the South Island and beyond) would be affected by 

ground shaking and associated effects (landslides, ground deformation, liquefaction etc.).  Regional 

scale liquefaction mapping for Tasman classifies areas of Motueka and surrounds as ‘liquefaction 

damage is possible’ following a significant earthquake. Coastal and estuary margins with high 

groundwater levels will be more vulnerable to liquefaction than gravelly soils with deeper 

groundwater. 

The hills to the west and north of Motueka are underlain by Separation Point granite geology.  These 

granites are typically deeply weathered at the surface and are particularly susceptible to severe 

erosion and slope failures during heavy rainfall.  

Productive land 

Motueka and the wider area is classified as highly productive land (HPL), with orchards and (more 

recently) hops replacing tobacco crops in the 1980-90s.  National direction and a clear message from 

our communities to protect HPL means there are significant limitations on where or how Motueka 

may expand. 

• Population Trends 

As at 30 June 2024, Motueka township’s population was 8,300. The population has increased 10% 

since 2014, however, there has been no growth since 2020. Fifteen percent of the population are 

aged under 15 years, and the three other broad age groups (15-39, 40-64, 65+) each contribute 

about 28% of the total population. Compared with 2014, there has been a decline in the number of 

children and little change in the number of 40-64 year olds. While both the 15-39 and 65+ age 

groups have increased over the last decade, only the 65+ age group has increased since 2020.  

Population projections were commissioned to inform the LTP 2024-2034 and Council has assumed a 

medium growth scenario. The projections were based on long term demographic trends for fertility 

rates and life expectancy (births and deaths) and observed migration trends between 2001 and 2018 

Census years.  If these demographic trends continue and if there were no constraints on housing 

supply, Motueka’s population could potentially increase from 8,200 in 2018, to 9,700 by 2028, and to 

almost 11,700 by 2053 (under the medium scenario). Based on population and household size 

projections, Motueka is projected to need 1,730 new dwellings between 2024 and 2054. 

Motueka is the most ethnically diverse town in Tasman, with 16% of residents identifying as Māori, 

6% as Pacific Peoples, and 6% as Asian. This compares with 10%, 3%, and 4% respectively for the 

total Tasman population.  

Motueka also faces seasonal population challenges with high visitor numbers during the summer 

months, placing pressure on infrastructure, transport and accommodation. This demand is not 

matched during quieter months and creates additional costs and resourcing.  
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• Ngā iwi 

The wider Motueka area, including the waterways and coastal environment, holds significant 

cultural, spiritual, historical and traditional values and associations for Te Tauihu iwi. Council has legal 

obligations to 9 iwi through the Treaty Settlement process, including Statutory Acknowledgments 

and Cultural Overlays, the Motueka area has many of these sites of significance to iwi. 

Today, Te Āwhina Marae is located on Pā Street, Motueka, and is one of only two marae in the 

Tasman District. Ngāti Rārua and Te Ātiawa have mana whenua connections to the marae.  Te Āwhina 

is a community connector and council was a major supporter of the development of their 

Papakāinga.  Te Āwhina Marae is located on Wakatū Inc. land. 

Two hapū organisations have significant land holdings in the Motueka area, being Wakatū Inc. which 

is made up of descendants of the original owners of the Nelson Tenths lands (some of which are in 

Motueka); and Whakarewa which is made up of the original land owners of lands lost through 

confiscation and alienation, all of their lands are in Motueka.  Both of these organisations sit outside 

of the Treaty Settlements, although their membership is made up of the same iwi members (see 

diagram in Appendix 3). 

• Housing 

As at 30 June 2024, Motueka township had an estimated 3,600 dwellings. 

Due to the large number of constraints that Motueka faces for growth – including low-lying land, 

natural hazards, highly productive land, land being held under leasehold for the medium term and 

costly infrastructure – Council has been unable to provide enough zoned serviced land to meet 

demand in Motueka for many years.   

Housing Supply and Demand 

Motueka’s development capacity (assessed as part of the LTP process) estimates that 1,230 new 

dwellings will be built in Motueka between 2024 to 2054, resulting in an undersupply of housing 

when compared with the projected demand (1,730 dwellings) – due to the noted constraints above. 

Based on the projected number of new dwellings, the Council has estimated Motueka’s population is 

likely to reach 10,300 by 2054. 

