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A. INTRODUCTION  

1. My name is Andrea Harris and I am giving evidence in these proceedings on behalf of 

the Manawatu District Council.   

2. This supplementary evidence has been prepared to address comments raised by 

submitters through their evidence and to cover certain questions from the Hearing 

Panel. 

3. As per my previous evidence I confirm that I have read the Environment Court’s Code 

of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 

(2014) and I agree to comply with it. 

B. SCOPE OF THIS REPORT  

4. To assist the Hearing Panel I provide the following overview on where matters have 

progressed since my s42A report, particularly in relation to the information presented 

at the Hearing, and in response to the Hearing Panel questions. 

5. I provide a summary of key matters in dispute in Section C.  This commentary explains 

work undertaken by Council following the hearing.  

6. I have also presented a summary of this information in tabular form to assist the Panel 

in relation to the submitters who attended the hearing, or tabled evidence. In the table 

overleaf, reference is made to the dispute number, the submitter’s name and 

submission, the commentary from the s42A report, my right of reply and any changes 

I recommend as a result of the evidence presented at the hearing, the discussions with 

submitters, and taking in account the issues specific to the Manawatu District. 

7. I have attached as Appendix 1 a copy of the Subdivision Chapter – PCN2 Plan Change 

Recommended version showing the recommendations from the s42A report and as a 

result of the hearing.  Recommendations from my right of reply are showing with double 

underlining and double strikethrough and highlighted in yellow shading. 

8. I have attached as Appendix 2 a copy of the Residential Zone chapter – PCN2 Plan 

Change Recommended version showing the recommendations from the s42A report 

and as a result of the hearing.  Recommendations from my right of reply are showing 

with double underlining and double strikethrough and highlighted in yellow shading. 
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9. I have attached as Appendix 3 a copy of the Extracts of the Definitions Chapter and 

Transport Provisions – PCN2 Plan Change Recommended version showing the 

recommendations from the s42A report and as a result of the hearing.  

Recommendations from my right of reply are showing with double underlining and 

double strikethrough and highlighted in yellow shading. 

10. All submission points raised by submitters at the hearing are covered in this right of 

reply.  Where a submission is not covered below, the recommendation of the s42A 

report applies.  

11. There are a number of recommendations where provisions are recommended to be 

added, or removed. Consequential numbering is required. 

 

C. SUMMARY OF KEY MATTERS 

12. Key dispute matters I wish to raise for the Hearing Panel are: 

a. Feilding Locality Nodal Area 

b. Stormwater / Overland Flow paths 

c. Use of future reserve and stormwater detention areas 

d. State Highway safety 

e. Provision wording, including new policies for use of multi-use areas, inclusion of 

Maori values and preserving the functioning of collector roads. 

Feilding Locality Nodal Area 

13. A number of submitters raised concerns about the removal of the Feilding Locality 

Nodal Area from Appendix 5A of the District Plan. As outlined during the Hearing, I do 

not consider it fair on the community to recommend a change now, and then for the 

Rural Zone Plan Change (scheduled for notification in 2020) to make further changes.  

The Nodal Area will change under the National Planning Standards approach.  

Therefore I recommend that only that part of the Feilding Locality Nodal Area within 

Growth Precinct 4 be uplifted.  An amended plan for Appendix 5A is contained in 

Appendix 4 of this Reply. 

Stormwater 

14. Following the hearing further consideration was given to the following matters: 
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a. The requirements of the One Plan in relation to flooding and stormwater 

inundation. 

b. The extent of the stormwater detention areas. 

15. In terms of the One Plan, Policy 9-1 defines the responsibilities for natural hazard 

management.  Of particular importance is the second footnote to this policy which 

states “Flood event does not include the effects of stormwater which are managed by 

Territorial Authorities under different criteria including engineering, subdivision and 

design standards/manuals.” 

16. This footnote, in my opinion, provides the clear distinction that Horizons is concerned 

with flood hazards; and that a flood event associated with stormwater (or stormwater 

inundation) is for the District Council to manage.  The area where Horizons is 

concerned is where a discharge consent is required (should it not meet the permitted 

activity standards).  I understand that this is the basis for Ms Tuckers comments during 

the hearing panel questioning, where she considers that proposed provisions for 

Growth Precinct 4 in the District Plan are consistent with the direction in the One Plan. 

As I understand her response at the hearing, the issues she was raising are outside 

the District Plan.  

17. I note that Mr Bell when asked by the Panel, considered that the flood hazard risk had 

been appropriately managed in Growth Precinct 4. I also understand that the 1:200 

AEP protection is being further progressed by Horizons through the proposed upgrade 

of the Reid Line Spillway as discussed by Mr Bell.  It is my understanding that on this 

basis, Feilding will in the future have the level of protection required by Policy 9.2 of 

the One Plan. On that basis I do not consider flooding concerns are a matter of dispute. 

18. I met with Ms Tucker on 4 September to discuss the planning/policy issues raised by 

the Panel.  In our discussions we agreed that the provisions relating to Growth Precinct 

4 needed to clearly distinguish between flood hazards and stormwater inundation 

hazards as this would provide greater clarity and consistency with the One Plan.  As a 

result, I have used these terms in the redrafted provisions I am recommending here. 

19. In reviewing the proposed provisions in relation to stormwater inundation I have largely 

focused on Objective 3 and its associated policies in the Subdivision Chapter. When 

considering the differences between flooding and stormwater inundation the current 

provisions were cumbersome.  A fresh look has identified that some provisions could 
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be combined (they ultimately were seeking to achieve a similar outcome) and made 

more directive. 

20. In order to be consistent with the One Plan, the inclusion of the Stormwater 

Management Plan, and the recommended changes to refer to stormwater neutrality 

provide that more directive policy approach for plan users. As outlined in my s42A 

Report, Council already requires Contemporary Stormwater Management to be 

applied in land development.  The recommended changes to the Subdivision Chapter 

further reinforce these and the direction of the One Plan. 

21. I have also recommended changes to Rule 8.4.1 to be more directive in the matters of 

discretion, including in relation to stormwater inundation. I have, as a result of 

discussions with Ms Tucker, added to the Guidance Note in Rule 8.4.1.f for plan users 

to liaise with Horizons for flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) Stream. 

22. In relation to the recommended requirement to supply a Stormwater Management 

Plan, I have recommended additional changes to refer to stormwater neutrality, 

consistent with the current wording in the District Plan for Growth Precincts 1-3. 

23. Mr Young and I met with Mr Bell and Ms Tucker on 11 September to discuss the wider 

stormwater management approach.  That meeting confirmed my understanding that 

the tabled provisions (s42A Report version) gave effect to the One Plan.  I have also 

made additional changes as discussed above. The revised wording was supplied to 

Horizons on 12 September.  

24. The meeting focused on the remaining concern about implementation matters that fall 

outside of the District Plan (which is those concerns raised by Horizons at the Hearing).  

Specifically, the need to obtain consents in the future if stormwater discharges did not 

meet the permitted activities in the One Plan.  

25. Parties discussed how the provisions of the District Plan, Council’s Engineering 

Standards, and the Development Contributions policy will all work together to manage 

growth and the installation of infrastructure as the area develops overtime.  While 

Council does not yet own the land along the Makino (Mangakino) Stream, discussions 

are underway with the landowner.  Further discussions and agreements will occur once 

the Plan Change has been approved. 

26. As discussed above while Horizons were generally supportive of the proposed 

changes, they still had concerns about a future consent process. I understand some 
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of this concern is because the infrastructure is not yet in place.  I do note that Councils 

rarely construct ALL infrastructure for large growth areas, such as Growth Precinct 4, 

in advance of any development. It is not prudent for a Council to provide all 

infrastructure for Growth Precinct 4 when this area is not expected to reach capacity 

until 2038.  As discussed at the hearing, final infrastructure detailed design has not 

been undertaken.  I understand from Mr Young that sufficient assessment has been 

undertaken to determine that there is land available to manage stormwater detention 

and that the provisions recommended in the District Plan are appropriate. Refer to his 

statement in Appendix 5. 

27. As a result of the hearing and further discussions within Council and with Horizons, a 

revised Structure Plan showing ‘indicative stormwater detention areas’ is now 

recommended. These coincide with two existing overland flow paths. A greater area 

of land near the Makino (Mangakino) Stream is also proposed.  Collectively these 

equate to approximately 90,628m2 of additional land compared to that identified during 

the hearing. These areas, as I understand it, will enable greater stormwater 

management within Growth Precinct 4 and assist (alongside individual property 

initiatives) the area to achieve stormwater neutrality.  The key approach is to ensure 

the stormwater generated in the area is not discharged to the Makino (Mangakino) 

Stream at a rate greater than what occurs now.  The detention areas play a role in 

achieving the necessary stormwater attenuation. 

28. Ms Tucker provided comments on the revised provisions (see email in Appendix 11). 

I have changed Policy 4.4 and Rule 8.4.1.g.iii as suggested by Ms Tucker. In terms of 

Rule 8.4.1.f this focusses on achieving building platforms that are above the flood 

levels. Freeboard only applies to buildings (hence provisions for freeboard in the 

Residential Chapter).  To avoid confusion I have recommended a change in title of 

Rule 8.4.1.f to “Building Platforms”. 

29. In terms of the comments relating to the Flood Channel Zone outside the setback area 

– this is not zoned Residential. The Flood Channel Zone restricts development in these 

areas. The Flood Channel Zone provisions require a controlled activity consent for 

buildings and have an existing standard of building being kept at least 10m clear from 

the top edge of any watercourse. On that basis no changes are considered necessary 

for the Flood Channel Zone. 

30. In terms of Policy 3.2 I have removed the word “residual” from the policy as I agree it 

is unnecessary in the Policy. 
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31. The remaining comments relate to having a standard specified in the Policy 3.7.a and 

Rule 8.4.1.h relating to stormwater neutrality.  I had recommended changes were 

made following the hearing so that the stormwater neutrality provisions were consistent 

with the same wording already in the District Plan for Growth Precincts 1-3.  Those 

provisions do not include a standard that has to be met, only that stormwater neutrality 

is achieved.   

32. I note that Mr Young has discussed this change in his evidence and does not support 

the addition as he considers it will cause confusion for the purpose of stormwater 

neutrality (which is a function of allotment sizes and hard stand). On that basis I do not 

support the request that these provisions include a 0.5% AEP requirement. 

33. Overall, with the recommended changes in this Reply I consider that the provisions will 

appropriately and adequately manage stormwater inundation risk. I also consider that 

the suite of provisions I have recommended (both during the hearing and as refined in 

this right of reply) is consistent with the direction contained in the One Plan. 

Use of the Future Reserve and Stormwater Detention Areas 

34. The Panel asked questions about how the reserve along the Makino (Mangakino) 

Stream and the detention areas would work.  While Council has not developed a 

concept design for this area, there are elements of work completed elsewhere that 

show how the area could be developed. 

35. Council’s Community Facilities Manager, Mr Bayliss, has provided a memo (refer 

Appendix 12) to illustrate some initial concepts that have been discussed. These reflect 

recent developments elsewhere along the Makino (Mangaknio) Stream.  

36. There are examples where stormwater detention and passive recreation work 

alongside each other. As discussed above, there is considered to be sufficient space 

along the Makino (Mangakino) Stream to enable these two purposes to cohabitate. I 

note that Mr Young has also identified how these two areas can work in his report. 

37. The panel also questioned whether policy was needed in the District Plan to direct how 

development of the reserve area and stormwater detention areas would work in 

practice. I note that there is already a reference to dual use of this area within Proposed 

Objective 1.g.  I do not consider additional policy is required.  The Infrastructure and 

Parks and Property Teams within Council are working together to develop this area, 

alongside iwi.  
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State Highway safety 

38. NZTA sought the inclusion of a policy to restrict development when a certain amount 

of land within Growth Precinct 4 is developed.  As part of reviewing the wording of the 

matters of discretion in Rule 8.4.1 I have identified that a clearer statement of discretion 

relating to the safe and efficient operation of the roading network is more appropriate 

than the narrow matters that were in the proposed rule. In my mind this would also 

cover the wider roading issues than what currently exists. This may go so way to 

address the concerns of NZTA.  

39. I remain of the view that a policy in the Plan around funding is not appropriate as the 

Resource Management Act does not address funding issues.  As stated at the hearing, 

I do not consider a policy to restrict development to be meaningful or achievable.  It 

would act as a draconian approach, rather than the more appropriate approach of 

allowing an agreement to be made outside the District Plan process.  

40. I have discussed how this type of policy would work in practice with Council’s Principal 

Planner. While I have recommended changes to the matters of discretion to refer to 

the safe and efficiency of the roading network, there remains a concern on how in 

practice this would result in a change to the intersection. No upgrade of the intersection 

could reasonably be required as a condition on a subdivision consent as the 

intersection is outside the Growth Precinct area. It is on this basis that my original view 

that the issue should be addressed by an agreement between NZTA funding now for 

the future, particularly given the more pressing safety issues NZTA have on other parts 

of the network. 

41. As discussed above in relation to stormwater infrastructure, it is uncommon for any 

Council to invest money before it is needed.  

42. As outlined by Mr Jones in his statement (refer Appendix 6), he has already instigated 

discussions with NZTA on future funding. The release of a recent report has highlighted 

that there are currently greater pressures on other aspects of the network in Feilding 

(most associated with the State Highway network).  As Mr Jones has identified, an 

intervention (or a change in the network) at one intersection may have an impact on 

adjacent intersections. Therefore a joint MDC and NZTA area wide traffic study seems 

to be an appropriate way forward.   
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43. I agree with Mr Jones that these discussions are critical in demonstrating the Council’s 

intention to reach agreement on the approach to address future improvements for the 

intersection onto Kimbolton Road. 

44. I retain the view that the Council and NZTA have sufficient time to address issues of 

road safety rather than including a policy which I consider would be difficult to 

administer through a consent process. 

Provision wording, including new policies for use of multi-use areas, inclusion 

of Maori values and preserving the functioning of collector roads. 

45. The Panel raised questions regarding the drafting of some provisions and that these 

were not clear enough.  Many of the provisions related to the confusion over flood 

hazards and stormwater inundation. The recommended changes to the provisions as 

a result of discussions with Horizons have addressed many of these concerns. 

46. The Panel also asked about including a policy in the Plan requiring the inclusion of 

Maori Values in development within Growth Precinct 4.  Council has initiated 

conversations with Ngāti Kauwhata about the future development of the Makino 

(Mangakino) Stream reserve area (amongst others). These discussions are ongoing.  

The intention is to introduce the Maori Urban Design Principles through the 

development of the reserve. I consider this is best achieved by working in partnership 

with Ngāti Kauwhata rather than having a policy in the District Plan.  This includes 

future naming. In terms of street names, I understand that Council has a street naming 

policy which is to be reviewed this year.   

47. How the reserve is to be developed and street names are chosen are Council 

operational matters. On that basis I do not consider that policies are needed in the 

District Plan. 

48. The Panel also asked questions about esplanade reserves. Under Rule C3 3.1.1 

Council has stated it will not require an esplanade reserve to be set aside unless it is 

in the following areas: 

i) The land is located within Feilding township and adjoins the bank of the Oroua 

River or Kiwitea Stream 

ii) The land adjoins the Makino Stream between Beattie and Denbigh Streets, and 

lies within the land comprised in Land I.D 7032, or 

iii) The land adjoins the coast. 
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49. Rule C3 3.2.1 identifies the circumstances where the Council will require an esplanade 

strip.  Rule C3 3.2.1.A.v) specifically refers to “the Makino Stream, between Reids Line 

West and Port Street…”. While this Rule does apply, the proposed reserve is already 

identifying land for public access. On that basis I do not consider it necessary to include 

other provisions relating to esplanade strips in the Plan Change.  

Minor Changes 

50. There are some minor changes that I have identified as a result of reviewing the 

provisions. One is the change to references to the Makino Stream – now the Makino 

(Mangakino) Stream. This recognises the legal name and the name given to the stream 

by Ngāti Kauwhata. 

51. The other minor change is the removal of duplicating provisions in Rule 3B.4.3 

(attached in Appendix 3).  Performance standards a. and g. say the same thing.  To 

avoid confusion I have recommended that performance standard g is deleted. 

52. The Planning Maps have been amended to reflect only those matters than need to be 

included, and not to be the same as the Structure Plan.  These are contained in 

Appendix 10. 

D. RESPONSE TO EVIDENCE PROVIDED BY SUBMITTERS 

53. The following table outlines the response to evidence presented by submitters. This is 

in order of those that presented to the Panel. 

54. For completeness I have copied my previous statements in my open memorandum to 

the following table. Unless stated otherwise the recommendation in my s42A Report 

apply and any changes are reflected in the amended chapter versions attached. 
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No. Submission 
Number 

s42A Officer Recommendation Officer Right of Reply Recommended changes to District Plan (PC2) 

Mr Dodge 

93 SO35/002 Rimu Park is not moving.  To avoid confusion and clarify that Rimu Park is to remain, 
showing the existing recreation zoning is appropriate. The reserves status under the 
Reserves Act will remain. 

Recommended submission was accepted (and further submissions FS06/07 and FS07/16) 
by amending the Structure Plan to show Rimu Park with the Recreation Zone. 

My recommendation was for retaining the Status Quo zoning for Rimu 
Park – being recreation. Rimu Park is gazetted as a recreation reserve. 
Any change to the reserve status of the land requires specific consultation 
under the Reserves Act. 

The Council’s Park team are happy to retain the zoning of Recreation for 
Rimu Park. 

Retain recommendation in s42A Report. 

98 SO35/003 Council’s Geotech Engineer has reviewed the report in light of the submission.  The 
response is attached in Appendix 8.  Mr Sundar has confirmed that “The soils encountered 
in the proposed development site are not susceptible to liquefaction. Regardless of the 
levels of the water table these soils will not liquefy during seismic shaking.” 

Recommended submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/16). 

Rule 15.4.2.d.iii specifies a no building setback of 10m.  This 10m setback 
also shown on the Structure Plan.  Changes are recommended to the 
Structure Plan to assist plan users and increase clarity of information.  It is 
noted that the 10m setback is from the top of the bank of the Makino 
(Mangakino) Stream, not the centre line of the stream. 

For the reasons outlined in my s42A Report, I do not consider additional 
testing is required.  

Accept the submission in part in so far as amending the Structure Plan to provide 
additional clarity for the information contained in the Structure Plan.  Refer Appendix 
7.  

112 SO35/001 Submission is noted.  The intent of the Plan Change provisions and Structure Plan were all 
developed to achieve the goal that growth in Feilding is resilient.  Consider that the 
proposed plan provisions allow for choice, enable greenspace and manage stormwater 
through a package of provisions, all of which relate to a resilient community. It is unclear 
what specific changes the submitter is seeking. 

Recommended submission was accepted (and further submission FS07/16 accepted in 
part) in so far as the plan change is considered to enable a resilient Feilding community for 
the future. 

The changes recommended in the s42A Report and in this Right of Reply 
are considered necessary to ensure growth for Feilding is resilient.  

Retain recommendation in s42A Report 

Horizons Regional Council 

10 SO33/003 Support in part is noted.  

Stormwater quantity is proposed to be managed by larger lot sizes, permeable surface and 
site coverage.  The Stormwater Report in Appendix 13 of the Section 32 Report identified 
how stormwater is to be managed. 

In addition, Council has completed its own stormwater model for the area of Growth 
Precinct 4.  Council acknowledges that this will need to be updated over time as 
development occurs.  The evidence of Mr Glenn Young (in Appendix 10) further discusses 
the work Council has undertaken in relation to stormwater management. 

Following meetings with Horizons, it is understood that they are wanting to see more 
contemporary stormwater management to be included in Growth Precinct 4 although no 
specific wording has been supplied.  Changes are recommended to include additional 
policy and rule requirements about stormwater management and sensitive design 
principles. Councils’ Engineering Standards have specific requirements for these 
approaches. The changes are consistent with the standards.  

The recommended changes require developers to carefully consider how stormwater will 
be managed and how contemporary stormwater management will be achieved. The 
recommended provisions address both stormwater quantity and quality. 

Recommended submission was accepted in part (and further submission FS07/15) with 
the following changes: 

Amend Policy 1.1 as follows: 

1.1 Subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 is guided by a structure plan 
that identifies: 

Refer to the earlier discussion on meetings with Horizons on flooding and 
stormwater inundation hazards.  

A number of changes are recommended as a result to provide additional 
clarity and assist plan users. 

In discussing stormwater inundation, we also discussed the level of 
freeboard and what was appropriate for Growth Precinct 4. I understand 
that Horizons considers 500mm freeboard to be on the high side. I note 
submissions SO19/003 and SO14/001 sought the reduction in the 
freeboard level. 

Accept the submission by making the following additional changes to those 
recommended in my s42A Report: 

Subdivision Chapter 

Amend Objective 1.b and h as follows: 

b. Connectivity with existing infrastructure and transportation networks is 

achieved taking into account infrastructure capacity and requirements to 

upgrade capacity to meet future demands. …  

h. Areas identified as high risk for flooding hazards and stormwater overland 

flow paths and ponding inundation hazards are avoided or managed to 

minimise the risk of damage to property or human life. 

 

Amend Policy 1.1. as follows: 

1.2 Subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 is guided directed by 
a structure plan that identifies: … 

d. Hazard areas, including overland flow paths. 

e. Stormwater detention areas following overland flow paths. 

 

Amend Objective 3 and associated policies as follows: 

In the development of Growth Precinct 4 the potential risk to people and 
buildings from natural hazards and stormwater inundation is managed. 
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a. Key transportation connections. 

b. Open Space and recreational opportunities. 

c. Shared pathways, including cycleways and walkways. 

d. Hazard areas, including overland flow paths 

e. Optimal open space provision for stormwater detention infrastructure. 

 

Add a new Policy under Objective 3 as follows: 

Policy 3.9 To require an integrated Stormwater Management Plan to be lodged at the time 
of subdivision that demonstrates: 

a. how stormwater collection, attenuation and discharge is managed onsite for the 
proposed development; and  

b. best management practices to reduce stormwater runoff volumes and peak flow 
rates, and improve the quality of stormwater runoff is achieved. 