Building Consents 

Between July 2016 and June 2020, Motueka had an average of 43 new dwellings consented a year. 

Between July 2020 and June 2024, the annual average has dropped to 20 new dwellings a year. In the 

year ending June 2024, only five new dwellings were consented in Motueka.  Similarly, the amount of 

new retail, commercial and industrial building space has declined in recent years, falling from an 

annual average of 5,378m2 between 2016 and 2020, to 2,025m2 since 2020.  

Housing preferences and affordability 

Affordability is an issue for the whole of Tasman but is worse in Motueka (and Golden Bay) due to 

relatively lower incomes. Kāinga Ora owns approximately 180 homes in Tasman, most of these are in 

Motueka.  

In 2021 TDC and NCC commissioned a housing preferences survey, to understand the community’s 

preferred dwelling type (income constrained) within urban areas. For Tasman, the largest mismatch 

was in Motueka where 26% of the 300 Tasman urban respondents would prefer to live if they could 

afford to, but given income constraints this drops to 11%. Respondents traded off location for price, 

choosing cheaper more rural parts of the region. In terms of renters, the survey showed that location 
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is the most important feature before house type, dwelling features and dwelling value. This 

underlines the importance of providing housing in the right location to meet demand.  

More recently, a 2023 Salvation Army ‘State of our Communities’ survey reiterated that Motueka’s 

key challenge is housing affordability. 

The greatest concentration of Māori residents in Tasman is in Motueka, where 16% of the population 

identify as Māori (compared with 10% for the rest of Tasman). According to Census 2018 data, Māori 

are slightly more likely to live in smaller homes in Tasman than the general population, but this may 

be due to affordability constraints. It is therefore important for Motueka to have housing options 

that meet the needs of Māori residents.  

Housing for seasonal workers 

In some Tasman towns including Motueka, growers face seasonal accommodation challenges with a 

lack of motor camps and motels, forcing some local businesses to buy holiday parks for worker 

accommodation.   Since 2019, one holiday park, two motels and two backpackers in Motueka have 

been purchased for worker accommodation.  In addition, a number of dwellings in Motueka have 

been purchased for seasonal worker accommodation. This shows the pressures seasonal workers’ 

accommodation is placing on tourist facilities as well as rental stock. 

• Economy 

Motueka is the district’s second largest town and provides employment opportunities, goods and 

services to meet local needs, as well as being a service centre to a much wider area. Key industries in 

Motueka township include manufacturing, professional/scientific/technical services, and retail trade.  

Motueka and surrounds contributes to Te Tauihu’s national reputation as a significant seafood/fishing 

and horticulture area, including Talleys (Port Motueka) and a range of horticultural/orchard 

businesses. Some of the industries with the highest exports for Tasman District in 2023 included 

horticulture and fruit growing ($521.1m – first place) and seafood processing ($140.8m – third place) 

– with businesses in the Motueka Ward providing a key contribution to these industries (Infometrics 

2023 Regional Economic Profile: Tasman District, unpublished report). There is also a strong local 

relationship between horticulture and science industries with Plant and Food Research located in 

Brooklyn.   

Motueka is a visitor destination with high visitor numbers during summer months, as well as 

providing a gateway for tourism activities in the wider area.     

The attractive lifestyle nature of the Tasman region, including Motueka, provides for remote working 

opportunities for skilled professionals. 

GDP in Motueka township measured $565.5m in the year to March 2024, up 1.4% from a year 

earlier. Growth was the same as in New Zealand (1.4%). Economic growth in Motueka averaged 3.8% 

pa over the 10 years to 2024 compared with an average of 3.0% pa in New Zealand (Infometrics 2024 

Regional Economic Profile: Motueka, unpublished report).  

Business 

In 2020, TDC undertook a survey of Tasman businesses and 195 responded. Some companies in 

Motueka indicated that they need more space (buildings), varying between 500 sq m to over 5,000sq 

m.  Three companies in Motueka required more land between 0.5-1ha. and another company 

needed between 1-2ha. The responses indicated that existing zoned serviced land in Motueka is 

insufficient for light industrial uses. 
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Audits of Motueka’s town centre have been carried out in 2020 and 2024. Its linear shopping 

frontage has lengthened considerably since 1991, covering a much greater distance. Motueka 

includes a number of independent retailers which adds to the uniqueness and vibrancy of the centre. 