 

Add a new Policy under Objective 3 as follows: 

Policy 3.10 To require consent notices on titles outlining measures required to implement 
recommendations from any technical reports to achieve water sensitive stormwater 
designs within Growth Precinct 4, including requirements to maintain all measures. 

Add a new matter Council restricts its discretion to in Rule 8.4.1 as follows: 

o How stormwater sensitive design principles, including onsite attenuation, are 
integrated into subdivision design. 

 

Add a new performance standard to Rule 8.4.1 as follows: 

h. Stormwater Management Plan 

For Growth Precinct 4, a report from a Chartered Professional Stormwater Engineer 
identifying the potential stormwater risks to the site and infrastructure that supports 
development is required.  This report must cover: 

i. A site specific hydrologic modelling assessment based on the proposed subdivision 
plan, and include assessment for how stormwater will be collected, attenuated and 
managed onsite.  

ii. Scoping of all internal stormwater infrastructure and how it will interact with the 
existing drainage system including connection to the existing stormwater network. 

iii. Treatment of all stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the primary network. 
iv. Protection of treatment devices and treatment runoff during all phases of 

construction. 
v. Outline how the development will hydraulically relate to its surrounding environs, 

including assessment of overland flow paths and potential flood impacts of 
proposed and existing development. 

vi. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system will ensure that any 
changes in runoff from the site will be addressed.  

vii. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system is consistent with 
Council’s Engineering Standards and NZS4404:2010 Land Development and 
Subdivision Infrastructure.  

viii. How the proposed stormwater management approach recognises the Makino 
Stream as a sensitive receiving environment. 

This report must also contain recommendations as to the location, design and 
construction of stormwater infrastructure that are appropriate to mitigate any 
characteristic or feature identified. Ongoing maintenance of the stormwater 

3.1 To manage natural hazard risk by requiring setbacks ensure subdivision in 
hazard areas is undertaken in a manner to manage natural hazard risk. 

3.2 To require the mitigation of residual risk of stormwater inundation outside 
of Flood Channel Zone flood hazard areas through subdivision design 
layout. 

3.3 To ensure development within overland flow paths shown in Appendix 8.2 
are managed in an integrated manner recognising the wider development 
context of Growth Precinct 4 development. 

3.3 To manage stormwater inundation by: 

a. Ensuring adequate pervious surface is available for every residential 
lot in the subdivision, taking into consideration built and hard 
surfaces 

b. Requiring minimum floor levels for buildings to protect against 
flooding and stormwater inundation. 

c. Requiring an integrated approach to stormwater management that 
recognises the capacity of existing systems and existing overland 
flow paths within Growth Precinct 4. 

3.4 To encourage low impact stormwater design by ensuring adequate 
pervious surface is available for every residential lot in the subdivision, 
taking into consideration built and hard surfaces 

3.4 To ensure that any stormwater management measures and earthworks are 
in place and approved to Council’s engineering standards at the time of 
subdivision, with ongoing controls to protect the integrity of stormwater 
management measures of adjoining landowners. 

3.5 To ensure that the water supply within Growth Precinct 4 has sufficient 
capacity and pressure to meet the needs of all development including New 
Zealand Fire and Emergency New Zealand Service requirements. 

Guidance Note: Refer also to the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting 
water supplied code of practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies 
what is required for the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Service to have 
access to sufficient water during emergencies.  

3.7 To ensure stormwater risk is mitigated by requiring minimum floor levels 
for buildings. 

3.8 To require an integrated approach to stormwater management that 
recognises the capacity of existing systems and overland flow paths within 
Growth Precinct 4. 

3.6 To require an integrated Stormwater Management Plan to be lodged at the 
time of subdivision that demonstrates: 

a. how stormwater collection, attenuation and discharge is managed 
onsite to achieve stormwater neutrality for the proposed 
development at subdivision stage; and  

b. low impact design best management practices to reduce stormwater 
runoff volumes and peak flow rates, and improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff is achieved. 

c. How stormwater detention areas are maintained and managed.  

3.710 To require consent notices on titles outlining measures required to 
implement recommendations from any technical reports to achieve water 
sensitive stormwater designs within Growth Precinct 4, including 
requirements to maintain all measures. 
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infrastructure recommended in the Report must also be outlined. A copy of any site 
calculations must accompany the report.  

 

Add a new assessment criteria to Rule 8.4.1 as follows: 

xv. The extent to which the proposal incorporates water sensitive stormwater design 
principles, achieves pervious surfaces and recognises the Makino Stream as a 
sensitive receiving environment. 

 

Add a new policy in the Residential Zone under Objective 2 as follows: 

To manage the risk of stormwater attenuation by requiring low impact stormwater design 
solutions, minimum floor levels and by ensuring all lots have adequate pervious surface. 

 

Amend the permeable surface area performance condition in Rule 15.4.2 as follows: 

Permeable surface area 

i. A minimum of 50% of the net site area shall be must be maintained as a permeable 
surface. This includes decks provided the surface material of the deck allows water to 
drain through to a permeable surface. 

ii. Low impact stormwater sensitive design solutions or devices must be implemented and 
maintained to treat road and hard stand runoff areas ancillary to any residential unit or 
accessory building consistent with Council’s Engineering Standards. 

Accept further submission FS07/15. 

 

Amend Policy 4.4 as follows: 

To restrict subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 until where 
Council’s essential infrastructure is not in place and of sufficient capacity to 
service the subdivision. 

 

Amend Rule 8.4.1 matters of discretion as follows: 

For this activity, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the 
following matters: 

o The size, shape and arrangement of lots in relation to road frontages, and 

location of proposed boundaries. 

o Provision of water supply and disposal of water, wastewater and stormwater 

where the design and capacity of any reticulated systems reflect the new and 

anticipated future demand and requirements. 

o The number, location and formation of vehicle crossings. 

o Safe and efficient operation of the roading network, including walking and 

cycling. The provision of connected street network, with appropriate use of 

street hierarchy and design type, including the width, length, drainage and 

formation of access. 

o Suitability of proposed lots for subsequent buildings and future use. 

o Design and layout of the subdivision, as outlined in the Comprehensive 

Development Plan submitted as part of the application. 

o Provision of a network of cycleways and walkways to the extent that these 

service the subdivision and wider Growth Precinct 4 and wider Feilding 

Residential Area. 

o Avoidance or mitigation of flood hazard and stormwater hazards inundation. 

including the assessment of the level of flood hazard risk and what mitigation 

measures are required such as setback distances, minimum floor levels or 

specified building platforms.  

o The provision of open space networks. 

o How the subdivision provides for a building platform and land free from hazard 

risks while also achieving a permeable surface for all lots 

o Availability Effects on the capacity of Council infrastructure. 

o Consistency with Council’s Engineering Standards. 

o Staging and timing of subdivision development including the provision of 

infrastructure. 

o Positive effects of subdivision. 

o How stormwater sensitive design principles, including onsite attenuation, are 

integrated into subdivision design.  

 

Amend Rule 8.4.1 performance standard f. Minimum Floor Levels as follows: 

f.  Building Platforms Minimum Floor levels 
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Building platforms must be identified which are at or above the flood and 
stormwater inundation level predicted for a 0.5% annual exceedance 
probability (AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event.  

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to 
predict flood levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with 
Council’s Land Development Manager is recommended. Refer to 
Manawatu Whanganui Regional Council for flood information on the 
Makino (Mangakino) Stream.  

 

Amend Rule 8.4.1 performance standard g Infrastructure as follows: 

g. Any subdivision must be connected to reticulated services and be designed 

and constructed to comply with Council Engineering Standards for Land 

Development. 

 

Amend Rule 8.4.1 performance standard h. Stormwater Management Plan as 
follows: 

For Growth Precinct 4, a report from a Chartered Professional Stormwater 
Engineer identifying the potential stormwater risks to the site and how 
stormwater neutrality will be achieved at the following scales: 

i. over the area of land that is the subject of the subdivision proposal 

ii. over the Growth Precinct in which the subdivision proposal is located. 

 infrastructure that supports development is required.  This report must cover: 

iii. A site specific hydrologic modelling assessment based on the proposed 

subdivision plan and includes assessment for how the stormwater will be 

collected, attenuated and managed onsite. 

iv. Scoping of all internal stormwater infrastructure and how it will interact with 

the existing drainage system including connection to the existing stormwater 

network. 

v. Treatment of all stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the primary network. 

vi. Protection of treatment devices and treatment runoff during all phases of 

construction. 

vii. Outline how the development will hydraulically relate to its surrounding 

environs, including assessment of overland flow paths and potential flood 

impacts of proposed and existing development. 

viii. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system will provide 

attenuation onsite to minimise runoff from the site.  

ix. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system is consistent with 

Council’s Engineering Standards and NZS 4404:2010 Land Development and 

Subdivision Infrastructure. 

x. How the proposed stormwater management approach recognises the Makino 

(Mangakino) Stream as a sensitive receiving environment.  

This report must also contain recommendations as to the location, design and 
construction of stormwater infrastructure that are appropriate to mitigate any 
characteristic or feature identified. Ongoing maintenance of the stormwater 
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infrastructure recommended in the Report must also be outlined. A copy of any 
site calculations must accompany the report. 

 

Amend Rule 8.4.1 assessment criteria as follows: 

vii. The degree to which the subdivision design avoids or mitigates any likely 

increases in peak stormwater run-off and peak stormwater flow to achieve 

stormwater neutrality. … 

x. The extent to which stormwater inundation effects are managed, including 

overland flow paths. … 

xv. The extent to which the proposal incorporates water sensitive stormwater 

design principles, achieves pervious surfaces and recognises the Makino 

Stream as a sensitive receiving environment. 

 

Amend the Structure Plan as shown in Appendix 7. 

 

Residential Zone 

Amend Rule 15.4.2.c as follows: 

Floor levels must be above the flood and stormwater inundation level predicted 
for a 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event, 
plus 350500mm freeboard for habitable residential units (including attached 
garages). 

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to 
predict minimum floor levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with 
Council’s Land Development Manager is recommended. Refer to Manawatu 
Whanganui Regional Council tor flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) 
Stream.  

 

Add a new performance standard in Rule 15.4.5. (and renumber provisions) as 
follows: 

b. Minimum Floor Levels 

Floor levels for non-residential activities must be above the flood and 
stormwater inundation level predicted for a 0.5% annual exceedance 
probability (AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event, plus 300mm freeboard. 

Beau and Nan Maurice 

83 SO4/001 The District Plan cannot ensure the continuation of a subdivision in the way sought by the 

submitter. For that to occur the submitter would need to lodge a subdivision application for 

it to be processed.  At the time of writing this evidence no subdivision consent has been 

lodged with Council for this property. Refer also to discussion under SO11/001. 

Recommended submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/03). 

As discussion earlier, removing the Feilding Locality Nodal area (other 
than that specifically relating to Growth Precinct 4) is no longer sought 
under this Plan Change. It is not considered fair on the community to make 
this change and then notify further changes in 2020 as part of the Rural 
Zone plan change.  

Recommend accept the submission in part (and further submission FS07/03) in so 
far removing only that part of the Feilding Locality Nodal Area covered by Growth 
Precinct 4. 

Replace Appendix 5A Rural Subdivision Nodes Diagram 1 Feilding Locality with a 
new diagram as shown in Appendix 4. 

Wayne Wilson  

84 SO9/001 The Plan Change does rezone areas that were developed under the Nodal area overlay. 
Council recognises that not all land will be subdivided in the future, as this is a decision for 
the landowner. The Residential Zoning provides more flexibility for landowners, than 
retaining the Rural Zone provisions. 

The submitter is already receiving urban based services. The reasons in 
my s42A Report remain applicable. As discussed at the hearing, rating is 
separate process and not covered by the District Plan. 

Retain the recommendation in s42A Report. 
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Recommended submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/08). 

Bill Riordan 

72 SO12/001 Refer to discussion under SO11/001 which stated: 

The Structure Plan Report in Appendix 14 of the Section 32 Report at section 3.2 
discussed the reasons for why the current Feilding Locality Nodal area should be removed 
from the District Plan.  Those reasons remain relevant, particularly that “The existing 
Feilding Locality Nodal Zone (Appendix 5A Diagram 1) does not accord with Council’s 
residential growth direction for Feilding and therefore is no longer an appropriate or 
relevant planning control, taking into account the future urbanisation of the area.”  

In addition, the Nodal area has been mapped while considering the wider residential area 
of Feilding. The map in Appendix 6 identifies those properties that are larger than 
10,000m2 which is the smallest size necessary to meet the minimum lots size of 5,000m2 
required under the One Plan for onsite wastewater servicing. 

The deferred residential zoning covering Precincts 1-3 includes specific objective and 
policy guidance which includes, larger lot sizes and how subdivision now to larger lots can 
be ‘converted’ to smaller lots in the future when the deferred zoning is uplifted and the area 
is rezoned residential. There is sufficient Plan guidance to remove the nodal area over 
Growth Precincts 1-3. 

In terms of land to the north and east of Growth Precinct 4. Some of this area is covered by 
the Flood zone related to the Makino, Kiwitea and Oroua Rivers – which all make 
development inappropriate.  

The remaining Nodal area has limitations and any sites would need to be self-sufficient as 
no Council services would be provided.  This further reduces the potential yield for the 
area.  Parts of the Nodal Area are also dissected by the State Highway and Kiwitea Stream 
offering poor connections to Feilding.   

Overall considered that removal of the Feilding Locality Nodal area remains appropriate. 

Recommended submission was rejected.  

As discussed earlier, removing the Feilding Locality Nodal area (other than 
that specifically relating to Growth Precinct 4) is no longer sought under 
this Plan Change. It is not considered fair on the community to make this 
change and then notify further changes in 2020 as part of the Rural Zone 
plan change.  

Recommend accept the submission in part in so far removing only that part of the 
Feilding Locality Nodal Area covered by Growth Precinct 4. 

Replace Appendix 5A Rural Subdivision Nodes Diagram 1 Feilding Locality with a 
new diagram as shown in Appendix 4. 

Garry Simpson 

74 SO15/001 Refer to discussion under SO11/001 which stated: 

The Structure Plan Report in Appendix 14 of the Section 32 Report at section 3.2 
discussed the reasons for why the current Feilding Locality Nodal area should be removed 
from the District Plan.  Those reasons remain relevant, particularly that “The existing 
Feilding Locality Nodal Zone (Appendix 5A Diagram 1) does not accord with Council’s 
residential growth direction for Feilding and therefore is no longer an appropriate or 
relevant planning control, taking into account the future urbanisation of the area.”  

In addition, the Nodal area has been mapped while considering the wider residential area 
of Feilding. The map in Appendix 6 identifies those properties that are larger than 
10,000m2 which is the smallest size necessary to meet the minimum lots size of 5,000m2 
required under the One Plan for onsite wastewater servicing. 

The deferred residential zoning covering Precincts 1-3 includes specific objective and 
policy guidance which includes, larger lot sizes and how subdivision now to larger lots can 
be ‘converted’ to smaller lots in the future when the deferred zoning is uplifted and the area 
is rezoned residential. There is sufficient Plan guidance to remove the nodal area over 
Growth Precincts 1-3. 

In terms of land to the north and east of Growth Precinct 4. Some of this area is covered by 
the Flood zone related to the Makino, Kiwitea and Oroua Rivers – which all make 
development inappropriate.  

As discussed earlier, removing the Feilding Locality Nodal area (other than 
that specifically relating to Growth Precinct 4) is no longer sought under 
this Plan Change. It is not considered fair on the community to make this 
change and then notify further changes in 2020 as part of the Rural Zone 
plan change.  

Refer also to previous discussions on flooding and stormwater inundation.  

Recommend accept the submission in part in so far removing only that part of the 
Feilding Locality Nodal Area covered by Growth Precinct 4. 

Replace Appendix 5A Rural Subdivision Nodes Diagram 1 Feilding Locality with a 
new diagram as shown in Appendix 4. 
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The remaining Nodal area has limitations and any sites would need to be self-sufficient as 
no Council services would be provided.  This further reduces the potential yield for the 
area.  Parts of the Nodal Area are also dissected by the State Highway and Kiwitea Stream 
offering poor connections to Feilding.   

Overall considered that removal of the Feilding Locality Nodal area remains appropriate. 

Recommended submission was rejected.  

Mark Patrick 

12 SO1/011 

FS06/04 

Council commissioned an Economic Report that identified a small commercial area could 
be established in this area, but a shopping complex is not required. There are a number of 
small shops/dairy’s in the near vicinity. Based on the Economic Report it is not considered 
necessary to identify an area within Growth Precinct 4. The rules included in the Plan 
Change are sufficient to enable a commercial development, should a developer intend to 
do this in the future. 

From pre-plan change discussions with the Ministry of Education it is Council’s 
understanding that there is sufficient capacity within existing schools to accommodate 
children within the Growth Precinct 4 area.  The Ministry has not through any consultation 
throughout the development of this Plan Change indicated that a school site was required 
in this area. 

Recommended submission was rejected (and further submissions FS06/04 and FS07/01). 

Technical reports do not support a specific area to be identified. The 
proposed rules do enable commercial development through a consent 
process where effects can be assessed.  This is considered appropriate as 
Council does not want to encourage facilities that should be locating in the 
Town Centre. 

Retain recommendation in S42A Report. 

Tania Osborne 

79 SO30/001 Refer to discussion under SO11/001 which stated: 

The Structure Plan Report in Appendix 14 of the Section 32 Report at section 3.2 
discussed the reasons for why the current Feilding Locality Nodal area should be removed 
from the District Plan.  Those reasons remain relevant, particularly that “The existing 
Feilding Locality Nodal Zone (Appendix 5A Diagram 1) does not accord with Council’s 
residential growth direction for Feilding and therefore is no longer an appropriate or 
relevant planning control, taking into account the future urbanisation of the area.”  

In addition, the Nodal area has been mapped while considering the wider residential area 
of Feilding. The map in Appendix 6 identifies those properties that are larger than 
10,000m2 which is the smallest size necessary to meet the minimum lots size of 5,000m2 
required under the One Plan for onsite wastewater servicing. 

The deferred residential zoning covering Precincts 1-3 includes specific objective and 
policy guidance which includes, larger lot sizes and how subdivision now to larger lots can 
be ‘converted’ to smaller lots in the future when the deferred zoning is uplifted and the area 
is rezoned residential. There is sufficient Plan guidance to remove the nodal area over 
Growth Precincts 1-3. 

In terms of land to the north and east of Growth Precinct 4. Some of this area is covered by 
the Flood zone related to the Makino, Kiwitea and Oroua Rivers – which all make 
development inappropriate.  

The remaining Nodal area has limitations and any sites would need to be self-sufficient as 
no Council services would be provided.  This further reduces the potential yield for the 
area.  Parts of the Nodal Area are also dissected by the State Highway and Kiwitea Stream 
offering poor connections to Feilding.   

Overall considered that removal of the Feilding Locality Nodal area remains appropriate. 

Recommended submission was rejected.  

Ms Osborne did not attend the hearing. Mr Riordan stated his comments 
also applied to this submission.  

As discussed earlier, removing the Feilding Locality Nodal area (other than 
that specifically relating to Growth Precinct 4) is no longer sought under 
this Plan Change. It is not considered fair on the community to make this 
change and then notify further changes in 2020 as part of the Rural Zone 
plan change. 

Recommend accept the submission in part in so far removing only that part of the 
Feilding Locality Nodal Area covered by Growth Precinct 4. 

Replace Appendix 5A Rural Subdivision Nodes Diagram 1 Feilding Locality with a 
new diagram as shown in Appendix 4. 

 

Wayne and Nicola Hosking  
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75 SO2/001 The District Plan cannot ensure the continuation of a subdivision in the way sought by the 
submitter. For that to occur the submitter would need to lodge a subdivision application for 
it to be processed.  Reviewing the Council files, it is understood that a subdivision 
application was lodged by the submitter 31 May 2019 for a 5 lot subdivision.  

Recommend submission was rejected. 

As discussed earlier, removing the Feilding Locality Nodal area (other than 
that specifically relating to Growth Precinct 4) is no longer sought under 
this Plan Change. It is not considered fair on the community to make this 
change and then notify further changes in 2020 as part of the Rural Zone 
plan change.  

The submitter at the hearing discussed that they want servicing to be 
extended. This is not a matter for the District Plan.  The servicing has been 
assessed for within GP4 not wider area. This is topic that submitter should 
talk to the Infrastructure Team at Council about. 

Recommend accept the submission in part in so far as removing the Feilding 
Locality Nodal area where Growth Precinct 4 occurs.  

Replace Appendix 5A Rural Subdivision Nodes Diagram 1 Feilding Locality with a 
new diagram as shown in Appendix 4. 

 

Malcolm Bailey 

52 SO14/001 The references to 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) is consistent with the 
requirements of the Horizons One Plan. There is no single level for the entire Growth 
Precinct 4 area given the variation in land. To assist landowners in understanding what this 
level is likely to be is provided for by the Stormwater Model that Council has.  Council 
acknowledges that Model will need to be updated and reviewed in the future.   

New Zealand Standard 4404: 2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure 
requires at Rule 4.3.5.2 a freeboard of 0.5m for habitable dwellings.  Therefore the 
requirement to have 500mm freeboard as proposed is appropriate. 

Note changes are recommended as a result of submission SO28/003 that may address the 
submitters concerns. 

Recommended submission was accepted in in part in so far as changes proposed under 
SO28/003. Also recommended further submissions FS05/05 and FS07/11 accepted in part 
and further submission FS03/01 was rejected. 

Understand from discussions with Horizons that the plan change assesses 
flood hazard risk appropriately through the Flood Channel Zone.  With the 
proposed changes, stormwater inundation would also be appropriately 
managed. 

The Modelling Council has already takes into account spillway and closure 
of culverts. The overland flow paths reflect this. 

Changes are suggested to provide greater clarity between flood hazard 
and stormwater inundation as a result of the Horizons submissions and 
subsequent discussions following the hearing. These changes may also 
address the submitters concerns. 

In regards to freeboard, as discussed earlier, Horizons consider 500mm to 
be on the high side.  In further discussions with Mr Young, while NZS4404 
defines 500mm for habitable buildings, the team considers this is too 
onerous given the site and modelling done.  They recommend a 350mm 
freeboard for Growth Precinct 4.  

Recommend accept the submission in part and amend Rule 15.4.2.c as follows: 

Floor levels must be above the flood and stormwater inundation level predicted 
for a 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event, 
plus 350500mm freeboard for habitable residential units (including attached 
garages). 

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to 
predict minimum floor levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with 
Council’s Land Development Manager is recommended. Refer to Manawatu 
Whanganui Regional Council tor flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) 
Stream.  

 

Mid Central District Health Board Public Health Service 

101 SO17/002 Council had commissioned a report to investigate the only known HAIL site in Precinct 4.  
The results are contained in Appendix 9 of the Section 32 report. As discussed by 
Council’s land contamination expert, additional testing was completed for the landowner.  
As outlined in Appendix 7, nine additional soil samples were collected.  “Statistical analysis 
of the arsenic in soil samples show that the initial soil sample detecting a level of 29mg/kg 
is an outlier. All sample results from the delineation sampling are below the soil guideline 
values for a resident (10% produce) end use.” 

The landowner has also stated that there has never been a sheep dip on the site or any 
other structure that could lead to contamination. 

Recommended that submission is rejected. 

Testing of the site for Cadmium was completed. The results of the testing 
are discussed in the memo from Council’s Land Contamination Expert (see 
Appendix 8).  This information has been provided to the Submitter.  Their 
response is attached in Appendix 9.  As a result of the testing no further 
rules or provisions are considered necessary to be included in the Plan 
Change.  

 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report, noting the results of the additional testing 
undertaken. 

NZTA 

27 SO20/002 Support is noted. 

Including a policy in the District Plan for a funding matter is not considered to be best 
planning practice. There is no resource management issue that is being addressed by the 
changes requested.  The matter of funding is more appropriately addressed in a separate 
agreement between Council and NZTA. Discussions are occurring between Council and 
NZTA however due to internal NZTA processes a formal agreement will take some time.  
Council has committed to working through an agreement separately outside the District 
Plan process.  A letter has been provided to NZTA regarding this commitment – refer to the 
evidence of Mr John Jones in Appendix 9. 

There is sufficient time to address local road impacts and those onto the State Highway in 
the future.  One of the recommendations of the Traffic Assessment was for Council to 

Refer previous discussion above on road safety. 

For clarity and appropriate guidance, changes to the matters of discretion 
are recommended.  

 

Accept the submission in part in so far as amending the matters of discretion in 
Rule 8.4.1 as follows: 

For this activity, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the 
following matters: 

o The size, shape and arrangement of lots in relation to road frontages, and 

location of proposed boundaries. 

o Provision of water supply and disposal of water, wastewater and stormwater 

where the design and capacity of any reticulated systems reflect the new and 

anticipated future demand and requirements. 
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complete regular monitoring of the roading network.  This is necessary to understand the 
speed of growth and the likely timing of roading improvements.  

Mr Jones outlines the monitoring that will be undertaken in his evidence. 

Recommended submission was rejected and the further submissions FS06/03 and 
FS07/13. 

o The number, location and formation of vehicle crossings. 

o Safe and efficient operation of the roading network, including walking and 

cycling. The provision of connected street network, with appropriate use of 

street hierarchy and design type, including the width, length, drainage and 

formation of access. 

o … 

Haronga Whanau 

35 SO26/001 The Structure Plan is intended to show overall direction for development and where key 

roads are required. It is not appropriate for individual developments to be shown on the 

Structure Plan as these may change over time, and would remove flexibility for landowners 

to change their minds. 

Recommend submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/14). 

It is not necessary to stipulate a ½ width road on the Structure Plan. This is 
a matter to discuss and agree on with the operational arm of Council, and 
working with neighbours to progress a better development for all parties.  

Retain recommendation in s42A Report. 

88 SO26/004 Refer to the discussion under SO16/001 which stated: 

Rating is decided by Council under the Rating Act.  The change in zoning is determined 
under the Resource Management Act. 

Council acknowledges the submissions which have raised rating concerns. Any changes to 
rating categories is a matter to be determined through a separate process. Council is 
reviewing all submissions identifying rating concerns and will be working through a formal 
response that will need to taken to a full Council meeting for ratification, and then formal 
implementation. Any changes would not apply until the rezoning had been made operative.  

The intent of the Plan Change is to enable residential development which is necessary 
given the relatively high growth Feilding is experiencing. It is therefore not appropriate to 
retain the Rural Zone provisions for Growth Precinct 4. 

Recommend submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/14, and further 
submission FS05/01 was accepted). 

As outlined in the s42A Report, rating is not a District Plan matter. Retain recommendation in s42A Report. 

Proarch Consultants Limited 

2/ 
64 

SO29/002 
and 
SO29/005 

The intent behind the definition of open construction was to enable flexibility for people to 
meet the requirements of the fencing rule provisions (Rule 15.4.3). This means that part of 
the fence could have trellis to enable passive surveillance if a landowner wishes to have a 
fence on a road boundary being greater than 1.1m high. 

In further discussions with some submitters new fencing provisions are recommended that 
would remove the need for the current definition of open construction to be retained in the 
District Plan. Refer also to SO29/005 and SO10/003 for discussion on recommended 
changes to Rule 15.4.3 Fencing. 

Recommended submission was accepted in part and the definition of open construction 
deleted. 

In reference to Rule 15.4.2 Standards for Permitted Activities it is not clear from the 
submission what specific changes the submitter is seeking. Further discussion with the 
submitter they have confirmed that they do not seek amended wording to these provisions.  
However, Rule 15.4.2.h performance standard ii. is an error and is already covered by Rule 
15.4.3. Therefore this duplicated provision should be deleted. In response to submissions 
on the fencing rule (R15.4.3) and the definition of Open Construction changes are 
recommended.  Refer to SO29/002, SO6/001, and SO10/003. 

Recommended submission was accepted in part and Rule 15.4.2.ii was deleted. 

Changes were proposed to the fencing rules to provide additional clarity 
and remove the references to Open Construction.  At the hearing the 
submitter did not comment specifically on those provisions. However I did 
note that the discussion was in relation to new fences, rather than the 
provisions to apply to existing situations. 

I have considered drafting the rule to only apply to new fences, however 
existing use rights would apply to existing fences, so I do not consider this 
change is necessary.  

 

Retain recommendation in s42A Report. 
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18 SO29/004 It is unclear from submission what specific changes the submitter is seeking. The key issue 
appears to be the use of ‘avoid’ in Policy 2.5.  Agree that avoid is a strong policy wording 
and that discourage or restrict may be more appropriate.  

In discussing this submission point with the submitter they would prefer more specific 
language on the acceptable lengths for cul-de-sacs from a design perspective. This detail 
is contained in the Council’s engineering standards. Repeating here in the District Plan is 
not considered necessary.  

Recommended submission was accepted and Policy 2.5 amended as follows: 

To avoid discourage the use of cul-de-sacs to enable a high level of accessibility and 
connectivity in the local street network. 

Changes have already been made to the Policy. Council’s engineering 
standards also apply. Consider the changes address the concerns of the 
submitter.  

 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report. 

Nicholas Thompson 

96 SO3/001 Council commissioned a Traffic Assessment Report to support the proposed plan change.  
That report identified that local road improvements are required as Growth Precinct 4 is 
developed over time. Council will monitor the roading network consistent with ongoing 
reporting. Mr Jones discusses this in his evidence in Appendix 9. 

The intersections the submitter is referring to are largely on the State Highway where 

decisions on upgrades and improvements are managed by the New Zealand Transport 

Agency. 

Recommended submission was rejected (and further submissions FS06/01 and FS07/02). 

Refer to the discussion on road safety.  Council remains committed to 
working with NZTA to reach agreement on intersection issues.  

 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report. 

Tabled Evidence 

Michael Duindam 

41 SO10/006 Council does not generally require specific planting on private sites where effects are 
internalised. It is not considered necessary for a height limit to be placed on vegetation at a 
property boundary through the District Plan for the residential zone. 

Recommended submission was rejected (and further submission FS07/09).  

As outlined in my opening memorandum, Mr Duindam supports the 
recommended changes and outlines one matter of disagreement – that 
relates to restricting the height of trees on private property. While I 
understand the issues Mr Duindam has identified, I consider the issue of 
boundary planting to be one that is better covered by the provisions of the 
Property Law Act.  Placing a rule in the District Plan is not considered to be 
an efficient means for the issue of tall trees.  Compliance monitoring for trees 
over a certain height would place an unnecessary burden on Council.  Even 
if trees were regularly cut there remains an ongoing need for trimming.  

Mr Duindam refers to Rule 3.3.1.F i) a) as he considers this sets a precedent 
for Council managing trees. My understanding of Rule 3.3.1. F i) a) is to 
cover dense planting associated with plantation forestry and shelterbelts. 
That rule is seeking to address the issue of overshadowing of trees on 
homes and rural roads. I consider that the scale of that planting is different 
to that commonly found in residential areas, whereby it is usually a single 
tree.  Overall I consider that the issues and effects of trees on neighbouring 
properties in residential areas can be dealt with under the Property Law Act 
instead of having rules in the Residential Zone to manage trees. 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report 

Fire and Emergency 

65 SO38/001 There is a guidance note under Policy 3.6 of the Subdivision Zone regarding the need for 
developers to also refer to the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Code of Practice SNZ 
PAS 4509:2008.  It is considered that through the subdivision requirements this can be 
assessed.  The specific reference to retirement living and multi-unit development reflects 
that the provision of water for firefighting at subdivision stage may not have considered the 
more intensive development.  

As outlined in my opening memorandum, the submitter support the changes 
recommended and have asked that references to “Fire Service” are replaced 
with “Fire and Emergency New Zealand”. This is considered to be a minor 
change and I recommend that this is adopted. 

 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report and make the minor change to refer to ‘Fire 
and Emergency New Zealand’ which is considered to be a minor change. 
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For clarity recommend that the same guidance note is included under Rule 15.4.2. 

Recommended submission was accepted in part by including a guidance note at the end of 
Rule 15.4.2 as follows: 

Guidance Note: Refer also the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting water suppliers 
code of practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies what is required for the 
Fire Service to have access to sufficient water for firefighting purposes.  

Powerco 

31 SO18/012 The provisions of Rule 8.4.1.g have been reviewed as a result of this submission. Some 
provisions were only intended to relate to Council infrastructure – water, wastewater and 
stormwater, and not to other network utilities such as Powerco. Changes are 
recommended to provide clarity for Plan users for which provisions relate specifically to 
Council’s infrastructure. 

Recommended submission was accepted (and further submission FS07/12) and the 
following changes made: 

Subdivision Chapter: 

Policy 4.4 

To restrict subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 until Council’s 
essential infrastructure is in place and of sufficient capacity to service the subdivision. 

Rule 8.4.1.g 

i. All cables and pipes, including for gas, power and telecommunications must 

be placed underground, except where they are required to be above ground 

for connection to associated infrastructure. 

ii. All Council’s essential infrastructure must be available for connection within 30 

metres of the nearest point of the land being subdivided. … 

iv. All new Council’s new essential infrastructure proposed in a subdivision must 

be located within road reserve and vested in Council. 

v. Development must only occur in areas where Council’s essential 

infrastructure is available and of sufficient capacity for the subdivision.  

Guidance Note: In situations where development is proposed ahead of Council 
infrastructure investment, Council may enter into agreements with land owners as 
outlined in the Council Development Contributions Policy around the provision of 
Council’s essential infrastructure.  

Rule 8.4.1 assessment criteria 

iv. The extent to which deviations from the Growth Precinct 4 structure plan will 
result in an alternative coordinated, comprehensive outcome that will satisfy 
the objectives and policies for Growth Precinct 4. 

xiiiv. The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration of essential 
infrastructure into the existing Council network in a manner which is orderly, 
timely and efficient and that facilities future development and capacity 
requirements. The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration 
of essential infrastructure. 

Residential Zone Chapter 

Rule 15.4.76 matter of discretion 

As outlined in my opening memorandum, supported the changes 
recommended and identified a minor error in my new provision 8.4.1.g.  I 
recommend that this change be adopted. 

There are a number of provisions supported by Powerco that have been 
recommended to be amended as a result of the Horizons submission 
(SO33/003). The overall intent of the provisions has not changed, rather the 
provisions have been made clearer for plan users (consistent with the 
direction of the Powerco submission). 

 

Retain recommendation of s42A Report and make the following change: 

iv. All Council’s new essential infrastructure proposed in a subdivision 

must be located within road reserve and vested in Council. 
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o Council’s essential infrastructure 

Kiwirail  

5 SO27/006 Council has mapped the distance between the centreline of the railway track and 100m.  
These maps show that Growth Precinct 4 is outside of the 100m limit.  There are no 
network utilities within Growth Precinct 4 outside the road reserve.  

The content of the submission is more appropriately addressed through the upcoming 
Rural and Residential Zone reviews where provisions as requested by the submitter can be 
considered. Council has committed to working with the submitter during the preparation of 
those provisions that would be included in the draft chapters for the rural, residential and 
village zones in the future.  Council has set down the review of the Rural Zone and wider 
Residential and Village Zone for 2020.  As a result of this submission, the Council and 
Kiwirail will discuss the relevant provisions that are necessary to be included in these 
zones, and where additional provisions may best be located given the new National 
Planning Standards. 

Recommended submission (and further submission FS03/03) was rejected. 

As outlined in my opening memorandum, Ms Butler quotes two statements 
in the Introductory section of the subdivision and residential chapters 
referencing that provisions are likely to be expanded in the future. The 
intention of these statements was to provide clarity to plan users that these 
chapters apply to Growth Precinct 4 and that over time these chapters will 
likely change as the Sectional District Plan Review progress is completed 
(through future plan changes). As stated in my evidence, I consider the 
issues raised by Kiwirail do not directly relate to Growth Precinct 4, but they 
do relate to the wider Residential Zone in Feilding. As such I do not support 
the changes requested.  Council will be working with Kiwirail through 
upcoming plan changes were consistent and relevant provisions will be 
included in the District Plan in the future. 

Retain recommendation in s42A Report. 
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8.0 SUBDIVISION 

8.1 Introduction 
Subdivision and subsequent land development often involves land disturbance, 

vegetation removal, and changes to the natural and physical environment. Subdivision 

is a process that enables future land use activities to establish that may not otherwise 

be allowed in some areas, such as additional dwellings residential units1 in urban or 

rural areas.  Once subdivision has occurred, certain expectations for the use and 

development of that land often become apparent. 

The effects of subdivision include: 

 Changing ground levels that alter run-off patterns and natural hazards 

 Effects on existing natural hazards 

 Additional demands on capacity of essential infrastructure (network 

infrastructure), existing private services and physical construction 

 Effects on natural character, natural resources, water quality 

 Effects on cultural and heritage sites, Tangata Whenua values 

 Effects on existing character and amenity values 

 Loss of productive land 

 Effects on the safe and efficient functioning of the roading network, including 

additional vehicle accesses, traffic flows and patterns, road safety and the 

efficient movement of traffic. 

Section 11 of the Act was amended in 2017 so that subdivision is now permitted unless 

expressly restricted by rules in the District Plan or a national environmental standard.  

This is consistent with the presumption that land use is permitted, unless restricted 

under Section 9 of the Act.  

This chapter should be read along with the provisions in Chapter 3 – District Wide Rules 

and the relevant zoning provisions in the District Plan, including Chapter 15 – 

Residential Zone.  The Council’s Engineering Standards for Land Development2 should 

also be referred to when considering subdivision of land within the District.  

The key focus of this chapter is the subdivision and land development provisions for 

Growth Precinct 4.  As the Sectional District Plan Review progresses, provisions for 

                                                           

1 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
2 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 

Appendix 1: Subdivision Chapter – PCN2 Plan Change Recommended Version 
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other zones, including the remaining Residential Zone provisions will be inserted into 

the Chapter through other Plan Changes. 

 

8.2 Resource Management Issues 
The following resource management issues have been identified in relation to 

subdivision: 

1. Limitations on growth in Feilding and other centres in the District due to natural 
hazards, topography and natural and physical features, effluent disposal and 
infrastructure provision.3 

2. Recognition of natural hazards in the design and implementation of subdivisions, 
including subsequent land use.4 

3. The need to restrict unplanned urban expansion into rural areas which affects 
rural productivity, amenity, character, the natural environment and resulting 
land uses.5 

4. The need to control Feilding’s growth, while providing for a variety of lot sizes 
for residential.6 

5. Uncoordinated and inefficient provision of infrastructure and the effects on 
urban form when development is unplanned.7 

6. The need to provide sufficient residentially zoned land to provide for future 
growth projections.8 

7. The need for new developments within Growth Precinct 4 to be in accordance 
with any relevant structure plan and be appropriately staged to ensure the 
integrated provision of infrastructure at the earliest stage of development.9  

8. The need for connectivity between staged developments and surrounding 
residentially zoned land.10 

                                                           

3 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
4 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
5 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
6 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
7 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
8 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
9 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
10 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
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9. The transition of land between existing rural use and future residential use 
following changes in zoning and creation of new reverse sensitivity issues while 
the area is developed in the future.11 

 

8.3 Objectives and policies 

Objective 1 

To ensure subdivision and land development within Growth Precinct 4 achieves the 

following overall urban design outcomes: The following urban design outcomes are 

achieved for Growth Precinct 4: 12 

a. A well-integrated and coordinated development that creates strong connectivity 

between new and existing development. 13 

b. Connectivity with existing infrastructure and transportation networks is achieved 

taking into account infrastructure capacity and requirements to upgrade 

capacity to meet future demands. 14 

c. Subdivision design that recognises and responds to the topographical and 

physical features of the land, including waterbodies.15 

d. A range of residential densities.16 

e. Efficient utility services are provided including roading, reticulated wastewater, 

water supply, stormwater networks and power and telecommunication 

networks. 17 

f. Neighbourhood focal points which provide meeting points within the precinct.18 

g. Open space networks that comprise stormwater attenuation networks, a range 

of recreation opportunities, and stream side esplanade reserves. 19 

                                                           

11 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
12 SO18/004 (Powerco) 
13 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
14 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
15 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
16 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
17 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
18 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
19 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
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h. Areas identified as high risk for flooding hazards and stormwater overland flow 

paths and ponding inundation hazards are avoided or managed to minimise the 

risk of damage to property or human life. 20 

Policies 
1.1 Subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 is guided directed by a 

structure plan that identifies:21 

a. Key transportation connections. 

b. Open Space and recreational opportunities. 

c. Shared pathways, including cycleways and walkways. 

d. Hazard areas, including overland flow paths. 

e. Stormwater detention areas following overland flow paths.22 

1.2 To ensure all proposed lots are designed to achieve good urban design outcomes 
with connected outdoor living spaces, sunlight to habitable rooms, and onsite 
privacy.23 

1.3 To control intensive residential subdivision and development of land.24 

1.4 To avoid fragmented patterns of subdivision and development that is 
inconsistent with the integrated planned development shown in Growth Precinct 
4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.25 

1.5 To ensure that any staged subdivision and development enables overall 
connectivity within and beyond Growth Precinct 4 in accordance with the Growth 
Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.26 

 

  

                                                           

20 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and changes following hearing 
21 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and changes following hearing 
22 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
23 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
24 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
25 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
26 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
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Objective 2 
To ensure subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 achieves an attractive 

and sustainable urban neighbourhood. 27  28  An attractive and sustainable urban 

neighbourhood is achieved for Growth Precinct 4. 29 

Policies 
2.1 To ensure require subdivision design to implements the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 30 31 

2.2 To require the integration of new development with the surrounding 
environment, whereby lots including those to vest as roads, are positioned to 
create a logical extension of existing urban areas.32 

2.3 To require that all development is undertaken in a comprehensive manner 
consistent with a Comprehensive Development Plan where stages are clearly 
identified and connectivity is shown. 33 

2.4 To ensure block layouts within the subdivision proposal have road frontage and 
rear lots are discouraged.34 

2.5 To avoid discourage the use of cul-de-sacs to enable a high level of accessibility 
and connectivity in the local street network.35 36 

2.6 To encourage subdivision designs which create a neighbourhood identity using 
positive characteristics of established areas reflecting cultural, heritage and 
natural values of the site and surrounding areas.37 

2.7 To require all power and telecommunication infrastructure to be underground.38 
39 

Guidance Note: Refer also to Policy 3A 1.3 which encourages all new cables and 
lines, including electricity distribution lines to be installed underground.40 

                                                           

27 Supported by SO10/002 (Michael Duindam) 
28 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
29 SO18/005 (Powerco) 
30 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
31 SO18/006 (Powerco) 
32 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
33 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
34 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
35 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
36 SO29/004 (Proarch) 
37 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
38 SO18/007 (Powerco) 
39 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
40 SO18/007 (Powerco) 
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Objective 3 
To ensure development of Growth Precinct 4 manages the potential risk to people and 

buildings from natural hazards. 41  In the development of Growth Precinct 4 the 

potential risk to people and buildings from natural hazards and stormwater 

inundation42 is managed.43 

Policies 
3.1 To manage natural hazard risk by requiring setbacks ensure subdivision in 

hazard areas is undertaken in a manner to manage natural hazard risk. 4445 

3.2 To require the mitigation of residual risk of stormwater inundation outside of 
Flood Channel Zone flood hazard areas through subdivision design layout.4647 

3.3 To ensure development within overland flow paths shown in Appendix 8.2 are 
managed in an integrated manner recognising the wider development context 
of Growth Precinct 4 development. 48 49 

3.3 To manage stormwater inundation by: 

a. Ensuring adequate pervious surface is available for every residential lot 
in the subdivision, taking into consideration built and hard surfaces.50 51 

b. Requiring minimum floor levels for buildings to protect against flooding 
and stormwater inundation. 52 53 

c. Requiring an integrated approach to stormwater management that 
recognises the capacity of existing systems and existing overland flow 
paths within Growth Precinct 4.54 55 

                                                           

41 Supported by SO33/005 (Horizons) 
42 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
43 SO18/008 (Powerco) 
44 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
45 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
46 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
47 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
48 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
49 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
50 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons)  
51 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco)  
52 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
53 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
54 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
55 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
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3.4 To encourage low impact stormwater design by ensuring adequate pervious 
surface is available for every residential lot in the subdivision, taking into 
consideration built and hard surfaces.56 57 

3.4 To ensure that any stormwater management measures and earthworks are in 
place and approved to Council’s engineering standards at the time of 
subdivision, with ongoing controls to protect the integrity of stormwater 
management measures of adjoining landowners.58 59 

3.5 To ensure that the water supply within Growth Precinct 4 has sufficient capacity 
and pressure to meet the needs of all development including New Zealand Fire 
and Emergency New Zealand Service60 requirements.61 

Guidance Note: Refer also to the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting water 
supplied code of practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies what is 
required for the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Service62 to have access to 
sufficient water during emergencies.  