Its anchor stores include The Warehouse, New World, Countdown and Mitre 10.  The town centre is 

also well provided for in the leisure sector and has a high number of restaurants, cafes and 

takeaways, as well as two cinemas, although only a small number of pubs. Motueka contains a 

relatively high proportion of residential uses within its commercial and central business zones, at 

28% of all units (compared with Richmond’s 8%). There are also greater proportions of residential 

uses in upper floors of shops than in Richmond.  The vacancy rate has remained low in Motueka 

town centre at 2.9% between 2020 and 2024. 

• Infrastructure 

There are existing and longer-term infrastructure servicing issues for Motueka and neighbouring 

serviced communities.  

Motueka has the largest urban population in New Zealand without reticulated water.  Many 

households rely on private bores and drinking water contamination is a serious risk (due to the 

shallow unconfined groundwater aquifer). 

The current location of the Motueka wastewater treatment plant is no longer appropriate for the 

following reasons:  the site is vulnerable to flooding risks associated with the Motueka River, climate 

change and sea level rise, and is in an area with sensitive cultural/Te Ao Māori values. Alongside 

these issues the current WWTP has capacity issues.  A project is underway to have a new wastewater 

solution in place before resource Consent expiry in 2035. The future wastewater treatment solution, 

discharge and new location will need to carefully consider effects both on the environment and 

Motueka’s drinking water supply.  

On-going issues around the state highway (summertime congestion, Motueka River bridge), 

development of the Motueka Port area, and operation of the Motueka aerodrome also continue to 

need attention.  

 

2. EXAMPLES OF COUNCIL PROJECTS 

• Environmental Policy 

The 2022 Future Development Strategy (FDS) identifies greenfield and brownfield intensification sites 

within and adjoining the town (all west of High Street), as well as a large rural residential area west 

of the town in College St. Additionally, the FDS signals a larger area than what is currently zoned for 

papakāinga at Te Āwhina Marae (where 20 papakāinga homes have recently been built).  Work is 

now underway to implement the FDS through Plan Changes 80 and 81 which proposes to zone some 

of these sites. Plan Change 81 also proposes a few sites in Motueka for papakāinga which were not 

identified in the FDS as they have been proposed more recently by ngā iwi. 

Other plan changes will address district-wide priority topics of landscapes (PC 82), the coastal 

environment (PC83), freshwater (PC84) and natural hazards (PC85) and may have varying 

implications for Motueka. A Port Motueka Development Plan is also currently being developed to 

provide a high-level planning framework that sets out intended uses of areas of Port Motueka for the 

short to medium term, and in turn will inform a future TRMP plan change and influence wider 

Council decision making. 
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• Infrastructure Planning & Community Infrastructure  

A number of infrastructure projects have been completed in recent years or are currently underway 

to address existing challenges or provide for improved community services (flood protection, 

stormwater management, inflow and infiltration investigations in the wastewater network, improved 

cycle network, Motueka bus service, land purchase for swimming pool) and longer-term issues 

(relocation of the wastewater plant, growth-related infrastructure provisions).   

• Environmental Science 

Council surveyed 180 private bores/wells in Motueka in 2019, identifying that a significant number 

were insecure and at risk from contamination from stormwater and land use activities. Staff continue 

to provide education and advice on this matter; in addition to undertaking broader state of the 

environment monitoring in the area. 

Central government funding has enabled staff to undertake a project to assess the feasibility of 

nature-based solutions for flood mitigation and integrated iwi engagement for the Motueka 

catchment. Delivery of the technical feasibility study for nature-based solutions is expected this year, 

with the integrated iwi engagement running until June 2027.  

 

3. COUNCIL COORDINATION NEEDED: Motueka’s long term vision 

Given the range of inter-related challenges Motueka faces, there is a fundamental need to identify 

what is the ‘bigger picture’ or ‘vision’ for Motueka over the long term (100 years +) to guide Council 

and community decision-making and realise opportunities.  

Staff are mindful that the decisions required to address the full range of challenges for Motueka and 

surrounds, potentially presents:  

1. a high degree of cumulative risk to people and property  

2. significant impacts on current and future residents 

3. response options that may involve significant costs for the community and Council (either 

capital or operational costs; or future costs because of poor decision making or unintended 

consequences). 