3.7 To ensure stormwater risk is mitigated by requiring minimum floor levels for 
buildings.63 64 

3.8 To require an integrated approach to stormwater management that recognises 
the capacity of existing systems and overland flow paths within Growth Precinct 
4.65 66 

3.6 To require an integrated Stormwater Management Plan to be lodged at the time 
of subdivision that demonstrates: 

a. how stormwater collection, attenuation and discharge is managed onsite 
to achieve stormwater neutrality for the proposed development at 
subdivision stage; and 67 

b. low impact design best management practices to reduce stormwater 
runoff volumes and peak flow rates, and improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff is achieved. 

                                                           

56 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
57 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
58 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
59 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
60 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
61 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
62 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
63 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
64 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
65 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
66 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) Note provision has been moved to new Policy 3.3 
67 SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
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c. How stormwater detention areas are maintained and managed. 68 

3.710 To require consent notices on titles outlining measures required to implement 

recommendations from any technical reports to achieve water sensitive 

stormwater designs within Growth Precinct 4, including requirements to 

maintain all measures.69 

Guidance Note: Any development must also consider the requirements of the Council 
Engineering Standards for Land Development70 when preparing the Comprehensive 
Development Plan.  

Objective 4 
To enable the development of Growth Precinct 4 in accordance with the Growth 

Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1 and where development delivers an 

integrated infrastructure network for the entire site. 71  A comprehensive spatial layout 

and an efficient and well integrated infrastructure network is delivered for Growth 

Precinct 4. 72  

Policies 
4.1 To ensure the integration of essential infrastructure into the existing Feilding 

network creating an efficient and orderly development within urban areas. 73 

4.2 To ensure that infrastructure and services to Growth Precinct 4 are provided in 
a way that enables or facilitates future development opportunities while 
recognising the capacity of existing systems.74 

4.3 To ensure subdivision and development contributes to and does not undermine 
the integrated and comprehensive spatial layout for Growth Precinct 4 as 
identified in the Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 75 76 

4.4 To restrict subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 until where 
Council’s essential infrastructure is not in place and of sufficient capacity to 
service the subdivision.77 78 79 

                                                           

68 SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
69 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
70 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
71 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
72 SO18/010 (Powerco) 
73 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
74 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
75 SO18/010 (Powerco) 
76 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
77 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) and following hearing 
78 SO18/011 (Powerco) 
79 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
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4.5 To ensure all road design is consistent with form, function and amenity of roads, 
including provision for vehicles, walking and cycling, consistent with 
requirements in Chapter 3B – Transport. 80 

Guidance Note: Any development must also consider the requirements of the Council 
Engineering Standards for Land Development81 when preparing the Comprehensive 
Development Plan.  

 

8.4 Rules 
Rules in this chapter need to be read in conjunction with the District Wide Rules in 

Chapter 3 and the relevant zone provisions.82 

8.4.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
The following activity is a Restricted Discretionary Activity in respect to subdivision: 

a. Any subdivision of land within the area shown within the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

For this activity, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the following 

matters: 

o The size, shape and arrangement of lots in relation to road frontages, and 

location of proposed boundaries. 

o Provision of water supply and disposal of water, wastewater and stormwater 

where the design and capacity of any reticulated systems reflect the new and 

anticipated future demand and requirements.83 

o The number, location and formation of vehicle crossings. 

o Safe and efficient operation of the roading network, including walking and 

cycling. The provision of connected street network, with appropriate use of 

street hierarchy and design type, including the width, length, drainage and 

formation of access.84 

o Suitability of proposed lots for subsequent buildings and future use. 

                                                           

80 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
81 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
82 Supported by SO33/007 (Horizons) 
83 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
84 SO20/002 (NZTA) 
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o Design and layout of the subdivision, as outlined in the Comprehensive 

Development Plan submitted as part of the application. 

o Provision of a network of cycleways and walkways to the extent that these 

service the subdivision and wider Growth Precinct 4 and wider Feilding 

Residential Area.85 

o Avoidance or mitigation of flood hazard and stormwater hazards inundation. 

including the assessment of the level of flood hazard risk and what mitigation 

measures are required such as setback distances, minimum floor levels or 

specified building platforms. 86 

o The provision of open space networks. 

o How the subdivision provides for a building platform and land free from hazard 

risks while also achieving a permeable surface for all lots87 

o Availability Effects on the capacity of Council infrastructure.88 

o Consistency with Council’s Engineering Standards.89 

o Staging and timing of subdivision development including the provision of 

infrastructure. 

o Positive effects of subdivision. 

o How stormwater sensitive design principles, including onsite attenuation, are 

integrated into subdivision design. 90 

Performance Standards 

a. Lot Size 91 

i. Any subdivision must comply with an average lot size of 600m2. 

ii. Any subdivision must ensure lot sizes are sufficient in size to achieve site 

coverage, outdoor space and permeable surface area requirements for 

the Residential Zone in Rule 15.4.2. 

                                                           

85 SO20/002 (NZTA) 
86 SO33/003 Horizons) 
87 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
88 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
89 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
90 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
91 Supported by SO19/001 (Haydon Christian) 

33



 

 

Proposed Plan Change 51 – PC(R2) Plan Change right of reply August 2019 

MANAWATŪ DISTRICT COUNCIL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2018 

C
h

ap
te

r 
8

 –
 S

u
b

d
iv

is
io

n
   

PAGE  
11 

b. Access and Road Design 

i. Access and Road Design and construction must comply with Council 

Engineering Standards for Land Development92. Common access to eight 

or more lots must be provided by road formed to Council standards. 

ii. Access must comply with the provisions in Rule 3B.4.2 and 3B.4.3. 

iii. Roads must comply with the design requirements of Appendix 3B.2 Road 

Cross Sections. 

c. Shape Factor 

Each residential lot must be capable of containing an 18m diameter circle. 

d. Comprehensive Development Plan  

Any development and subdivision must have a Comprehensive Development 

Plan that demonstrates how the proposal has been designed in general 

accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.  The 

Comprehensive Development Plan must demonstrate how the proposal: 

i. addresses and ensures that design, layout and servicing is in accordance 
with the Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1 and does not restrict future 
development opportunities within the area. 

ii. demonstrates a connected internal roading network that facilitates 
movement demands within the area while also providing a block 
structure that supports a high quality urban environment. 

iii. shows the location, width and design of publicly accessible roads, 
laneways and accessways having regard to vehicles, public transport, 
pedestrians and cyclists that are intended to use them. 

iv. outlines the servicing required for the development, and ensures suitable 
sizing of infrastructure to service the wider Growth Precinct. 

v. includes a spatial layout plan showing how the development achieves 
connectivity and integration to the surrounding area.  

vi. identifies the location and shape of publicly accessible open space areas, 
and provides indicative landscape concepts recognising the historical 
values of the area. 

                                                           

92 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
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vii. Identifies the location of natural watercourses and overland flow path 
and how these will be managed or enhanced. 

viii. provides clear reference to: 

a. The objectives and policies of the Zone 

b. Current and anticipated future built form and uses 

c. Anticipated future capacity of the activity area 

d. Relationships and connections within Growth Precinct 4. 

e. Earthworks 

i. All subdivisions must comply with the provisions in Rules 3D.4.1 and 

3D.4.2.  

ii. Existing overland flow paths as shown in Appendix 8.2 are maintained 

and not filled in, dammed or diverted.93 

Guidance Note: Earthworks, damming and diversion are also regulated by the 

Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent maybe required 

under the rules of the One Plan. 

f. Building Platforms Minimum Floor Levels94 

Building platforms must be identified which are at or above the flood and 

stormwater inundation level predicted for a 0.5% annual exceedance probability 

(AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event. 95 

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to predict 

flood levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with Council’s Land 

Development Manager is recommended. Refer to Manawatu Whanganui 

Regional Council for flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) Stream. 96 

g. Infrastructure 97 

                                                           

93 SO28/002 (Manawatu District Council) 
94 Supported by SO33/005 (Horizons) and following hearing 
95 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
96 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
97 SO28/012 (Manawatu District Council) 

35



 

 

Proposed Plan Change 51 – PC(R2) Plan Change right of reply August 2019 

MANAWATŪ DISTRICT COUNCIL PROPOSED DISTRICT PLAN 2018 

C
h

ap
te

r 
8

 –
 S

u
b

d
iv

is
io

n
   

PAGE  
13 

i. All cables and pipes, including for gas, power and telecommunications must 

be placed underground, except where they are required to be above 

ground for connection to associated infrastructure.98 

ii. All Council’s 99  essential infrastructure must be available for connection 

within 30 metres of the nearest point of the land being subdivided. 

iii. Any subdivision must be connected to reticulated services and be 100 

designed and constructed to comply with Council Engineering Standards for 

Land Development101. 

iv. All new Council’s102 new essential infrastructure proposed in a subdivision 

must be located within road reserve and vested in Council. 

v. Development must only occur in areas where Council’s 103  essential 

infrastructure is available and of sufficient capacity for the subdivision.  

Guidance Note: In situations where development is proposed ahead of 

Council infrastructure investment, Council may enter into agreements with 

land owners as outlined in the Council Development Contributions Policy 

around the provision of Council’s104 essential infrastructure.  

h. Stormwater Management Plan105  

For Growth Precinct 4, a report from a Chartered Professional Stormwater 

Engineer identifying the potential stormwater risks to the site and how 

stormwater neutrality will be achieved at the following scales: 

i. over the area of land that is the subject of the subdivision proposal 

ii. over the Growth Precinct in which the subdivision proposal is located. 

 infrastructure that supports development is required.  This report must cover: 

                                                           

98 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
99 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
100 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
101 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
102 SO18/012 (Powerco) and Powerco tabled evidence 
103 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
104 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
105 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
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iii. A site specific hydrologic modelling assessment based on the proposed 

subdivision plan and includes assessment for how the stormwater will be 

collected, attenuated and managed onsite. 

iv. Scoping of all internal stormwater infrastructure and how it will interact 

with the existing drainage system including connection to the existing 

stormwater network. 

v. Treatment of all stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the primary 

network. 

vi. Protection of treatment devices and treatment runoff during all phases of 

construction. 

vii. Outline how the development will hydraulically relate to its surrounding 

environs, including assessment of overland flow paths and potential flood 

impacts of proposed and existing development. 

viii. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system will provide 

attenuation onsite to minimise runoff from the site.  

ix. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system is consistent 

with Council’s Engineering Standards and NZS 4404:2010 Land 

Development and Subdivision Infrastructure. 

x. How the proposed stormwater management approach recognises the 

Makino (Mangakino) Stream as a sensitive receiving environment.  

This report must also contain recommendations as to the location, design and 

construction of stormwater infrastructure that are appropriate to mitigate any 

characteristic or feature identified. Ongoing maintenance of the stormwater 

infrastructure recommended in the Report must also be outlined. A copy of any 

site calculations must accompany the report. 

 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, 

the Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of the Subdivision Chapter 

and the Residential Zone, assess any application within Growth Precinct 4 in terms of 

the following assessment criteria: 

i. Whether the subdivision design and layout compliments the diverse character 

and amenity values of Feilding’s residential area. 
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ii. The extent to which the subdivision is designed to provide for the future 

development of adjoining sites, in accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

iii. How the proposed development and subdivision relates and connects to 

adjoining sites and areas and whether it enables future staged development and 

or subdivision of adjoining lots by giving effect to the Growth Precinct 4 Structure 

Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

iv. The extent to which deviations from the Growth Precinct 4 structure plan will 

result in an alternative coordinated, comprehensive outcome that will satisfy the 

objectives and policies for Growth Precinct 4.106 

iv. The extent to which the proposed layout takes into consideration the shape, 

orientation and aspects of lots, to create building sites and outdoor amenity 

areas which have a northward orientation and ability for passive solar gain. 

v. The extent to which the lot layout will allow new buildings to retain reasonable 

visual privacy and sunlight. 

vi. The extent to which all lots within the subdivision have safe and adequate vehicle 

access, taking into account the requirements of the access performance 

standards of Rules 3B.4.2 and 3B.4.3. 

vii. The extent to which natural hazards are avoided or mitigated.107 

viii. The degree to which the subdivision design avoids or mitigates any likely 

increases in peak stormwater run-off and peak stormwater flow to achieve 

stormwater neutrality.108 

ix. The consistency of the proposed subdivision with relevant subdivision 

engineering requirements. 

x. The extent to which stormwater inundation effects are managed, including 

overland flow paths.109 

xi. The extent to which minimum floor levels are assessed and provided for. 

xii. The extent to which subdivision design and layout gives effect to the Growth 

Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

                                                           

106 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
107 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
108 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
109 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) and following hearing 
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xiii. The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration of essential 

infrastructure into the existing Council network in a manner which is orderly, 

timely and efficient and that facilitates future development and capacity 

requirements.  The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration 

of essential infrastructure.110 111 

xiv. The extent to which Council has the ability to maintain and access infrastructure 

and services in the future.112 

xv. The extent to which the proposal incorporates water sensitive stormwater 

design principles, achieves pervious surfaces and recognises the Makino Stream 

as a sensitive receiving environment.113 

Guidance Notes:  

1. Earthworks, damming and diversion are also regulated by the Manawatu-

Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent maybe required under the rules 

of the One Plan. 

2. The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 

Soil to Protect Human Health (2011) also applies to subdivision and a consent may 

be required under those provisions. 

3. The provisions of the National Environmental Standard for Telecommunications 

Facilities (2008) apply and resource consent may be required under those 

Standards. In the event of a conflict between them the provisions of the National 

Environmental Standard override the District Plan. 

 

8.4.2 Discretionary Activities 
The following activity is a Discretionary Activity within Growth Precinct 4: 

a. Any subdivision that does not meet the performance standards in Rule 8.4.1Any 

subdivision that does not comply with an average lot size of 600m2. 

b. Any subdivision that is not in general accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

                                                           

110 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
111 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
112 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
113 SO33/003 (Horizons) following hearing 
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c. Any subdivision that proposes earthworks to change the ground level that alters 

the Overland Flow Path or waterbodies shown in Appendix 8.2. 

b. Any subdivision not specifically provided for in this Plan. 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, 

the Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of the Subdivision Chapter 

and the Residential Zone, assess any application within Growth Precinct 4 in terms of 

the assessment criteria in Rule 8.4.13.114 

Guidance Note: 

The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil 

to Protect Human Health (2011) also applies to subdivision and a consent may be 

required under those provisions. 

 

  

                                                           

114 Minor change 
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Appendix 8.1 Precinct 4 Structure Plan 115 116 117 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           

115 Supported by SO10/001 (Michael Duindam) 
116 SO28/001 (Manawatu District Council) 
117 SO33/010 (Horizons) 
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Recommended to be removed 

following hearing 
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Recommended to be removed 
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Appendix 8.2 Precinct 4 Overland Flow Paths 
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15.0  RESIDENTIAL ZONE 

15.1 Introduction 
Maintaining and enhancing the mixed residential character and amenity of Feilding’s 
residential zone is a key focus of the District Plan. Feilding has a variety of housing and lot 
density, open space, and community facilities all within easy access of the town centre. 
 
The focus of this chapter is the rezoning of the new Growth Precinct 4 area.  It is expected 
that future plan changes will expand this section with provisions for the entire Residential 
Zone in the District Plan. 
 

15.2 Resource Management Issues 
The following resource management issues have been identified in relation to urban 

growth in the Growth Precinct 4 area: 

1. Effects of residential development on natural and physical resources, including the 
vibrancy of the town centre, infrastructure, wastewater, water supply, stormwater, 
and the safety and efficiency of the roading network. 

2. The potential fragmentation and lack of connectivity through subdivision and the 
prevalence of cul-de-sacs creating poor urban design outcomes. 

3. Ensuring that development improves the health, safety and resilience of 
communities. 

4. The location and design of housing and accessory buildings ensures high onsite 
amenity and effective use of private open space. 

5. The importance of open spaces, permeable areas and vegetation in residential 
areas and the positive contribution trees and vegetation make to residential 
amenity values. 

6. The scale, character and intensity of the effects of non-residential activities in the 
residential zone and compatibility with residential activities.  
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15.3 Objectives and policies 

Objective 1 1 

To maintain or enhance the mixed residential character and amenity of Feilding’s 

Residential Zone, including the neighbourhood amenities for its residents. 

 

Policies 
1.1 To maintain the low density residential development pattern of Feilding. 

1.2 To achieve a high quality residential streetscape environment through providing for 
trees on berms and in public areas, and room for planting on residential lots. 

1.3 To ensure all residential lots have adequate access to sunlight for homes and 
outdoor living areas without prolonged shading from buildings and structures. 

1.4 To ensure vehicle parking is provided onsite, to minimise on street parking in 
residential areas. 

Objective 2 2 
To promote development within Growth Precinct 4 that creates an attractive, healthy and 

safe place to live.  

Policies 
2.1 To enable development in general accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan (Map 8.1). 

2.2 To minimise adverse visual effects on adjoining residential properties through 
controls on the height and scale of buildings.  

2.3 To encourage an active street frontage through design controls for new dwellings 
residential units3, garages and fencing, whereby garages do not dominate the 
streetscape. 

2.4 To ensure buildings and structures in Growth Precinct 4 are located and designed 
to manage the risk of natural hazards. 

2.5 To require development to provide appropriate permeable surface areas to 
minimise the effects of stormwater flooding. 

2.6 To ensure development achieves sustainable connectivity that enables people to 
easily and effectively more around by driving, walking and cycling as demonstrated 
by the Growth Precinct 4 Structure Plan. To encourage good connectivity within 

                                                           

1 Supported by SO33/008 (Horizons) 
2 Supported by SO33/009 (Horizons) 
3 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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and between new and existing residential areas that enables future staged 
development of adjoining land.4 

2.7 To ensure subdivision and development provides for sustainable and efficient 
connectivity within Growth Precinct 4 that enables people to easily and effectively 
move around by driving, walking and cycling.5 

2.7 To manage the risk of stormwater inundation by requiring low impact stormwater 
design solutions, minimum floor levels and by ensuring all lots have adequate 
pervious surface.6 

Objective 3 7 
To control the effects of commercial and non-residential activities on the character and 

amenity of the residential environment within Growth Precinct 4. 

Policies 
3.1 To restrict commercial and non residential activities in the Residential Zone which 

are unsightly or otherwise detract from the amenity values and ambience of the 
Residential Zone. 

3.2 To control the effects of the scale and character of commercial and non-residential 
activities and buildings within the Residential Zone. 

3.3 To avoid the establishment of activities which create adverse effects on the 
amenity and ambience of the residential environment. 

3.4 To ensure outdoor storage spaces are screened from public viewpoints. 

Objective 4 8 
To ensure that any multi-unit residential development and retirement living achieves high 

quality residential amenity.  

Policies 
4.1 To encourage comprehensively designed higher density development that is 

attractive to residents, responsive to housing demands, achieves high quality 
urban design and onsite amenity, is integrated and sympathetic with the amenity 
of the surrounding residential area and provides a positive contribution to Growth 
Precinct 4. 

                                                           

4 SO28/011 (Manawatu District Council) 
5 SO28/011 (Manawatu District Council) 
6 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
7 Supported by SO33/008 (Horizons) 
8 Supported by SO33/008 (Horizons) 
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4.2 To ensure dwellings residential units 9  have living areas that are located and 
orientated to optimise sun exposure, natural lighting and views to public spaces.  

4.3 To avoid discourage10 habitable rooms that face south only.  

4.4 To require private and public areas to be differentiated and defined, while ensuring 
buildings retain reasonable visual privacy and daylighting for all adjacent 
residential units and properties. 

4.5 To ensure higher density development incorporates open space and landscaping 
that is well planned and designed to deliver high levels of residential amenity and 
well located, good quality open spaces. 

4.6 To ensure individual residential11 units or multi residential12 units on a site are 
clearly expressed and entrances are signalled and readily visible from the street or 
entranceways. 

 

15.4 Rules 
Rules in this chapter apply to Growth Precinct 4 and the chapter needs to be read in 

conjunction with the District Wide Rules in Chapter 3. 

15.4.1 Permitted Activities – Dwellings Residential Units13  and Accessory 

buildings 
The following activities are Permitted Activities within Growth Precinct 4, provided that 

they comply with the standards in Rule 15.4.2 below: 

a. One dwelling residential unit14 on a site. 

b. Accessory buildings. 

 

15.4.2 Standards for Permitted Activities – Dwellings Residential Units15 and 

Accessory Buildings 
The permitted activities specified in Rule 15.4.1 above for Growth Precinct 4 must comply 

with the following standards:  

                                                           

9 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
10 SO28/004 (Manawatu District Council) 
11 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
12 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
13 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
14 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
15 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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a. Site Coverage 

Maximum building site coverage of 35%. 

b. Building Envelope 

i. Maximum height 9m 

ii. All parts of a building must be contained within a 45 degree plane 

commencing at 2.8 metres above ground level inclined inwards at right 

angles in plan. See Figure 15.1 below. 

iii. The height recession plane in condition b.ii above does not apply to: 

a. Eaves 

b. Solar panels and water heaters 

c. Antennas, aerials or chimneys 

d. Gable roof ends, if the total area of that part of the building above the 

height recession plane does not exceed 1/3 of the gable end height. 