Staff recommend that a strategic work programme is initiated that holistically addresses the 

challenges and opportunities for Motueka over the long term. This requires programme 

management, coordination and dedicated resourcing to ensure that the challenges and 

opportunities are fully understood, options integrated effectively, and matters are sensitively worked 

through with ngā iwi and the community. There will be short-, medium- and longer-term issues and 

opportunities that will need to be addressed. This can be achieved through a ‘Motueka Master Plan’ 

process to create a framework that would guide council decision making into the future, 

incorporating natural hazard and climate change adaptation planning. Understanding the vision and 

strategic direction for Motueka would enable staff to raise the profile of Motueka through Council’s 

strategic documents such as the resource management plan, long term plan, infrastructure strategy 

and activity management plans.  
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Appendix A: Motueka Challenges    
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Appendix C: Ngā Iwi Relationships 
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PC85 Natural Hazards 
Issues and Options 
Engagement
18 February 2025

1
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Purpose
• Outline the proposed engagement package for PC85 Natural Hazards –  Issues and Options
• Update on the slope instability susceptibility mapping

2

Direction required from councillors
• Feedback on the Issues and Options report and engagement package
• Feedback on the proposed community engagement
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Next steps – after the engagement
•  Report and recommendations on feedback ~May/June 2025
• Workshop(s) with Council to get direction for plan change 

drafting considering community feedback
• Begin development of Natural Hazards Plan Change
• Changes to TRMP provisions
• Changes to the RPS hazard provisions
• Further workshops with Council on draft plan change prior to 

release
14
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S48(1)(d) - that the exclusion of the public from the whole or the relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting is necessary to enable the local authority to deliberate in private on its decision or recommendation in any proceedings
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The natural hazards plan change (Plan Change 
85) is one of five key environmental workstreams 
Council decided to progress in late 2023 after the 
current Government repealed the reforms that were 
intended to replace the Resource Management Act 
1991 (RMA). 

We are at the very start of the process to review 
and update the natural hazards provisions in the 
TRMP. In 2020 we completed an assessment of the 
efficiency and effectiveness of the current natural 
hazards objectives and policies in the TRMP. We are 
now engaging on issues and options which will 
identify and inform the future direction and work 
programme of Plan Change 85.

A number of the other workstreams intersect with 
the natural hazards plan change. Plan Change 81 
Urban Growth is considering future housing and 
business locations across the district, ensuring 
new development is resilient to natural hazards. 
Plan Change 82 Outstanding Natural Features and 
Landscapes, will identify and protect outstanding 
natural landscapes and features within the Tasman 
District. Plan Change 83, considering Coastal Natural 
Character and Coastal Environment, will replace the 
existing Coastal Environment Area with a more refined 
definition, enabling better protection of coastal areas. 
Land and Freshwater Plan Change 84 addresses 
priority land and freshwater issues in Tasman.

The Government has signalled there will be new 
national direction on natural hazards, which will 
provide direction to Council on how to identify 
potential natural hazards, assess the risk they pose, 
and respond to that risk. This national direction is 
expected to be in place by mid-2025. As the natural 
hazards plan change is at the beginning of the 
plan change process, we will be able to incorporate 
any national direction requirements into the plan 
change once they come into force.

WHY CHANGES ARE NEEDED
Changes are required to update the TRMP natural 
hazard provisions with more recent technical 
information and respond to national direction under 
the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010. We 
also intend to refocus the TRMP to better consider 
RMA requirements to manage significant risks from 
natural hazards and to have particular regard to 
effects of climate change. 

When we first developed the TRMP in the mid-
1990’s our technical and mapping resources were 
limited and nationally there was low awareness 
of climate change. Today, we have access to much 
more technical information and have a better 
understanding of the District’s natural hazards and 
the effects of climate change. 

Plan Change 85 will focus on the following natural 
hazards:

•	 Geological hazards – liquefaction, slope instability 
and debris run-out, earthquake fault rupture

•	 Coastal hazards – erosion, flooding from storms 
and sea-level rise

•	 Flooding, including overland flows during 
extreme rainfall events

•	 Wildfire

Tsunami, drought, earthquake ground shaking, wind 
and severe weather hazards are not included as part 
of this plan change. 

The natural hazards plan change will focus on 
how new development or intensification can be 
undertaken in ways that are resilient to natural 
hazards. The plan change scope does not extend 
to community climate adaptation planning. How 
our existing communities adapt to climate change 
will be part of our Adaptation Planning work 
programme which is currently being scoped.