 

Figure 15.1 
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c. Minimum Floor Levels 

Floor levels must be above the flood and stormwater inundation level predicted for 

a 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event, plus 

350500mm freeboard for habitable residential units 16 (including attached 

garages).1718 

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to predict 

minimum floor levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with Council’s Land 

Development Manager is recommended. Refer to Manawatu Whanganui Regional 

Council tor flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) Stream. 19 

d. Yards 20 21 

i. All dwellings and accessory buildings must be setback 3m from all yard 

boundaries.  

i. The following yard setbacks apply to all residential units22: 

a.  Front and rear setback:  3m 

b.  Front opening garage:  6m 

c.  Side boundary:  3m one side and 1.5m the other side.    

Where the residential unit23 is on a corner site, one road frontage is to be 

nominated as the frontage.   

ii.  The following yard setbacks apply to all accessory buildings: 

a.  Side and rear boundary: 1.5m  

b.  Between other buildings on the site: 1m. 

                                                           

16 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
17 SO28/003 (Manawatu District Council) 
18 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
19 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
20 SO10/004 (Michael Duindam) 
21 SO19/004 (Haydon Christian) 
22 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
23 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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iii.  No new dwelling residential unit 24or accessory buildings are erected within 10 

metres of the landward edge of the Makino (Mangakino) Stream. 

Guidance Note: If no frontage is nominated through a subdivision consent for 

corner sites, the location of the proposed access will determine the frontage for the 

purposes of the above rule.25 

e. Outdoor Living Courts 

All dwellings residential units26 shall have an outdoor living court: 

i. At least 36m2 in area.  

ii. That is capable of containing a circle 6m in diameter.  

iii. Accessible directly from the main living area. 

iv. Orientated east, north or west of the dwelling residential unit27. 

v. The outdoor living court cannot comprise: 

a. part of the outdoor living court of another dwelling residential unit28; 

b. driveways, manoeuvring areas, and car parking spaces; or  

c. accessory buildings. 

f. Outdoor Service Courts 29 30 

i. Each dwelling shall have an outdoor service court adjoining the dwelling or 

outdoor living court no less than 20m2 in area and at least 3m in width. This 

area must be free of driveways and manoeuvring areas. 

f. Permeable Surface Area 31 

                                                           

24 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
25 SO19/004 (Haydon Christian) 
26 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
27 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
28 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
29 SO28/007 (Manawatu District Council) 
30 SO19/006 (Haydon Christian) 
31 Supported by SO10/007 (Michael Duindam) 
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i. A minimum of 50% of the net site area must be maintained as shall be a 

permeable surface.  This includes decks provided the surface material of the 

deck allows water to drain through to a permeable surface.32  

ii. Low Impact stormwater sensitive design solutions or devices must be 

implemented and maintained to treat road and hard stand runoff areas 

ancillary to any residential unit or accessory building consistent with 

Council’s Engineering Standards.33 

g. Access  

i. Compliance with Rule 3B.4.2 and Council’s Engineering Standards for Land 

Development34. 

ii. A side boundary fence must not exceed 1.1 metres in height for a distance of 

3 metres into the property from the road boundary when next to the 

driveway. After 3 metres the fence may be a maximum of 1.8 metres in 

height. 35 

h. Parking  

Compliance with Rule 3B.4.4.5 36 

i. Visual Amenity 

i. No more than one derelict vehicle shall be kept within view of neighbouring 

property or a public place. 

j. Earthworks 

Compliance with Rules 3D.4.1 and 3D.4.2. 

k. Fencing 

Compliance with Rule 15.4.3.  

l. Garages 

Any road fronting garage wall that is either partly or wholly within 3m from a road 

front boundary must be screened along 70% of the frontage of the garage with 

                                                           

32 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
33 SO33/003 (Horizons)  
34 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
35 SO29/005 (Proarch) 
36 SO28/005 (Manawatu District Council) 
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vegetation capable of growing to a minimum of 1 metre tall. Glazing must be 

provided for at least 10% of the surface area of the road fronting garage wall. 37 

Guidance Notes:  

1. Earthworks are also regulated by the Manawatū-Whanganui Regional Council and 

a resource consent maybe required under the rules of the One Plan.  

2. Refer also the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting water suppliers code of practice 

SNZ PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies what is required for the Fire and 

Emergency New Zealand Service38 to have access to sufficient water for firefighting 

purposes.39 

 

15.4.3 Permitted Activities – Fencing 
Fencing in Growth Precinct 4 is a permitted activity provided: 

a. Boundaries with public spaces and road frontage:  

A fence on a property boundary to any road, public walkway or reserve must be 

no higher than 1.1m in height if not visually permeable, or no more than 1.8m in 

height if visually permeable. Visually permeable is achieved when the fence has 

continuous vertical or horizontal gaps of at least 50mm width between fence 

material(s) for half the fence. Refer to diagram below for what is considered to 

be visually permeable.  A fence must not exceed 1.1 metres in height for more 

than half the property boundary directly adjoining public open space (reserve, 

walkway or park) with the other half not exceeding 1.8 metres in height, unless 

the fence is of open construction in which case the fence must not exceed 1.8 

metres in height.40 

b. Boundaries with road frontage: 

A fence must not exceed 1.1 metres in height along the entire property boundary 

directly adjoining a road frontage, unless the fence is of open construction in 

which case the fence must not exceed 1.8 metres in height and not over more 

than 1/3 of the frontage width. 

b. Side Boundary Fence 

                                                           

37 SO28/006 (Manawatu District Council) 
38 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
39 SO38/001 (FENZ) 
40 SO10/003 (Michael Duindam) 
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A side boundary fence must not exceed 1.1 metres in height for a distance of 3 

metres into the property from the road boundary when next to the driveway. 

After 3 metres the fence may be 1.8 metres in height.  
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15.4.4  Permitted Activities – Non-Residential Activities  
The following activities are Permitted Activities within Growth Precinct 4, provided that 

they comply with the standards in Rule 15.4.5 below: 

a. Home occupations. 

15.4.5 Standards for Permitted Activities – Non-Residential Activities  

The permitted activities specified in Rule 15.4.4 above within Growth Precinct 4 must 

comply with the following standards:  

a. Permitted Activity Performance Standards 

Compliance with Rule 15.4.3. 

b. Minimum Floor Levels 

Floor levels for non-residential activities must be above the flood and stormwater 

inundation level predicted for a 0.5% annual exceedance probability (AEP) (1 in 200 

year) flood event, plus 300mm freeboard.41 

c. Number of staff 

Home occupations shall only involve people who reside at the house. No staff are 

permitted. 

d. Site and Floor Area 

No more than 40m2 of the dwelling residential unit 42  or accessory building 

(including gross floor area and external storage areas) may be used for the activity.  

e. Hours of Operation 

Non-residential activities within the Residential Zone may only operate between 

7am and 7pm (Monday to Saturday). 

f. Retailing 

Only goods manufactured and grown on the site may be retailed or distributed from 

the site. 

g. Storage and Display 

                                                           

41 SO28/003 (Manawatu District Council) 
42 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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No equipment, raw materials, finished or partly processed products or rubbish shall 

be stored or displayed outdoors, or visible from a public space. 

h. Noise  

Compliance with Rule 3C.4.2. 

 

15.4.6 Permitted Activities – Recreation Activities 
The following activities are a Permitted Activity where undertaken by or on behalf of 

Manawatu District Council: 

a. Toilets and changing rooms (not including social facilities) less than 150m2 gross 

floor area 

b. Playing fields, gardens, lawns, children’s play areas, walkways and cycleways 

c. Carparking areas 

d. Earthworks which comply with Rules 3D.4.1 and 3D.4.2. 

Provided they comply with the following performance standards: 

e. Yards 

A setback of 4.5m from all site boundaries. 

f. Height 

The maximum height for any building shall be 9m. 

g. Noise 

Compliance with Rule 3C.4.2. 43 

 

15.4.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Activities Not Complying with 

Relevant Standards 
The following activities are Restricted Discretionary Activities within Growth Precinct 4: 

a. Any permitted activity that does not comply with any of the relevant standards in 

Rules 15.4.2, 15.4.3 or 15.4.5. 

                                                           

43 SO28/010 (Manawatu District Council) 
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For these activities, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the following 

matters: 

o The safe, efficient and integrated operation of the roading network 

o Location, design and appearance of the dwelling residential unit44 or accessory 

building 

o Residential character and amenity values including onsite amenity  

o Visual amenity effects on adjoining residential properties and surrounding 

streetscape 

o Parking 

o Landscaping 

o Access 

o Noise 

o Fencing 

o Council’s45 Eessential Infrastructure  

o Natural hazards including stormwater management. 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, the 

Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of Growth Precinct 4 and the 

Residential Zone and Chapter 3 District Wide Rules, assess any application in terms of the 

following assessment criteria: 

i. The degree of non-compliance with the particular performance standards that the 

proposal fails to meet. 

ii. Whether the application will result in any adverse effects on the amenity values of 

neighbouring properties or the character of the Residential Zone. 

iii. Whether the proposal contains sufficient onsite parking to meet the needs of the 

activity. 

iv. The extent to which noise, hours of operation, and other environmental 

disturbance on surrounding residential neighbours can be avoided or mitigated. 

                                                           

44 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
45 SO18/012 and SO18/013 (Powerco) 
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v. The extent to which additional traffic generated impacts on the safe and efficient 

operation of the roading network. 

vi. To ensure the activity is in character with or complementary to the surrounding 

residential neighbourhood. 

vii. Whether the proposed landscaping maintains or enhances the ambience and 

amenity values of the surrounding residential area. 

viii. The extent to which the site and building design mitigates any increase in peak 

stormwater run-off and peak stormwater flow due to the reduction in permeable 

surfaces. 

ix. Whether the existing Council essential infrastructure network has sufficient 

capacity for the proposed development. 

x. The extent to which fencing enables passive surveillance onto public spaces.46 

xi. The extent to which the dominance of fencing at the public interface is minimised.47 

 

15.4.8 Restricted Discretionary Activities – Retirement Living and Multi-Unit 

Residential Development 
The following activities are Restricted Discretionary Activities: 

a. Development involving 2 or more dwelling residential 48units on a site. 

b. Retirement village. 

For these activities, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the following 

matters: 

o Amenity effects on surrounding residential environment and streetscape 

o Design, scale and appearance of buildings and structures  

o Site layout and access arrangements 

o Onsite landscaping 

o Privacy across boundaries and within the development 

                                                           

46 SO10/003 (Michael Duindam) 
47 SO10/003 (Michael Duindam) 
48 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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o The safe and efficient operation of the roading networks, and internal circulation, 

parking, loading and manoeuvring areas 

o Residential character and amenity values including onsite amenity 

o Lighting  

o Access 

o Natural hazards, including stormwater management 

 

Performance Standards 

a.  Site coverage 

A maximum site coverage of 40% applies to development of the site. 

b. Building envelope 

i. Maximum height 9m. 

ii. All parts of a building must be contained within a 45 degree plane commencing 

at 2.8 metres above ground level inclined inwards at right angles in plan. See 

Figure 15.1 in Rule 15.4.2. 

iii. The height recession plane in condition b.ii above does not apply to: 

a. Eaves 

b. Solar panels and water heaters 

c. Antennas, aerials or chimneys 

d. Gable roof ends, if the total area of that part of the building above the 

height recession plane does not exceed 1/3 of the gable end height. 

c. Yards 

i. The following yard setbacks apply to all residential units:49 

a. Front and rear setback:   3m. 

b. Front opening garage:  6m. 

                                                           

49 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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c. Side boundary:  3m one side and 1.5m the other side.    

Where the residential unit 50is on a corner site, one road frontage is to be 

nominated as the frontage.   

ii. The following yard setbacks apply to all accessory buildings: 

a. Side and rear boundary:  1.5m. 

b. Between other buildings on the site:  1m. 51 

d. Outdoor Living Court 

i. Each residential52 unit must be provided with a private outdoor living court 

within the site which can meet the following requirements: 

a. At least 30m2 in area that is free of driveways, parking spaces, buildings 

and manoeuvring areas. 

b. Is able to accommodate a circle of 4 metres in diameter 

c. Is accessible directly from the main living area for a length of not less 

than 2 metres 

d. Is orientated to the west, north or east of the residential 53unit. 

e. Separation distances between dwellings residential units 54and buildings on the 

same site 

i. 1.8 metres between each accessory building serving separate dwellings 

residential units 55 , except where the accessory building is joined by a 

common party wall. 

ii. 1 metre between an accessory building and a dwelling residential unit56, 

except for habitable rooms which must be 3m between an accessory building 

and a dwelling residential unit57. 

                                                           

50 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
51 SO28/008 (Manawatu District Council) 
52 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
53 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
54 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
55 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
56 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
57 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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iii. 1.5m between a dwelling residential unit58 and right of way or driveway. 

iv. 3m between dwellings residential unit 59 , except where the dwelling 

residential unit60 is joined by a common party wall. 

f. Access  

Compliance with Rule 3B.4.2. and Council’s Engineering Standards for Land 

Development61. 

g. Parking  

Compliance with Rule 3B.4.4. 

h. Permeable surface 

Compliance with Rule 15.4.2.h. 

i. Lighting  

All exterior lighting must not result in light spill to neighbouring properties. 

j. Fencing 

Compliance with Rule 15.4.2.l. 

Guidance Note: 

Refer also to the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting water supplies code of practice SNZ 

PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies what is required for the Fire and Emergency New 

Zealand Service62 to have access to sufficient water for fire fighting purposes. 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, the 

Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of Growth Precinct 4 and the 

Residential Zone and Chapter 3 District Wide Rules, assess any application in terms of the 

following assessment criteria: 

i. How new development relates to the patterns of the height and width of primary 

building forms, predominant roof types and pitches in the surrounding residential 

areas. 

                                                           

58 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
59 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
60 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
61 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
62 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
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ii. The extent to which building materials are sympathetic to the surrounding 

residential environment.  

iii. Whether the development allows views of the street and communal spaces within 

the development, including views of outdoor carparking spaces from the dwelling 

residential unit. 63 

iv. The extent to which significant planting and trees are retained, and neighbourhood 

amenity character is reinforced with the type and species of new planting. 

v. The degree to which fences are sufficiently low to provide for visual connection 

between the dwelling residential unit64 and street and allow safe vehicle access 

across the footpath. 

vi. The degree to which carports and garages are visually compatible with and of a 

similar standard to the development as a whole. 

vii. The degree to which large, highly visible retaining walls are avoided or screened 

with appropriate planting. 

viii. Whether the site and building design mitigates any increase in peak stormwater 

run-off and peak stormwater flow due to the reduction in permeable surfaces. 

ix. Whether the proposal is consistent with Council’s Engineering Standards for Land 

Development65. 

x. The extent to which the proposal provides each dwelling residential unit 66with 

reasonable visual privacy and daylight. 

 

15.4.9 Discretionary – activities not provided for  
The following activities are Discretionary Activities within Growth Precinct 4: 

c. Any residential activity not otherwise specified as Permitted, Restricted 

Discretionary or Non-Complying Activity, or is not specifically provided for in this 

Plan. 

d. Any commercial or non-residential activity that is not otherwise specified as 

Permitted, Restricted Discretionary or Non-Complying Activity. 

                                                           

63 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
64 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
65 SO28/013 Manawatu District Council 
66 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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Performance Standard for commercial and non-residential activities 

a. The following information must be submitted to Council on lodgement of an 

application under this rule for commercial and non-residential activities: 

i. A noise effects assessment prepared by a suitably qualified acoustic expert; 

and  

ii. A traffic impact assessment prepared by a suitably qualified traffic engineer or 

traffic planner. 

b. Outdoor storage areas 

Any outdoor storage area must be screened and not visible when viewed from any 

adjacent residential property, public road or open space.  

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, the 

Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of Growth Precinct 4 and the 

Residential Zone and Chapter 3 District Wide Rules, assess any application in terms of the 

following assessment criteria: 

k. The extent to which the effects of noise, hours of operation and other 

environmental disturbance on surrounding residential neighbourhoods are 

avoided, or can be remedied or mitigated. 

ii. To avoid, remedy or mitigate the visual impacts of any activities, and to preserve 

the character and amenity of the residential environment.  

iii. Whether the Noise Management Plan prepared by an acoustical consultant 

identifies noise management measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse 

effects of noise, including best practicable options adopted to minimise sound 

emissions. 

iv. The extent to which the additional traffic generated impacts on the safe and 

efficient operation of the roading network, internal circulation, parking, 

manoeuvring and access provisions. 

v. The extent to which appropriate landscaping elements and plantings have been 

incorporated to enhance the character, ambience and amenity values of the 

adjoining residential neighbourhood. 

vi. The extent to which onsite planting will reduce the activities visual intrusion on 

the adjacent properties and break up areas of hard surfacing such as fence lines 

and paved areas.  
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15.4.10 Non-Complying 
The following activities are Non-Complying Activities within Growth Precinct 4: 

a. Any Industrial Activity, including a service station. 
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Appendix 3: Extracts of the Definitions Chapter and Transport Revisions – PCN2 Plan Change 

Recommended Version 

DEFINTION EXTRACTS AND VEHICLE ACCESS  

Definitions 
Note the changes are shown as double underlining and strikeout to represent 
recommendations from the Officers Report. 

Assisted Living Accommodation  means land and buildings used or designed to be used 
for supervised residential care and accommodation by 5 
or more people (exclusive of the manager and the 
managers family) and includes, without limitation: 

a. Boarding Houses 

b. Nursing homes. 

c. Retirement village 

Commercial Activity  means, for the purposes of Growth Precinct 4, the use of land and 
buildings for the display, offering, provision, sale or hireage of goods, 
equipment or service including restaurants and retail shops and 
outlets, but excludes service stations and supermarkets. 

Essential Infrastructure  means the Manawatū District Council reticulated sewage and 
reticulated water supply systems, stormwater systems, and gas, 
electrical power and telecommunication (including fibre) networks.1 

Growth Precinct 4  means the area of Feilding as shown in the Precinct 4 Structure Plan 
Map in Appendix 8.1. 

Home Occupation  means, within Growth Precinct 4, an occupation, business, trade, 
craft or profession performed entirely within a dwelling or accessory 
building by a member of the household residing permanently on the 
property which occupation, business, trade, craft or profession is a 
secondary and lesser use of the property after the primary 
residential activities. Home occupation does not include any activity 
involving panel beating, spray painting, motor vehicle repair, heavy 
trade vehicles, manufacturing, industrial, light industrial, or the 
boarding, breeding or training of dogs, and catteries. 

Multi-unit Residential Development  means two or more self-contained dwelling units 
that are located on one site. A multi-unit 
residential development includes but is not 
limited to apartment buildings and terrace 
housing. 

Open construction  means, with respect to fencing, able to be viewed through and with 
not less than 65% openness over the elevation of the fence. Open 

                                                      
1 Supported by SO18/002 (Powerco) 
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areas exclude any surface of the fence which is solid, but may include 
wire mesh, or wrought iron or similar elements with a facing edge 
not thicker than 12mm and spaced at not less than 80mm centres.2 
3 

Permeable surface  means any part of a site which is grassed or planted in trees or shrubs 
and/or is capable of absorbing water or is covered by decks which 
allow water to drain through to a permeable surface. It does not 
include any area which: 

a. falls within the definition of site coverage except for decks as above 

b. is occupied by swimming pools; or  

c. is consists of an impermeable paved, concreted or asphalted with a 

continuous surface.4 

Residential Activity  means the use of land and building(s) for peoples living 
accommodation. 5 

Residential Unit  means a building(s) or part of a building that is used for residential 
activity exclusively by one household, and must include sleeping, 
cooking, bathing and toilet facilities.6 

Retirement village  means a comprehensive development which may include housing, 
recreational, welfare, and medical facilities which is intended 
principally or solely for retired persons or people with disabilities. 

 

 

 

  

                                                      
2 SO29/002 (Proarch) 
3 SO6/001 (Shaelyn Hirst) 
4 SO29/003 (Proarch) 
5 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
6 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
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Vehicle Access 
3B.4.3  Vehicle Crossings Access – Standards for Permitted Activities 

For all zones the formation of vehicle crossings onto all roads must comply with the 
following standards: 

a. All vehicle crossings must be sited in accordance with the minimum sight distances and 
intersection spacing’s as defined in Appendix 3B.3. 

b.   Vehicle crossings may only be constructed on Major Arterial Road or Minor Arterial Road 
identified in Appendix 3B.1 if there is no alternative legal access from the site to another 
road. 

c.  In the Outer Business Zone, vehicle access to sites from SH54/Aorangi Street, between 
Gladstone St and Eyre Street, must be left turn in and left turn out only. 

b.d. No new vehicle crossings will be located within 30m of any railway level crossing. 

c.e.  Existing vehicle crossings that are within 30m of a railway level crossing must be maintained 
to ensure the sightline standards detailed in Appendix 3B.5 are met. 

d.f.  No dwelling or accessory building will have access via an unformed legal road (paper road). 

e.g.  Onsite manoeuvring must be provided for vehicles to enter and exit in a forward direction. 

f.h.  Vehicle crossing movements must not exceed 100 car equivalent movements per day and 
the car equivalent movements must be calculated in accordance with Appendix 3B.4. 

g.i.  Accessways and Vehicle crossings must comply with the sight distances and minimum 
spacing identified in Appendix 3B.3 Measurement of Sight Distances and Minimum Spacing.7 

h.  Vehicle Crossings must comply with Diagram D in Appendix 3B.3 if there is more than one 
slow, heavy or long vehicle movements per week using the accessway and vehicle crossing. 

i.  All vehicle crossings must be constructed or upgraded according to Council’s Engineering 
Standards for Land Development8. 

j.  In addition to standards a. to k. above, for Major Arterial or Minor Arterial roads the 
following also apply: 

i. Vehicle crossings may only be constructed on Major Arterial Road or Minor Arterial Road 
identified in Appendix 3B.1 if there is no alternative legal access from the site to another 
road. 

ii. In the Outer Business Zone, vehicle access to sites from SH54/Aorangi Street, between 
Gladstone St and Eyre Street, must be left turn in and left turn out only. 

Guidance Note: All vehicle crossings must be constructed according to Council policy and that 
Council’s vehicle crossing application form is completed and submitted for approval. 

                                                      
7 Minor change to remove duplication with condition a. 
8 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
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Appendix 5A – Rural Subidivsion Nodes 

Diagram 1 – Feilding Locality  
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17 September 2019 

To Manawatu District Council 

Copy to  

From Chris Anderson Tel +64 6 353 1851 

Subject Precinct 4 Stormwater Attenuation - Preliminary 
Stormwater Sizing for Planning Hearing 

Job no. 12516628 

 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and Purpose 

Manawatu District Council (MDC) has identified Precinct 4 as one of five growth areas for Feilding. 

MDC is in the process of rezoning Precinct 4 from a rural to residential area, and are currently 

undergoing hearings with Horizons to discuss the implications on the proposed discharge to the 

Makino Stream. One of the key requirements for development that Horizons have put forth is that 

peak flow hydraulic neutrality is required for the 200 year rainfall event.  

MDC Parks are looking at creating a reserve / walkway area adjacent to the Makino Stream that may 

also double as a drainage reserve to provide attenuation storage to achieve hydraulic neutrality. 

Figure 1 provides an aerial view of the possible drainage reserve areas on either side of the Makino 

Stream through the development.  
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Figure 1  Proposed drainage reserve areas 

GHD have been engaged by MDC to develop a high-level concept design of the stormwater 

attenuation pond(s) required to achieve hydraulic neutrality for the development. This memorandum 

details the assumptions and design considerations carried out on this project and makes 

recommendations on a generalised layout and conceptual design of the stormwater attenuation 

ponds. 
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1.2 Assumptions 

The analysis carried out as part of this conceptual design is based on the following key assumptions:  

 Runoff coefficients as follows 

– Pre-development = 0.3 

– Post-development = 0.5 

– Adjusted by -0.05 due to the flat topography (less than 5%) 

 Groundwater levels will not reduce the effective volume of the proposed storage facilities (i.e., any 

ingress of groundwater will not exceed the capacity of the proposed subsoil system).  

 The proposed depth of the storage ponds does not take into consideration any freeboard 

requirements.  

  The Precinct 4 area has been assumed to be entirely rural for pre-development purposes. No 

allowance has been made for any existing houses/development.  

 Runoff from the rural catchments to the north of the proposed development area, on the west side 

of the Makino Stream, will be diverted directly to the Makino Stream, as per existing. The 

attenuation areas will not be sized to handle flow from these catchments.  

 Runoff from the rural catchment west of the Makino Stream and south of Reid Line West (herein 

called the Lethbridge rural catchment) is assumed to discharge directly to the Makino Stream with 

a separate outfall, as per existing. The attenuation areas will not be sized to handle flow from this 

catchment.  

 A free outfall to the Makino Stream was assumed.  

 Parameters for the discharge pipes from the attenuations ponds as follows 

– Manning’s roughness = 0.012 

– Entrance loss coefficient = 0.2 

1.3 Scope and Limitations 

This report: has been prepared by GHD for Manawatu District Council and may only be used and 

relied on by Manawatu District Council for the purpose agreed between GHD and the Manawatu 

District Council as set out in Section 1.1 of this report. 

GHD otherwise disclaims responsibility to any person other than Manawatu District Council arising in 

connection with this report. GHD also excludes implied warranties and conditions, to the extent legally 

permissible. 

The services undertaken by GHD in connection with preparing this report were limited to those 

specifically detailed in the report and are subject to the scope limitations set out in the report.  

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on conditions 

encountered and information reviewed at the date of preparation of the report.  GHD has no 
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responsibility or obligation to update this report to account for events or changes occurring 

subsequent to the date that the report was prepared. 

The opinions, conclusions and any recommendations in this report are based on assumptions made 

by GHD described in this report (refer Section 0 of this report).  GHD disclaims liability arising from 

any of the assumptions being incorrect. 

GHD has not been involved in the preparation of any further planning assessments where this 

document may be used, and has had no contribution to, or review of the documents. GHD shall not 

be liable to any person for any error in, omission from, or false or misleading statement in, any other 

part of the planning documents or similar. 

2 Site Assessment 

GHD carried out a desktop study of topographical data and aerial photography to identify the existing 

catchment boundaries and stormwater features. Anecdotal information gathered during the Precinct 4 

Concept Design previously completed by GHD in June 2017 was also used to inform this 

assessment. The location of Precinct 4 is shown in Figure 2 below.  

 

Figure 2  Precinct 4 location  

Makino Stream 

Feilding Town Centre 
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2.1 Site Topography 

Precinct 4 is generally flat and bisected by the Makino Stream. The subdivision’s topography on the 

eastern side of the stream falls generally from north in a south-western direction, while the topography 

on the western side of the stream is generally sloped in an eastern direction. Both catchments 

ultimately drain towards the Makino Stream.  

2.2 Catchment Delineation 

The Precinct 4 catchment has been delineated into two (2) larger catchments separated by the 

Makino Stream, and further subdivided into ten (10) sub-catchments to delineate between the future 

developed area and upstream rural catchments. A figure identifying the sub-catchments has been 

provided in Annex A.  

In the Eastern catchment, the rural area north of Reid Line West is assumed to remain rural as it is 

outside of the Precinct 4 development area. In the Western catchment, there is a large rural 

contributing area upstream of Precinct 4. This catchment is nearly 10 times the size of the Precinct 4 

west sub-catchment. For the purposes of this assessment it has been assumed that the rural 

catchment will bypass Precinct 4 via a direct outfall to the Makino Stream. Similarly, for the catchment 

to the north of Reid Line West on the west side of the Makino Stream, it has been assumed that this 

catchment will be diverted directly to the Makino Street alongside Reid Line West. Table 1 provides a 

summary of the catchments used for this analysis. 
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Table 1 Precinct 4 sub-catchments 

Catchment Sub-catchment Post-development land use Area (ha) 

East 

 

Rural Rural 23.1 

Precinct 4 (1) Urban 35.1 

Precinct 4 (2) Urban 85 

Reserve (1) Rural 5.2 

Reserve (2) Rural 3.2 

Reserve (3) Rural 1.3 

 TOTAL 152.9 

West 

 

Precinct 4 (3) Urban 54 

Lethbridge1 Rural 5291 

Reserve (4) Rural 5.7 

Reserve (5) Rural 1.7 

 TOTAL 61.4 

2.3 Runoff Assessment 

For the purpose of this concept design, the stormwater runoff was calculated using the Rational 

Method. The time of concentration / storm duration was determined based on the three catchments 

below:  

1. Precinct 4 development area:  40 minutes 

2. Lethbridge rural (west) catchment:  2 hours 

3. Makino Stream to Port Street:  5 hours 

As there is some uncertainty as to the critical storm event for the receiving system, storage 

calculations have been carried out for all three storm durations. It should be noted, that due to the 

high level nature of the analysis, the time of concentration was determined by measuring the longest 

flow path and assuming an average flow velocity of 1 m/s. 

Pre-development and post-development runoff coefficients were assigned based on the assumptions 

listed in Section 0.  

The peak flow rates have been calculated using the rational method and the storm volumes 

calculated using the US Soil Conservation Service synthetic hydrographs. The hydrograph can be 

                                                           

1 Excluded from catchment calculations 
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found in the Integrated Stormwater Management Guidelines for the New Zealand Roading Network, 

MWH NZ ltd. Rainfall depths are presented in Table 2. Calculations for the peak flow can be found in 

Annex B, and are also summarised in Section 3.  

Table 2 1 in 200 year ARI rainfall intensities (including climate change) 

Storm Duration Rainfall Depth (mm/hr) 

Precinct 4 (40 minutes) 46.2 

Lethbridge (2 hours) 67.6 

Makino Stream (5 hours) 90.6 

3 Storage Concept 

3.1 Concept Design 

The proposed storage areas are to be located in the reserves adjacent to the Makino Stream. EPA 

SWMM was used to develop the storage routing curves based on the inflow hydrograph and an outlet 

pipe sized to restrict the peak flow to pre-development levels. Graphs of the storage curves and pre- 

and post-development inflow hydrographs are provided in Annex C.  

The following assumptions have been made for the sizing of the storage structures:  

 Maximum depth = 1.5 m 

 Vertical side slopes (no batter) 

 Zero longitudinal grade within the storage pond 

 Distance to outfall (length of outlet pipe) = 10 m long at 1% grade 

 Storage widths as follows 

– East Catchment Storage Pond width = 20 m (average) 

– West Catchment Storage Pond width = 10 m (average) 

A maximum effective storage depth of 1.5 m has been assumed. It is anticipated that the actual 

storage ponds will be stepped along the length of the storage area so as to minimise the excavation 

depth. For the same reason each storage pond could be split into two or more ponds, each with their 

own outfall to the Makino Stream.  

The width of the storage ponds is based on the average available reserve width. Additional buffer 

areas have been taken into consideration in setting the storage width, as the actual footprints of the 

proposed storage ponds may be larger than indicated because of the need for side slopes / batters. 

The cross-section of the storage ponds can be adjusted so that the base width is narrower and top 

width is slightly wider than the assumed width used in this assessment.  
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For the purposes of the concept design, the storage structures have been assumed to be rectangular 

in shape. In reality they will be a more natural shape following existing contours and the varying width 

of the reserve. The exact footprint area will need to be refined during detailed design, but the values 

provided in Table 3 and Table 4 below provide an indication for the scale of the attenuation areas.  

Additionally, the storage footprints do not include allowance for any stormwater treatment devices 

such as a forebay.   

Table 3 East Catchment storage dimensions 

 Time of Concentration 

 Precinct 4 East 
(40 mins) 

Lethbridge  
(2 hrs) 

Makino Stream 
(5 hrs) 

Undeveloped peak runoff (m³/s) 7.4 3.7 1.9 

Developed peak runoff (m³/s) 10.8 5.4 2.8 

Volume to be stored (m³) 12,750 20,250 25,500 

Attenuation area assuming 1.5 m avg 
depth (m²) 

8,700 13,500 17,000 

Attenuation length assuming 20 m avg 
width (m) 

435 675 850 

Outlet diameter (mm) 2.52 x 1.5 box 1530 980 

 

Table 4 West Catchment storage dimensions 

 Time of Concentration 

 Precinct 4 East 
(40 mins) 

Lethbridge  
(2 hrs) 

Makino Stream 
(5 hrs) 

Undeveloped peak runoff (m³/s) 3.0 1.5 0.8 

Developed peak runoff (m³/s) 5.0 2.5 1.3 

Volume to be stored (m³) 7,200 10,500 12,750 

Attenuation area assuming 1.5 m avg 
depth (m²) 

4,800 7,000 8,500 

Attenuation length assuming 10 m avg 
width (m) 

480 700 850 

Outlet diameter (mm) 1290 840 580 
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The above tables show that, as expected, larger ponds are required if the longer time of concentration 

is to be used. Based on the assumed widths, the largest ponds would extend alongside the Makino 

Stream for approximately 850 m. To provide context, the straight line distance between the Roots 

Street crossing of the Makino Stream and the Reid Line West crossing of the Makino Stream is 

approximately 1.1 km. This indicates that if the 5 hour event is deemed the critical design event, the 

proposed attenuation areas will occupy the majority of the proposed linear parks on each side of the 

stream.  

3.2 Further Work 

As discussed throughout this memo, the concept design has been completed based on a number of 

assumptions. During the detailed design phase a number of tasks will be required to refine the 

assumptions and reduce the associated risk. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: 

 A site survey be completed of the proposed linear park. 

 A geotechnical investigation be completed to confirm the suitability of this site for the construction 

of an attenuation area. 

 A groundwater assessment be undertaken to confirm the expected groundwater levels and/or 

flows. 

 A detailed hydraulic analysis of the entire Precinct 4 system be carried out that considers the 

expected water level in the Makino Stream as well as the design depths of the proposed Precinct 

4 stormwater pipe network. 

 The geometry and discharge configuration of the attenuation areas be refined base on the findings 

of the above. 

3.3 Alternative Option 

As discussed earlier in this report, there is a large rural catchment that discharges into the Makino 

Stream in the vicinity of Lethbridge Road. The flows from this catchment could be attenuated in the 

rural zoned land near the urban boundary to offset increased flows from the development area. This 

could be used, if during detailed design, it is found that full hydraulic neutrality cannot be achieved by 

using the linear parks. This may be able to provide some or all of the storage volume required to 

achieve nett hydraulic neutrality for the Precinct 4 development.  

This option has not been investigated in any detail as it is outside the scope of this engagement. 

4 Conclusions  

Based on the high-level analysis discussed in this report, there appears to be sufficient room to build 

attenuation areas along both sides of the Makino Stream to achieve hydraulic neutrality for the 

Proposed Precinct 4 development.  

Further works are required during detailed design to confirm this. 
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5 Recommendations 

Based on the finding of this investigation, it is recommended that MDC continue developing the 

design of the proposed Precinct 4 attenuation areas. This should include the works outlined in Section 

3.1 of this memo. 

 

 

 

 

Regards      Approved for issue:  

Chris Anderson     A. Reiko Baugham 

Senior Engineer      Water Team Leader – Palmerston North 
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Annex A Precinct 4 Stormwater Sub-catchments 
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Annex B Runoff Calculations  
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Calculations carried out in accordance with the New Zealand Building Code - Verification Method E1/Vm1

Qc = CIAc/360 <=Rational Method Formula

Catchment Land Use Type Coefficient* Slope
Adjusted 

Coefficient Area (m²)

8 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 540,000       

9 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 57,000         

10 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 17,000         

Total Area (Ac) 614,000        

Coefficient Total = ∑ CiAi = 0.250
Atotal

Time of Concentration
Makino Stream
Pipe Length = 18000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 300 minutes
Lethbridge Road
Pipe Length = 7000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 117 minutes
Precinct 4 East
Pipe Length = 2400 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 40 minutes

Runoff: 1 in 200 year RCP6 for the period 2081-2100

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Rain Fall Depths (mm) 46.2 67.6 90.6

Rain Fall Depths (mm/hr) 69.3 34.8 18.1

Flow Volume
Qc = CIAc/360

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Qc = 3.0 1.5 0.8

ToC

Manawatu District Council
Precinct 4 - West of Makino 

Undeveloped

Run-off Coefficient (C)

*(Table 1 of E1/Vm1) for coefficient selection
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Calculations carried out in accordance with the New Zealand Building Code - Verification Method E1/Vm1

Qc = CIAc/360 <=Rational Method Formula

Catchment Land Use Type Coefficient* Slope
Adjusted 

Coefficient Area (m²)

8
Residential area with 
less than 30% gross 
impervious area

0.5 less than 5% 0.45 540,000       

9 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 57,000         

10 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 17,000         

Total Area (Ac) 614,000        

Coefficient Total = ∑ CiAi = 0.426
Atotal

Time of Concentration
Makino Stream
Pipe Length = 18000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 300 minutes
Lethbridge Road
Pipe Length = 7000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 117 minutes
Precinct 4 East
Pipe Length = 2400 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 40 minutes

Runoff: 1 in 200 year RCP6 for the period 2081-2100

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Rain Fall Depths (mm) 46.2 67.6 90.6

Rain Fall Depths (mm/hr) 69.3 34.8 18.1

Flow Volume
Qc = CIAc/360

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Qc = 5.0 2.5 1.3

ToC

Manawatu District Council
Precinct 4 - West of Makino 

Developed 

Run-off Coefficient (C)

*(Table 1 of E1/Vm1) for coefficient selection
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Calculations carried out in accordance with the New Zealand Building Code - Verification Method E1/Vm1

Qc = CIAc/360 <=Rational Method Formula

Catchment Land Use Type Coefficient* Slope
Adjusted 

Coefficient Area (m²)

1 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 231,000       

2 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 351,000       

3 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 850,000       

4 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 52,000         

5 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 32,000         

6 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 13,000         

Total Area (Ac) 1,529,000    

Coefficient Total = ∑ CiAi = 0.250
Atotal

Time of Concentration
Makino Stream
Pipe Length = 18000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 300 minutes
Lethbridge Road
Pipe Length = 7000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 117 minutes
Precinct 4 East
Pipe Length = 2400 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 40 minutes

Runoff: 1 in 200 year RCP6 for the period 2081-2100

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Rain Fall Depths (mm) 46.2 67.6 90.6

Rain Fall Depths (mm/hr) 69.3 34.8 18.1

Flow Volume
Qc = CIAc/360

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Qc = 7.4 3.7 1.9

ToC

Manawatu District Council
Precinct 4 - East of Makino

Undeveloped

Run-off Coefficient (C)

*(Table 1 of E1/Vm1) for coefficient selection
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Calculations carried out in accordance with the New Zealand Building Code - Verification Method E1/Vm1

Qc = CIAc/360 <=Rational Method Formula

Catchment Land Use Type Coefficient* Slope
Adjusted 

Coefficient Area (m²)

1 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 231,000       

2 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 351,000       

3
Residential area with 
less than 30% gross 
impervious area

0.5 less than 5% 0.45 850,000       

4
Residential area with 
less than 30% gross 
impervious area

0.5 less than 5% 0.45 52,000         

5 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 32,000         

6 Rural - Medium Soakage 0.3 less than 5% 0.25 13,000         

Total Area (Ac) 1,529,000    

Coefficient Total = ∑ CiAi = 0.368
Atotal

Time of Concentration
Makino Stream
Pipe Length = 18000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 300 minutes
Lethbridge Road
Pipe Length = 7000 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 117 minutes
Precinct 4 East
Pipe Length = 2400 m

Velocity = 1.00 m/s Assumed

 => Time of Flow = 40 minutes

Runoff: 1 in 200 year RCP6 for the period 2081-2100

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Rain Fall Depths (mm) 46.2 67.6 90.6

Rain Fall Depths (mm/hr) 69.3 34.8 18.1

Flow Volume
Qc = CIAc/360

Precinct 4 East (40 Min) Lethbridge (2 hr) Makino (5 hr)

Qc = 10.8 5.4 2.8

ToC

Manawatu District Council
Precinct 4 - East of Makino

Developed 

Run-off Coefficient (C)

*(Table 1 of E1/Vm1) for coefficient selection
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Annex C Storage Hydrographs 
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85 Molesworth Street 
PO Box 3942, WELLINGTON 6140, New Zealand 
T: +64 4 473 7551 // F: +64 4 473 7911  
E: info@beca.com // www.beca.com 

Our Ref: 3820572 

NZ1-16363893-18  0.18 

Manawatu District Council  
135 Manchester Street,  
Feilding 4702 

 

Attention: John Jones 

11 September 2019 

Dear John, 

SH54 Point of Entry - Proposed Offer of Service 

Thank you for the opportunity to allow Beca Limited (Beca) to provide Manawatu District Council (the Council) 

with an offer of service for the development of a Point of Entry (POE) for State Highway 54 (SH54) in Feilding. 

A POE is the first step in the pathway for funding in land transport projects through the New Zealand Transport 

Agency’s (the Transport Agency) Business Case process. Beca have locally based transport planners and 

engineers based in Palmerston North who have experience in developing business cases for a variety of 

projects in the Manawatu region.   

Background 

Beca understand that the Council wish to investigate the performance of SH54 between the intersections of 

East Street (south) and North Street through a joint initiative with the Transport Agency. Proposed changes to 

the Manawatu District Plan through a Proposed Plan Change 51 (PC51) may see substantial land development 

on the north-eastern extent of Feilding, which accompanied with other planned growth, could have an impact 

on the function of SH54.  

The Council have a desire to investigate these issues, if possible, in conjunction with the Transport Agency. 

They have therefore expressed an interest to initiate a POE to greater understand what the issues are and to 

recognise through a structured process whether future investment is warranted and if appropriate, where a 

potential business case should commence. The subject corridor is shown below:  

 

Figure 1: SH54 Subject Corridor in Feilding – (LINZ NZ) 
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The POE is the first phase in the Transport Agency’s Business Case process for funding for land transport 

projects which are typically over NZ $1m. It seeks to highlight the project’s issues to problem owners, investors 

and wider stakeholders before developing an investment pathway in the later stages of the business case 

process. The content within the POE document should be a short document with clear and concise content 

and include previous studies / work relating to the subject corridor. In summary, the POE looks to: 

• Understand the issues and make informed decisions on how to progress 

• Ask whether the investment sought will achieve the outcomes that align with the priorities / objectives 

of the business  

• Considers the context and scale of the problem / opportunity 

• Recognises previous relevant work that has been done to avoid overlapping investigation or 

duplicating effort.  

Scope 

The scope of the services to be undertaken by Beca is to carry out a corridor review of the subject site outlined 

in Figure 1 above. This review and the information gathered will then be used to inform the POE document. 

The tasks to be undertaken are: 

• Undertake a corridor review to understand the existing environment, what the issues are, and its 

current strategic fit with the Council and the Transport Agency. This will include a: 

- Review of the existing and future traffic flows (if available) using existing information or data 

provided by the Council and the Transport Agency 

- Brief safety review of the subject corridor, including a site visit to observe the form and functioning 

of the existing intersections   

- Summary of the wider land-use changes in the Manawatu District to understand current and 

potential impacts on subject corridor (based on a qualitative assessment only). PC51 will be a 

primary focus of this analysis to inform our understanding of the scale of the proposed development 

- Review of Council’s committed or planned capital / renewal upgrades along the subject corridor  

and wider network.  

- Brief review of Council’s current asset management and strategic documents 

- Review and summary of the Palmerston North Network Operating Plan (NOP) findings / issues 

- Brief safety review on subject corridor, focusing on crash statistics using the Transport Agency’s 

Crash Analysis System (CAS) 

- Brief review of the District Plan relating to subject corridor  

• The corridor review will then be used to inform the development of the POE document.  
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• A two-hour meeting is to be arranged with Council and Transport Agency representatives to share the 

findings from the POE document and for further review if necessary.   

The corridor review will be summarised in a short report and the POE will be prepared separately, ideally as a 

short and concise one to two-page document. 

Assistance to be provided 

It is anticipated that the following information will be provided: 

• Any specific objectives or concerns both the Council or the Transport Agency would like considered 

• Any relevant documentation associated with the subject corridor and wider network  

• Any traffic count information or other existing data relating to the subject corridor.  

Exclusions 

The following are excluded from this offer of service: 

• Traffic flow data collection 

• Transport/Traffic modelling. 

Key Personnel and Programme  

The key personnel we will use for this project are as follows: 

Project Team Role Experience Hourly 

rate ($) 

Glenn Connelly  Project Lead / 

Reviewer  

Glenn is a Senior Associate in Beca’s 

Transportation team in Palmerston North.  