OVERVIEW
We’re looking at ways to build our District’s resilience against natural hazards and 
encourage quality development in appropriate places. We plan to do this through changes 
to the Tasman Resource Management Plan (TRMP) that will collectively be called the 
natural hazards plan change. The TRMP is the blueprint for how we grow as a district, and 
how we use and care for our land, air and water. 

2 Natural Hazards  Issues and Options
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OUR NATURAL HAZARDS 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS
It’s crucial that together we build our District in a way 
that is resilient to the potential impacts of a changing 
climate and natural hazards. Recent natural hazard 
events throughout Aotearoa New Zealand have 
highlighted the important role of land-use planning 
in reducing risk and enabling greater resilience.

We want to hear from you about the issues we have 
identified across the natural hazard topics and the 
options you prefer to address those issues. For each 
natural hazard topics that follow in this document, 
we have identified: 

•	 the issue – what the problem is, 

•	 the outcome – what we want to achieve, 

•	 how the effects of the natural hazard are currently 
managed in the TRMP, and 

•	 the preferred option for changing the TRMP to 
better manage the effects of the hazard.

You can find more detailed information on the issues 
and options for each natural hazard in the Tasman 
Resource Management Plan – Natural Hazards 
Issues and Options Report [LINK]. The full report 
contains a more detailed analysis of the various 
options considered for each hazard to determine the 
preferred options presented in this document.

You can also find more technical information on the 
different natural hazards covered in this document 
on our website. Links to the technical assessment 
reports mentioned in this document can also be 
found on the natural hazards web pages.  
www.tasman.govt.nz/natural-hazards

MAPPING
We use natural hazard mapping to show areas of 
the District that are susceptible to natural hazards. 
Currently, the TRMP contains some specific rules 
that relate to mapped natural hazard areas (often 
referred to as ‘overlays’) which are included in the 
plan. These overlays include the Slope Instability 
Risk Area, the Fault Rupture Risk Area, and the 
Coastal Risk Area for Māpua/Ruby Bay. Maps for 
other natural hazards such as flooding, are not 
included in the TRMP, however we use these maps to 
inform decisions when general rules apply. 

It is important to note that we do not have technical 
or mapped information for all natural hazards across 
the whole district. We have prioritised our resources 
to focus on those areas where there is current or 
anticipated future development pressure and to 
ensure we are meeting our legislative requirements. 
Nationally, there is a number of research institutes 
and organisations (e.g. Universities and Crown 
Research Institutes) that hold national and local 
natural hazards data, information and maps for a 
variety of purposes.

You can view the range of natural hazard maps on 
our website at [LINK].

The Government has signalled it is developing a 
national direction on natural hazards, which may 
include a requirement for hazard maps/overlays to 
be incorporated into planning documents such as 
the TRMP. We will need to comply with the national 
direction requirements once they come into effect, 
anticipated mid-2025.

The names of the current TRMP natural hazard 
overlays may not accurately describe what the 
overlay is showing. For example, the current Slope 
Instability Risk Area does not incorporate an 
assessment of risk, instead the overlay shows areas 
that are potentially susceptible to slope instability. 
As part of this plan change, we will review the 
names of these overlays to ensure they reflect what 
they represent.

3Natural Hazards  Issues and Options
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FEEDBACK QUESTIONS 
We want to hear from you about the issues we have identified across the natural hazard 
topics and the options you prefer to address those issues. You do not have to answer all 
the questions, and all comments are welcome. 

LIQUEFACTION
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issue for liquefaction? Are there other issues related to liquefaction that 
need to be addressed?

Do you agree with the outcome for liquefaction, or are there other outcomes we should achieve?

OPTIONS 

Should we stick with the status quo, or include liquefaction provisions in the TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – continue to have the liquefaction map outside of the TRMP, manage liquefaction hazards for 
subdivision through the TRMP, and continue to manage liquefaction hazards for buildings, development and 
alterations through the Building Act; OR

b.	 Change to include a liquefaction map in the TRMP and manage liquefaction hazards for subdivision, building 
alterations, and development through policies and rules in the TRMP.

FAULT RUPTURE
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issue for fault rupture? Are there other issues that need to be addressed?

Do you agree with the outcome for fault rupture, or are there other outcomes we should achieve?