Glenn has extensive road safety 

experience over the last 20 years, with a 

strong involvement in Palmerston North 

City pedestrian projects. Glenn will take 

an overall lead for the project.  

$264 

Michael Town Corridor 

Review Lead 

Michael is an Intermediate Transportation 

Engineer in Palmerston North. Michael 

has 4 years’ experience in road safety 

including several urban safety audits and 

$196 
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reviews. Michael will lead the corridor 

review which is used to inform the POE. 

Matthew Kilpatrick Corridor 

Review 

Assistance 

and POE 

Writer  

Matthew is an Intermediate Transportation 

Planner in Palmerston North. Matthew 

has 3 years’ experience predominantly 

across active and public transport 

projects. Matthew will be assisting with 

the development of the corridor review 

and will be writing the POE document.   

$174 

Neil Trotter Verifier Neil is an Associate Transport Planner 

and Chartered Engineer in Beca’s 

Transportation team in Wellington.  Neil 

has over 30 years’ experience in civil 

engineering with a focus on Transport 

Planning. Neil will verify and review the 

outputs from the project. 

$238 

We anticipate the draft completion of the study review will be completed within four weeks of approval to 

proceed.  Upon review by the Council and / or the Transport Agency, the POE will then be developed and 

presented at a workshop style meeting.  We anticipate that the overall project will be completed within six 

weeks of appointment. 

Should insufficient traffic counts be available, Beca are able to arrange traffic surveys to be undertaken at an 

additional cost.  

Fee 

Based on our current understanding of the project outlined above the fee is outlined below: 

Task Fee ($ excluding GST) 

Study Review – Technical Note format $12,100 

Write Point of Entry + Client Review meeting $4,400 

Total $16,500 

Therefore, we propose a total budget of $16,500 excluding GST should be allocated to deliver the study review 

and POE.  
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The fee for the Services noted above is on an hourly rates basis (excluding GST) and will be invoiced monthly. 

All invoices are due for payment within 20 working days from the date of the invoice. 

Expected disbursements and travel costs are included in the fees listed above.  

Unless specifically stated otherwise, all amounts payable are GST exclusive and will be increased by the GST 

payable on such amounts (if any). 

Conditions of Engagement 

We propose to use the ACENZ/IPENZ Short Form Model Conditions of Engagement, dated April 2016 (the 

“Conditions”) for this commission. After considering the terms of this letter (“Terms”) and the Conditions, please 

confirm your acceptance of them by signing this letter in the space provided below and returning one copy to us.   

Until receipt of your signed acceptance, your request for us to commence work will be taken as your acceptance 

of these Terms and Conditions and will replace all or any previous oral or written agreement. Should you have 

any queries please contact the undersigned. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

p.p. Andy Lightowler 

Technical Director – Transport Advisory 

 

on behalf of 

Beca Limited 
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I confirm that I am authorised to accept, and accept, on behalf of Manawatu District Council the Terms and 

Conditions referred to above and that the Services are being acquired for the purposes of a business.  

 

...........................................................................  

Signature 

 

 .................................................................................................................................................................  

Name Title Date 
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From: John Jones  
Sent: Wednesday, 11 September 2019 11:56 am 
To: Shaun Harvey (Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz) <Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz>; Wayne Wallace 
(wayne.wallace@nzta.govt.nz) <wayne.wallace@nzta.govt.nz> 
Cc: Neil Trotter <Neil.Trotter@beca.com>; Hamish Waugh <Hamish.Waugh@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: FW: SH54 Feilding intersections 
 
Gents 
 

1. Are you happy with the scope of the attached fee offer? 
2. Will NZTA contribute? If so how much? 

 
Regards 

 
 
l JOHN JONES l Roading Manager l 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l M: 0274858146 l www.mdc.govt.nz l 
 

 
"Our people delivering great service to our community."  

 

From: Neil Trotter [mailto:Neil.Trotter@beca.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, 11 September 2019 11:28 am 
To: John Jones <John.Jones@mdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Matthew Kilpatrick <Matthew.Kilpatrick@beca.com>; Glenn Connelly <Glenn.Connelly@beca.com> 
Subject: RE: SH54 Feilding intersections 
 
Hi John, 
 
As requested please find attached our offer of service for this project. 
 
Please give me a call if you have any questions. 
 
Regards 
Neil 
 
Neil Trotter (CMEngNZ CPEng IntPE(NZ)) 
Associate - Transportation 
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Appendix B: Correspondence with NZTA - 11th September 2019



Beca 
Phone: +64 9 300 9000  Fax: +64 9 300 9300 
DDI: +64 4 460 1760  Mob: +64 21 571 828 
www.beca.com 
igniteyourthinking.beca.com 

 

     
 
 

 
 

From: John Jones <John.Jones@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Thursday, 29 August 2019 12:48 PM 
To: Neil Trotter <Neil.Trotter@beca.com>; Shaun Harvey (Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz) 
<Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz>; Wayne Wallace (wayne.wallace@nzta.govt.nz) 
<wayne.wallace@nzta.govt.nz> 
Subject: SH54 Feilding intersections 
 
Gents  
 
As discussed at the meeting 28th August 2019 (Neil Trotter - Beca; John Jones - MDC; Shaun Harvey – 
NZTA; and Wayne Wallace – NZTA). 
 

1. The Draft Palmerston North Network Operating Framework (Copy attached) Figures 6.3 and 6.4 
show the Feilding AM and PM Operating Gaps. 

2. During the meeting it was agreed that there are a number of intersections along SH54 through 
Feilding that a problematic.  

3. MDC reiterated its willingness to work with NZTA to develop an agreed future works 
programme.   

4. Beca suggested that initial discussions could be a facilitated by an Investment Logic Mapping 
(ILM) session which would identify the problems, and benefits for each organisation.  

5. Building on the ILM, NZTA and Council could jointly develop an Indicative Business Case to 
identify possible solutions and the time frame for their implementation.  

6. The Detailed Business Case, Pre-implementation and Implementation work packages could then 
be included into each organisations 2021-24 Asset Management Plans /NLTP. 

7. MDC asked Beca to provide a scope and fee offer for an integrated approach (NZTA/MDC) to 
assessing the extent of the problem as described in points 5, 6, and 7 above. 

8. NZTA (Wayne) would review Beca’s scope and fee offer, and provide feedback on 
appropriateness and where the “Pont of Entry” on NZTA’s Business Case Approach should be. 

9. With regard to financing this work MDC has a budget for Transport Planning, however NZTA 
would have to check internally whether or not it was prepared to contribute.  
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It was good to catch up with you yesterday, and I look forward to working with you all to progress this 
matter. 
 
Neil ‘ll send a copy of the Traffic Impact Assessment for Precinct 4 in a separate e-mail as the fie is 
14MB. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
 
l JOHN JONES l Roading Manager l 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l M: 0274858146 l www.mdc.govt.nz l 
 

 
"Our people delivering great service to our community."  

 
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not 
an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is 
prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. 
 
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu District 
Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage. 
NOTICE: This email, if it relates to a specific contract, is sent on behalf of the Beca company 

which entered into the contract. Please contact the sender if you are unsure of the contracting 

Beca company or visit our web page http://www.beca.com for further information on the Beca 

Group. If this email relates to a specific contract, by responding you agree that, regardless of its 

terms, this email and the response by you will be a valid communication for the purposes of that 

contract, and may bind the parties accordingly. This e-mail together with any attachments is 

confidential, may be subject to legal privilege and applicable privacy laws, and may contain 

proprietary information, including information protected by copyright. If you are not the 

intended recipient, please do not copy, use or disclose this e-mail; please notify us immediately 

by return e-mail and then delete this e-mail.  
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From: John Jones 
Sent: Monday, 16 September 2019 10:45 am 
To: 'Shaun Harvey' 
Cc: Hamish Waugh; Wendy Thompson 
Subject: RE: Palmerston North and Feilding  Network Operating Framework 
 
Thanks for that Shaun 
 

From: Shaun Harvey [mailto:Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz]  
Sent: Monday, 16 September 2019 10:40 am 
To: John Jones <John.Jones@mdc.govt.nz>; Hamish Waugh <Hamish.Waugh@mdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Wayne Wallace <Wayne.Wallace@nzta.govt.nz>; Aarin Bang <Aarin.Bang@nzta.govt.nz>; Hannah 
Thompson <Hannah.Thompson@nzta.govt.nz>; Mark Owen <Mark.Owen@nzta.govt.nz> 
Subject: RE: Palmerston North and Feilding Network Operating Framework 
 
Hi John, 
 
Thanks for the email. Just want to clarify the bottom point around the Point of Entry. The Transport 
Agency does not fund POE’s as they are generally a brief two to three page document outlining how the 
business case approach will be applied, and allowing problem owners and the Transport Agency to 
develop an initial view of whether a potential investment is well aligned to strategic priorities, and 
whether it is an appropriate time to develop a business case. 
 
While I did offer to have a chat with the appropriate teams in the Agency, I didn’t offer for the Agency to 
draft a POE. I have a meeting scheduled later in the week and will touch base after that. 
 
Regards, 
Shaun 
 

Shaun Harvey / Senior Advisor 
Partnership Investments 

Transport Services 

DDI 64 6 953 6671 / M 64 21 840 379   

E  shaun.harvey@nzta.govt.nz/ w nzta.govt.nz 

Private Bag 11777, Palmerston North 4442, New Zealand 

_________  _____________________________________________     

 

                            
 
 
 

From: John Jones <John.Jones@mdc.govt.nz>  
Sent: Monday, 16 September 2019 10:27 AM 
To: Hamish Waugh <Hamish.Waugh@mdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Shaun Harvey <Shaun.Harvey@nzta.govt.nz>; Wayne Wallace <Wayne.Wallace@nzta.govt.nz>; 
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Appendix C: Correspondence with NZTA - 16th September 2019



Aarin Bang <Aarin.Bang@nzta.govt.nz> 
Subject: Palmerston North and Feilding Network Operating Framework 
 

Hamish 

An update on Palmerston North and Feilding  Network Operating Framework 

Attached is a copy of Palmerston North and Feilding  Network Operating Framework, a traffic 
study jointly funded by NZTA, Horizons Regional Council, Palmerston North City Council, and 
Manawatu District Council.  

Figure6.3 Feilding AM Operating Gap, and Figure 6.4 Feilding PM Operating Gap pages 17 and 18. 

There are operating gaps all along SH54 through Feilding.  

The intersections with SH 54 which pose an immediate problem are: 

•          Simon St 

•          Lytton St/East St 

•          Derby St 

•          Denbigh St 

•          Beattie St 

•          South St 

•          East St  

•          Turners Rd 

•          Campbell Rd 

•          SH54 Camerons Line  

John Jones MDC, Neil Trotter Beca consultants met with Shaun Harvey and Wayne Wallace of 
NZTA on 28th August 2019 to discuss the Palmerston North and Feilding  Network Operating 
Framework report and what would be the way forward. Wayne Wallace of NZTA warned against 
leaping to solutions and suggested we prepare a Point of Entry paper to discuss at which stage 
the Business Case  should commence to examine the operating gaps on SH54 through Feilding. It 
was agreed that Beca would provide a fee offer to prepare a Point of Entry reports.  

Beca provided the Offer of Service on 11 September 2019 (See attachment). 

John Jones MDC met with Shaun Harvey and Aarin Bang of NZTA on 28th August 2019 to discuss 
the Point of Entry Offer of Service on 13th September 2019. John Jones suggested that as SH54 
was administered by NZTA that we should come to an equitable funding agreement to progress 
the matter. 

Shaun Harvey replied saying that the Offer of Service was too expensive, and besides NZTA do 
not fund Point of Entry Reports. Shaun Harvey then offered to have one of NZTA’s planners 
prepare the Point of Entry report, so we could discuss the matter further. 
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Regards 

 

 
 
l JOHN JONES l Roading Manager l 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l M: 0274858146 l www.mdc.govt.nz l 
 

 
"Our people delivering great service to our community."  

 
 
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not 
an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is 
prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. 
 
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu District 
Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage. 
  
Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website:  
www.nzta.govt.nz 
 

 
This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient.  It may contain information which is 
confidential, proprietary or the subject of legal privilege.  If you are not the intended recipient you must 
delete this email and may not use any information contained in it.  Legal privilege is not waived because 
you have read this email. 
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Executive Summary 

The Problem 

The growth and development of Palmerston North requires careful alignment and optimisation of investment to deliver 

the right infrastructure and services at the right time and to meet strategic objectives. This has reinforced the need to 

identify the current status of the transport network and outline areas with operating gaps that require investment. 

Identification of the gaps and aligning interventions will enhance the experience of all transport network users in years to 

come.  

Key stakeholders for the study are: the NZ Transport Agency, Palmerston North City Council, Manawatū District Council 

and Horizons Regional Council. The overarching objectives of this study are: 

• A safe land transport system increasingly free of death and serious injury; and, 

• Reducing mode conflicts to optimise access and connectivity by all users. 

The Process 

The Network Operating Framework (NOF) process provides a structure for stakeholders to come together and agree 

how the transport network should be planned and operated in the context of place and mode. The NOF is prepared for 

the entire road network within the study area of Palmerston North City and surrounding satellite towns such as Feilding.  

The methodology for this study follows the SmartRoads process developed by VicRoads, following Austroads’ Network 

Operations Planning framework guidance and endorsed by the NZ Transport Agency.  This process is supplemented 

with a ‘Level of Safety Service’ (LoSS) measure, following the NZ Transport Agency LoSS methodology.  Figure 0.1 

provides an overview of the NOF process.  

Figure 0.1 Network Operating Framework Process Overview (Source: NZ Transport Agency) 

The NOF process moves away from the traditional prioritisation of transport networks by function (i.e. Arterial, Collector, 

Access roads) to recognise that surrounding land use and the associated ‘place’ function of a road is also critical to 

decision making for the operation and investment in the network. The Network Fit Assessment (NFA) tool is used to 

provide an interactive and consistent means of developing the Road Use Hierarchy, identifying operating gaps and 

testing interventions across modes. 
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The outputs of the study that feed ongoing planning and operations of the transport system are: 

• Road Use Hierarchy: an agreed prioritisation of modes across the network by time of day. This is presented in map 

form and is a useful basis and reference for deciding the appropriate use and form of parts of the transport network. 

• Network Performance: including identification of operating gaps by mode and time of day. This is useful in 

identifying where intervention is required to optimise network performance. 

• Network Operating Plan (NOP): a 3-year programme of interventions tested in the Network Fit Assessment Tool. 

Interventions of a larger scale that fit within a Network Improvement Plan (NIP) will be considered separately from 

this study through the Palmerston North Programme Business Case process. 

Road Use Hierarchy 

The Road Use Hierarchy was agreed with stakeholders as shown in Figure 0.2.  Priority routes have been identified for 

each mode taking into consideration of the place value and overall operation of the network.  The hierarchy has been 

designed so that freight and general traffic are prioritised around the outside of Palmerston North’s CBD and on key 

regional corridors, while public transport and walking are focused in the CBD and cycling has a wider coverage including 

recreational routes. 

Figure 0.2 Road Use Hierarchy 
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Network Performance 

Overall, the performance of the network is relatively similar in the AM and PM peak periods for general traffic.  However, 

public transport experiences larger operating gaps in the PM while walking and cycling experience larger operating gaps 

in the AM. 

Operating gaps are seen along many of the main corridors, and the largest operating gaps are seen on Fitzherbert 

Avenue, Rangitikei Street, Ruahine Street and Main East Street. 

Network Operating Plan 

In total, 21 interventions were identified to address the operating gaps.  The interventions were group into two scenarios; 

Balanced and Optimised.  The Balanced scenario includes 16 interventions, and the Optimised scenario includes all 21 

interventions.  The interventions focused on improvements for cycling, public transport, freight, pedestrians and safety. 

Key interventions recommended: 

Cycle improvements 

• Featherston Street – improved east-west connection with vertical separation 

• Te Awe Street – improved east–west connection 

• College Street – improved east-west connection with buffered cycle lane 

• Park Road – improved east-west connection with separated cycle facility (Fitzherbert Avenue to Cook Street) 

• Albert Street – improved north-south connection with separated cycle facility 

• Cook Street – improved north-south connection 

• Botanical Road – improved north-south connection 

Public transport 

• Fitzherbert Avenue/Te Awe – enablement of right turning buses at signalised intersection 

• Ruahine Street – bus advancement 

• Grey Street - enablement of right turning buses 

• Kimbolton Road / North Street - enablement of right turning buses from North Street 

Freight 

• Ashhurst Road – passing lanes to reduce conflict with general traffic 

Pedestrians  

• Broadway Avenue – improved crossing facilitates 

Safety 

• Kelvin Road – flattening, shoulder widening, flush median 

• Kelvin Grove residential area – safety investigation 

• Vogel Street – safety investigation of the function of the road 

• Church Street/West Street/Cook Street – safety investigation 

• Monrad Street/Ronberg Street – upgrade give-way intersection to roundabout  

• Turitea Road - safety investigation 

• Bulls township - safety investigation, possible intersection upgrade at Bridge Street and High Street 
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Use and Implementation 

The planning of network investment is a continuous cycle of investigation, application and re-evaluation.  This Network 

Operating Plan takes an important first step by determining the base Levels of Service and Operating Gaps for Access 

and Safety.  Operational and improvement interventions should be evaluated using this NOF to ensure appropriate 

consideration of place, function and multi-modal impacts on a one network basis, and that the overarching objectives and 

strategies are addressed through ongoing management of the network. 

Note that many of the key inputs and outputs of this study are spatially based over a large study area. Results and 

spatial inputs are provided as a separate deliverable in the form of the NFA Tool and NOF Webmap. These interactive 

map-based deliverables are the most appropriate way to view results, supplemented with the context in this report. 

Recommendations 

The Network Operating Plan recommends that the Optimised Scenario is implemented over the next 3 years.  The 

interventions will each require a more detailed investigation including detailed design and funding approvals. 

It is also recommended that the operating gaps are continually reviewed as more information becomes available.  The 

Network Operating Framework and Plan should be used to continually develop a longer programme of interventions that 

will enhance the performance and safety of the network over the long term.  This should include addressing the operating 

gaps that have not been addressed by the Optimised Scenario. 
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1. Introduction 
The growth and development of Palmerston North requires careful alignment and optimisation of investment to deliver 

the right infrastructure and services at the right time and to meet strategic objectives.  This has reinforced the need to 

identify the current status of the transport network and outline areas with gaps that require investment. Finding the gaps 

and aligning interventions, will enhance the experience of all transport network users in years to come.   

Network Operation Planning is a process of identifying relative level of service operating gaps, so that investment 

decisions can focus on where maximum return on investment can be achieved through targeting shorter term, low cost 

low risk works toward longer term strategic objective. 

Network Operating Frameworks (NOF) set the picture of performance “today” on which to test proposed interventions.  

They are underpinned by allocating place and mode priorities along each corridor at selected times of day. The NOF 

seeks to integrate transport planning, operations and investment across the study area. The Palmerston North NOF has 

been developed in collaboration with stakeholders across all aspects of transport network operation and planning.  

Stakeholders included representatives from: 

• NZ Transport Agency 

• Palmerston North City Council 

• Manawatū District Council, and 

• Horizons Regional Council. 

Ultimately the NOF seeks to deliver: 

• A One Network view across modes and network ownership 

• Agreement on strategic transport objectives across planning, operations and investment 

• Demonstration of the trade-offs and consequences on a constrained network 

• Network optimisation and unlocking network potential 

• Integrated planning 

• Engagement and understanding with stakeholders 

• Consistency and transparency in decision making 

• Shift of focus to people and goods, and 

• Optimised decision making (around efficiency and mobility). 

Addressing Network Operating Objectives will contribute towards a more liveable region with urban and economic growth 

benefits, improved safety and access. 

1.1 NOF Process Overview 

An overview of the steps in the NOF process is provided in  

Figure 1.1. The NOF process provides a structure for stakeholders to come together and agree on how the transport 

network should be planned and operated in the context of place and mode.  

Knowledge of how the network operates today, and how Palmerston North and the wider region’s current growth 

aspirations will affect the network in the future, were critical to implementing the process.  Stakeholders participated 

extensively throughout the development of the NOF including three workshops and weekly progress meetings.   
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Figure 1.1 NOF Process Overview
1
 

1.2 Study Area 

The study area consists of Palmerston North, Feilding and Ashhurst as shown in Figure 1.2. All public roads within the 

study area are assessed. In addition, off-road links representing footpaths and cycleways were added to the study 

network. Private roads are not included in the assessment.  

1.3 Report Structure 

For ease of reading the remainder of this report has been divided into the following sections: 

• Section 2 Strategic Context – review of policy influencing the development of the NOF 

• Section 3 NOF Objectives – study objectives 

• Section 4 Methodology – methodology for all stages of NOF development 

• Section 5 Road Use Hierarchy – provides excerpts from the resulting agreed road use hierarchy 

• Section 6 Operating Gaps – identifies key operating gaps resulting from analysis 

• Section 7 Interventions – presents long-list of interventions and testing results 

• Section 8 Network Operating Plan – selected programme of interventions for implementation over three years 

• Section 9 Use and Implementation – recommendations for the use of the NOF going forward and further 

development required 

Note that many of the key inputs and outputs of this study are spatially based over a large study area. Results and 

spatial inputs are provided as a separate deliverable in the form of the NFA Tool and NOF Webmap. These interactive 

map based deliverables are the most appropriate way to view results, supplemented with the context in this report. 