17Natural Hazards  Issues and Options
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OPTIONS 

Should we stick with the status quo, or make changes to the fault rupture provisions in the TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – no changes to the FRRA overlay in the TRMP and continue to manage subdivision in the overlay 
through resource consents and building construction or alteration via permitted activity (provided conditions 
can be met); OR

b.	 Change to include updated FRRA overlay in the TRMP and manage the active fault rupture hazard through 
revised provisions in the TRMP; OR

c.	 In addition to option b, should we also include an overlay for faults that do not exhibit ground surface 
deformation and/or faults with long recurrence intervals.

SLOPE INSTABILITY AND DEBRIS RUN-OUT
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issue for slope instability and debris run-out? Are there other issues that 
need to be addressed?

Do you agree with the outcome for slope instability and debris run-out, or are there other outcomes we 
should achieve?

OPTIONS 

Should we stick with the status quo, or make changes to the slope instability and debris run-out provisions 
in the TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – no changes to the SIRA overlay in the TRMP and continue to manage subdivision in the overlay 
areas through resource consents and land use via a permitted activity (provided conditions can be met); OR

b.	 Change to include updated SIRA overlay in the TRMP and manage slope instability hazard through updated 
policies and rules in the TRMP; OR

c.	 In addition to option b, should we also include further areas of the Separation Point Granite geology in the 
overlays even though they are located in rural or backcountry areas where development is unlikely?

18 Natural Hazards  Issues and Options
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COASTAL HAZARDS
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issues for coastal flooding and erosion? Are there other issues that need to 
be addressed?

Do you agree with the outcome for coastal flooding and erosion, or are there other outcomes we should achieve?

OPTIONS

Should we stick with the status quo, or make changes to the coastal flooding and erosion provisions in the 
TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – continue with restrictions in the Māpua/Ruby Bay Coastal Risk Area and resource consent 
requirements for new builds within the Coastal Environment Area. Building extensions, alterations, and 
coastal protection structures remain permitted (criteria dependent) above MHWS, while restrictions and 
resource consents apply below MHWS; OR

b.	 Change to include a coastal hazard overlay(s) for additional areas in the TRMP and make new development 
and alterations more resilient to coastal hazards. This could be achieved by having policies and rules that 
restrict land uses and activities, including coastal protection structures, in areas across the District exposed to 
coastal hazards. Review the Māpua/Ruby Bay Coastal Risk Area and associated provisions, and update zoning 
of undeveloped land to ensure land use is resilient to coastal hazards.

FLOODING AND OVERLAND FLOW PATHS
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issues for flooding and overland flow paths? Are there other issues that 
need to be addressed?

Do you agree with the outcome for flooding and overland flow paths, or are there other outcomes we  
should achieve? 

19Natural Hazards  Issues and Options
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OPTIONS 

Should we stick with the status quo, or make changes to the flooding and overland flow path provisions in 
the TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – continue managing flood risk on a case-by-case basis, where the provisions enable the flood 
hazard to be considered for most activities. Flood hazard maps (with one exception) sit outside the TRMP; OR

b.	 Change to include flood hazard overlays in the TRMP and make new development, alterations, and activities 
more resilient to flood and overland flow hazards by having provisions that restrict activities in areas 
susceptible to flood hazards across the District.

WILDFIRE 
ISSUES AND OUTCOMES

Have we correctly identified the issues for wildfire? Are there other issues that need to be addressed? 

Do you agree with the outcome for wildfire, or are there other outcomes we should achieve? 

OPTIONS

Should we stick with the status quo, or make changes to the wildfire provisions in the TRMP? Why?

a.	 Status quo – continue requiring setbacks for dwellings from commercial forestry and vegetation clearance 
provisions for the St Arnaud Landscape Priority Area. In non-reticulated areas continue to require a water 
supply for firefighting purposes; OR

b.	 Change to strengthen setback provisions with an approach to minimise wildfire risk in terms of location 
of buildings to existing vegetation and placement of new vegetation near existing buildings. Clarify the 
requirements for servicing new developments with water for building firefighting and wildfires. 

With both options the NES for Commercial Forestry will also continue to apply regarding setbacks, where relevant. 

CONTACT DETAILS
Name and/or organisation 

Email or postal address							       Phone 

Where do you live? e.g. Richmond, Dovedale
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