 

 

1
 NZ Transport Agency (2013) Network Operating Framework - What it is, what it isn’t and how it can help you 

http://www.gdc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/17-100-X2-Network-Operating-Framework-Guidance.pdf  

Not in Scope 

for this Study 

132

http://www.gdc.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/17-100-X2-Network-Operating-Framework-Guidance.pdf


 

 

Our Ref: 

Palmerston North and 

Feilding Network 

Operating Plan Final 

 

Issue Date: 

9 September 2019 

 

 

 

3 

 

 
Figure 1.2 Study Area 
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2. Strategic Context 
Relevant national, regional and local (Palmerton North City Council and Manawatū District Council) policy documents 

were considered to support the development of NOF objectives. A summary of each document considered is provided in 

Appendix A. Generally, the strategic context is consistent at a national, local and regional level, key relevant themes 

include: 

• Improved road safety 

• Balanced modal priorities, putting people first in the city centre and supporting walking, cycling and public transport 

• Resilience of the network 

• Economic growth 

• Enhanced freight efficiency 

• Integration of land use and transport planning, including place-making 

• Improved access to opportunities and housing 

• Protect and enhance the environment 

• Responsible management of transport network and funding, including value for money 

A summary of reviewed policy documents is provided in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 Reviewed policy documents 

National Regional Local 

• Government Policy Statement on 

Land Transport (2018) 

• NZ Transport Agency Investment 

Proposal 

• NZ Transport Agency Long Term 

Strategic View 

• One Network Road Classification 

Customer Levels of Service 

• Regional Land Transport Plan 

2015-2025 (2018 Update) 

• Regional Public Transport Plan 

• Horizons Regional Council 

Accelerate 25 - Regional Growth 

Strategy 

Palmerston North City Council 

• 10 Year Plan 

• City Development Strategy 

• Economic Development Strategy 

• Creative and Liveable Strategy 

• Connected Community Strategy 

• Eco-City Strategy  

• District Plan 

• Asset Management Plan 

• Bikes in Schools Programme 

Assessment Report 

• Urban Design Plan 

• City Centre Framework 

• Manawatū River Framework 

• Street Design Manual 

• City Centre Streetscape Plan 

• City Centre Plan 

• Identified Urban Growth Areas 

Manawatū District Council 

• 10 Year Plan 

• District Plan 
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3. NOF Objectives 
Using the direction set by the policy documents summarised in Section 2, stakeholders set specific objectives for the 

NOP.  The objectives draw on themes that run through the majority of the policy documents considered and are 

consistent with the scope of the NOF process. Overall the strategic context was considered by stakeholders to broadly 

relate to providing a more liveable region, with increased mobility, safer travel, and a thriving economy.  As such, the 

NOF objectives do not introduce a new direction for investment and operation of the transport network. Through a 

stakeholder workshop the specific objectives were developed in a way that is consistent with the wholistic spatial 

analysis that is inherent to the NOF process and relates to the available datasets.   

The following network objectives were consequently agreed by stakeholders as concisely representing the full extent of 

the aspiration, across the study area. 

The overarching goal for the NOF is: 

To identify a 3-year programme of interventions that can robustly direct operational investment to address safety, access 

and connectivity gaps in service across all modes in alignment with longer term strategies. 

This will be achieved through: 

• A safe land transport system increasingly free of death and serious injury  

• Reducing mode conflicts to optimise access and connectivity for all users 

A safe land transport system increasingly free of death and serious injury  

Reducing the number of deaths and serious injuries on the transport system is one of two key strategic priorities of the 

Government Policy Statement on Land Transport and flows through many of the documents reviewed in Section 2. It is 

not considered acceptable for people to be killed or seriously injured while using the transport network to go-about their 

daily lives including for work, commuting or leisure. The Safe System approach requires effort from all parties across the 

transport system to improve safety, including at the network operation level.  

In addition to saving lives and harm, improving the safety of the transport network will also; positively influence the 

economy, reduce the frequency of incidents impacting journey time reliability and network resilience, and 

encourage/provide more mode choice for those where safety is a barrier.  

Reducing mode conflicts to optimise access and connectivity for all users 

Space is a scarce resource and the allocation of space on the transport network to various users/modes needs to be 

considered in the context of the system as a whole, including integration with land use. Where any number of modes 

seek to occupy any given corridor, conflicts in movement occur.  These have the impact of not only increasing risk, but 

reducing accessibility between places and other modes. This is consistent with the strategic context set out in Section 2 

and builds on PNCC’s Street Design Manual, which looks to bring a road user hierarchy into street design.  

Whilst an element of access involves improving mobility through increasing throughput, this objective requires that 

movement is balanced against the value of place, ensuring each mode receives the appropriate level of encouragement 

in a given context.  
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4. Methodology 
The methodology for this study follows the SmartRoads process developed by VicRoads, following Austroads’ Network 

Operations Planning framework guidance and endorsed by the NZ Transport Agency.  This process is supplemented 

with a ‘Level of Safety Service’ (LoSS) measure, following the NZ Transport Agency LoSS methodology. An overview of 

the methodology is shown in  

Figure 4.1. 

  

Figure 4.1 Methodology overview 

The outputs of the study that feed ongoing planning and operations of the transport system are: 

• Road Use Hierarchy: an agreed prioritisation of modes across the network by time of day. This is presented in map 

form and is a useful basis and reference for deciding the appropriate use and form of parts of the transport network. 

• Network Performance: including identification of operating gaps by mode and time of day. This is useful in 

identifying where intervention is required to optimise network performance. 

• Network Operating Plan (NOP): a 3-year programme of interventions tested in the Network Fit Assessment Tool. 

4.1 Network Fit Assessment Tool 

The Network Fit Assessment (NFA) tool is used in steps 3 to 5 in Figure 4.1 to provide an interactive and consistent 

means of developing the Road Use Hierarchy, identifying operating gaps and testing interventions across modes. The 

tool is reliant on the quality of input data to assess the relative magnitude of operating gaps by mode and the impact of 

proposed interventions.  

The tool contains a number of default and agreed factors across various elements of the NOF process. These are 

updated where relevant and agreed with Stakeholders for this project, this is described further in the following sub-

sections. The Palmerston North NOF is developed in NFA Tool version 7.1.3.  

The NFA Tool does not measure safety, and is therefore supplemented with an NZ Transport Agency endorsed 

approach externally of the tool.  

4.2 Place and Modal Networks 

The NOF process moves away from the traditional prioritisation of transport networks by function (i.e. Arterial, Collector, 

Access roads) to recognise that surrounding land use and the associated ‘place’ function of a road is also critical to 

decision making for the operation and investment in the network. In order to correctly reflect this in the NOF, land use 

and modal networks are mapped in GIS as a key input into the NFA Tool. 

Place Significance 

Place has a key role in determining how modes should be prioritised on the transport network. The NOF process uses 

place significance categories within the NFA tool. Place significance is determined based on planning land use zones 

1. NOF 
Objectives

• Developed by 
stakeholders

• Aspirations for 
network operation

2. Place and 
Modal Networks

• Land Use

• Networks by mode

3. Road Use 
Heirarchy

• Integration of land 
use and modal 
networks

4. Network 
Performance

• LOS measurement

• Operating Gaps

5. NOP 
Development

• Intervention testing
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from the PNCC and MDC District Plans. The land use categorisation developed for the NZ Transport Agency’s 

Infrastructure Risk Rating
2
 and school locations were used to supplement District Plan land use zones. Land uses are 

broadly equated to one of five ‘place significance’ categories and assigned to the adjacent transport network. 

Stakeholder feedback and workshops were used to adapt and validate place significance following the initial mapping 

exercise.  

Through discussions with PNCC and MDC a finer grained definition of place significance was used to better reflect how 

the centres operate, rather than simply allocating a single value to each district plan land use. Note that in this study the 

VicRoads definitions of place significance are reinterpreted for the Palmerston North context.  The local interpretation of 

the Place Significance for this study is: 

• Place Significance 5 – Very high activity areas where pedestrians have dominant priority  

• Place Significance 4 – High activity areas where active modes and public transport have dominant priority 

• Place Significance 3 – Moderate activity areas where public transport and general traffic have dominant priority 

• Place Significance 2 – Low activity areas where general traffic and freight have dominant priority 

• Place Significance 1 – Very low activity areas where there is no mode priority 

• Unclassified – no place-based encouragement differential by mode or time. 

Agreed place significance mapped to the adjacent transport network is shown in Appendix B. 

Modal Networks 

Modal networks represent the strategic networks for each mode and were determined based on information in strategic 

documents, cycleway routes, bus routes, road hierarchy and traffic counts. Each link in the network was categorised on a 

3-point priority scale for each mode: priority/preferred, general or no priority. In parallel with agreeing place significance, 

stakeholder feedback and workshops were used to adapt and validate mode networks following the initial mapping 

exercise, ultimately all networks were validated by stakeholders. Development of the modal networks differed by mode: 

• Pedestrian priority network: the pedestrian priority network is generally based around areas with high place 

significance, extended through input from stakeholders including the Aged Friendly Group and Disability Reference 

Group. 

• Cycling network: the general cycling network is based on the cycle masterplan, which includes existing and 

proposed cycle routes. Supporting cycle network data provided by ViaStrada categorised routes as primary or 

secondary cycle routes. Primary routes were categorised as priority routes for the NOF and secondary routes 

categorised as general routes. 

• Bus network: the existing and planned Horizons Regional Council (HRC) bus network forms the basis of the bus 

network in the study area. Priority routes were categorised as links accommodating three or more bus routes or any 

high frequency service, this categorisation was done manually based on route maps and timetables. Identified priority 

routes were validated by the project team and updated accordingly. 

• Freight network: priority routes for freight were identified and provided by the project team.  

• Rail network: The rail network represents the complete rail network within the study area, routes were obtained from 

KiwiRail.  

• General traffic: preferred traffic routes are generally defined as state highways (regional and national significance) 

and routes defined as collector and above in the road hierarchy. For general traffic the NFA tool provides for four 

classification of road types:  

− preferred traffic route, 

− traffic route,  

− local primary access route, and  

− local secondary access route.  

However, the local access route categorise only reduce the operating gap for vehicles, placing more emphasis on 

pedestrians.  In a congested network this adds value, but for PNCC where congestion is low, it devalues the 

understanding of pressure points for vehicles.  Indicating these locations as a traffic route category, enables stakeholders 

 

2
 See Table 2.7 in https://www.pikb.co.nz/assets/Uploads/Documents/IRR-Manual-FINAL-Issued-13-07-2016.pdf 
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to see where to consider limiting general traffic movements to improve LOS for other modes.  Consequently, note that in 

this study only ‘preferred traffic route’ and ‘traffic route’ categories are used. Therefore, all roads not classified as a 

preferred traffic route were categorised as ‘traffic routes’. 

Agreed networks by mode are shown in Appendix B. The overall output of this step is an agreed multi-modal network, 

combining priority routes across modes. This provides an overview of where routes are predominantly used by a single 

mode and where competing demands exist.  

4.3 Road Use Hierarchy 

The road use hierarchy builds on the networks developed in step 2 to assign relative road use priorities to each link by 

mode and time of day. Road use priorities are based on predefined matrices that determine relative priority by mode 

based on place significance.  

 

 

Figure 4.2 Forming the Road Use Hierarchy 

Relative priorities in the morning peak is shown in Table 4.1, by way of example, this shows that in the morning peak 

pedestrian movement is strongly encouraged on links with a very high place significance (e.g. in the heart of Palmerston 

North city centre) and bus movement is strongly encouraged on links with very low to moderate place significance. 

Relative priority matrices for all considered time periods are included in Appendix C. Note that relative priority for general 

traffic doesn’t change by time period, as defined in the SmartRoads guidance. General traffic priority by route type and 

place significance is also included in Appendix C. 

Within this study, stakeholders sought to evaluate the morning (AM) and evening (PM) peak periods only. These periods 

are aligned with time periods in the current Palmerston North City CUBE model which are: 

• AM Peak = 08:00 – 09:00 hours 

• PM Peak = 16:30 – 17:30 hours 

  

Priority Modal and Place 

Significance Networks 

Relative priority by 

mode, place and time of 

day 

Road Use Hierarchy 
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Table 4.1 Relative priorities - AM peak 

 Place Significance 

 1. Very Low 2. Low 3. Moderate 4. High 5. Very High 

Bus 

Priority Route 
   

  

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Pedestrian 

Priority Route 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

 
 

Encourage 

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Bicycle 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

General Traffic 

Preferred 

Route 

  
   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

 
Route Significance 

 
 On PFN  Elsewhere 

Freight  No specific  

encouragement Strongly encourage  

movement 

PFN – Priority Freight Network  

These priorities form an agreed vision for how different parts of the network should be managed and are endorsed by 

stakeholders. 

4.4 Network Performance 

The performance of the network today versus the required future performance to meet the NOF objectives is measured 

in the form of operating gaps. Operating gaps are calculated in the NFA tool by mode, based on defined ‘access’ level of 

service (LOS) measures. Safety LOS and the associated operating gaps are measured externally of the NFA Tool and 

are described separately in the later part of this section. 

Operating gaps can be used to identify opportunities to make improvements across multiple modes in the same location. 

It can also be used to compare the relative needs of each mode and to target locations or areas with the greatest overall 

operational need. 

Level of Service – Access 

The following Levels of Service reflect the current scale of problems experienced in the study area.  This means they are 

not uniformly equal in quantitative value to other modes or to other Network Operating Plans outside the study area.  

They do however provide qualitative comparisons that together with strategic adjustment factors, such the “Mode Shift 

Factors” and the “Relative Priority Factors”, investment decision can be optimise by considering high level approaches to 

network optimisation. 

Pedestrian LOS 

The industry does not yet have a well-defined and agreed methodology for measuring Pedestrian levels of service.  

“Predicting walkability, August 2011” by S Abley and Dr S Turner, include numerous variables to accurately define this 
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for paths and crossing, but not together.  However, consistently amongst approaches are the application of road width, 

speed of vehicles and volume of vehicles, for which data is available to support further analysis.   

Stakeholder agreed to the application of a degrading score with the evaluation of road width first determining the LOS, 

then vehicle speed reducing this LOS if required, with vehicle volume finally reducing the LOS if again required.  The 

categories for each are as in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2 Pedestrian Level of Service 

 A B C D E F 

Width <5m 5 to <7m 7 to <9m 9 to <12m 12 to <14m >=14m 

Speed <20kph 20 to <40kph 40 to <50kph 50 to <60kph 60 to <80kph >=80kph 

Flow <200 200 to <400 400 to <600 600 to <800 800 to <1000 >=1000 

For example, a 6m wide road with traffic travelling at 48kph (85%ile) and 650 vehicles in the peak hour would achieve a 

LOS rating of B of road width, reduced to C for vehicle speed and reduced again to D for volume.  The final LOS value 

would therefore be D. 

Cycling LOS 

Level of service for cycling is based on the quality of cycleway facilities, see Table 4.3. The range reflects the current 

and foreseeable facilities for cyclists in the study area. The Base LOS values uses the existing cycleway facility. 

Table 4.3 LOS definitions - Cycling 

LOS Category Cycleway Facility 

LOS A Buffered cycleways/shared path 

LOS B Cycle lane quiet roads 

LOS C Cycle lanes on Collector+ roads 

LOS D Quiet Street 

LOS E Other 

LOS F Other on Collector+ roads 

General Traffic, Bus and Freight LOS 

The same LOS is applied to buses, freight and general traffic, based on delay. TomTom MultiNet-R data is used in this 

study to provide travel speed data in 5-minute increments across the day.  Comparison between 85%ile speeds during 

time periods of interest and freeflow speed at 3am (capped to the speed limit), termed the speed differential’ shows 

where congestion is occurring. The calculated delay was attributed to a LOS category for the purposes of the NOF, see 

Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4 LOS Definitions - General Traffic and Freight 

LOS Category Speed Differential (km/h)  

LOS A 0 

LOS B 0 to -5 

LOS C -5 to -10 

LOS D -10 to -15 

LOS E -15 to -20 

LOS F -20 + 

Operating Gap Calculation – Access 

The operating gap is the difference between actual performance measured for each mode and the target performance of 

the mode at each location and time when considering the importance of place and time-of-day. To determine the 

operating gap three factors are applied to the LOS by mode on each link: 

1) Level of Encouragement Factor - based on assigning a value to each level of encouragement/relative priority used 

to develop the road use hierarchy on a link by link basis. 
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2) Mode Shift Factor – a network wide factor by mode, representing the planned mode shift and/or growth. 

3) Relative Efficiency Factor – the number of people transported (throughput) by mode. This is developed on a link by 

link basis by direction. 

Every link has two directions to represent the flow of traffic.  For every link the above factors are multiplied to get a single 

operating gap.  Every link is then compared across the network to get respective and comparative levels of service. 

OG = LoE * MS * REF * LOS 

Where: 

OG = Operating Gap LoE = Level of Encouragement 

MS = Mode Shift REF = Relative Efficiency Factor 

LOS = Level of Service 

Values applied by mode for each factor are included in Appendix D. The NFA tool outputs a pie chart for each link 

representing the relative magnitude of the operating gap and the modal composition, see example in Figure 4.3. The 

size (diameter) of the pie represents the overall size of the operating gap. Each segment illustrates the proportion of that 

gap each mode contributes to. The larger each segment and the larger the overall pie, the larger the gap in LOS for that 

mode. 

 
Figure 4.3 Example of Operating Gap Graphic 

Level of Service - Safety 

Measurement of the LOS in terms of safety across the study area uses analysis and metrics produced for the NZ 

Transport Agency in the region, in particular: Urban KiwiRAP and the Safer Journeys Risk Assessment Tool 

(Megamaps). Safety LOS is a single measure for all time periods and modes in this study. Unlike congestion, addressing 

road safety risk will normally affect all time periods. Furthermore, disaggregating crashes to relatively small numbers by 

time period does not allow robust analysis and results. 

LOS for safety is termed level of safety service (LoSS). LoSS measures the difference between the observed safety 

performance of a corridor and the expected safety performance based on national averages of similar sites, see 

overview in Figure 4.4.  For corridors the LoSS measurement is based on personal risk. Personal risk is a measure of 
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the likelihood an individual user of a road will experience a death or serious injury and is measured in 
[
deaths and serious 

injuries (DSi) per million vehicle kilometres travelled (VKT) on a link
3]
.  

 

 

Figure 4.4 Corridor LoSS Overview 

Observed personal risk is calculated for every road within the study area based on crashes from the 2013-2017 period. 

Expected personal risk is calculated based on an average of two methodologies: 

• Expected personal risk based on Infrastructure Risk Rating (IRR). Using the relationship between personal risk and 

IRR developed for the NZ Transport Agency’s Nationwide Speed Management project. Analysis shows a strong 

relationship between the Infrastructure Risk Rating (IRR) and Personal Risk, indicating that an improvement in 

infrastructure will reduce personal risk, see Appendix E for further detail. 

• Expected personal risk based on ONRC category, land use and alignment. ONRC category bands for personal risk 

are included in Appendix E. 

The expected personal risk represents the expected safety performance for corridors with similar attributes. Where actual 

personal risk is greater than expected personal risk, a corridor is considered to be under performing and has a poor 

LoSS and vice versa. Corridor LoSS includes mid-block and intersection crashes. LoSS for intersections only is also 

calculated for information, but is not used in the operating gap analysis, see methodology in Appendix E. 

Operating Gap Calculation - Safety 

The safety operating gap is measured in terms of the estimated potential for death and serious injury (DSi) reduction 

along a corridor, building on the LoSS analysis. Estimated potential for DSi reduction is based on collective risk along the 

corridor. While personal risk represents the risk to an individual of experiencing a death or serious injury while traveling 

along a corridor, collective risk is the cumulative number of deaths and serious injuries expected on a corridor when 

considering historic crash attributes and speed environment
[4]

.  

The calculation of safety operating gaps follows the following formula: 

𝑂𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐺𝑎𝑝 = 𝐷𝑆𝑖 ∗ (1 −
𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘

𝑂𝑏𝑠𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑒𝑑 𝑃𝑒𝑟𝑠𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘
) 

Where:  Operating Gap is measured as the potential for DSi reduction in units of DSis 

DSi is the collective risk on the corridor 

 Expected Personal Risk and Observed Personal Risk are calculated to develop LoSS 

It should be noted that collective risk for corridors includes the intersection component from crashes that occur at or near 

intersections. The operating gap analysis considers whether crashes are occurring at midblock or intersection locations 

and recommends whether a midblock or intersection focused treatment strategy is more appropriate. Corridors where 

 

[3] 
For further information on the calculation of personal risk see: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/planning-and-investment/planning-and-

investment-knowledge-base/assessment-of-activities-by-activity-class/assessment-of-local-road-regional-and-state-highway-
improvement-activities/safety-risk-definitions/ 
[4] 

For further information on the calculation of collective risk see: https://www.nzta.govt.nz/planning-and-investment/planning-and-
investment-knowledge-base/assessment-of-activities-by-activity-class/assessment-of-local-road-regional-and-state-highway-
improvement-activities/safety-risk-definitions/ 

Observed 
Personal 

Risk

Expected 
Personal 

Risk
LoSS

Calculated based on the actual 

crash history on the corridor 
Calculated based on national average 

performance of similar corridors 
Level of Safety Service 
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75% or more of recorded DSis are attributed to the intersection component are recommended for an intersection 

treatment strategy rather than midblock. 

4.5 Network Operating Plan Development 

The NOP is developed based on a selection of interventions identified through a stakeholder workshop. Following the 

workshop, the interventions are tested and combined into a programme for implementation over the next three years. 

Interventions are tested in the NFA tool though the consideration of the consequential impacts of the collective 

interventions on each link in terms of changes to the throughput and LOS.  In addition, each change incorporates a level 

of confidence that ensure appropriate range to likely outcome is recorded.  The sum of positive and negative impacts are 

summed for each time period and collectively for each strategic scenario allowing stakeholder to select the optimal set of 

interventions. 

4.6 Outputs 

Note that many of the key inputs and outputs of this study are spatially based over a large study area. Results and 

spatial inputs are provided as a separate deliverable in the form of the NFA Tool and NOF Webmap. These interactive 

map-based deliverables are the most appropriate way to view results, supplemented with the context in this report. 
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5. Road Use Hierarchy 
The road use hierarchy for the entirety of the study area is available in the NFA Tool, held by PNCC. Excerpts in this 

section show the road use hierarchy on key parts of the network. The road use hierarchy is a useful tool for 

understanding where modes are competing for space and the agreed approach to prioritising between modes to support 

transport planning and operations.  

Priority route corridors have been identified and adjusted to minimise conflict wherever reasonable.  The priority routes 

have been combined in  

Figure 5.1 to understand where there are conflicts between the modes.  It can be seen that freight and general traffic are 

prioritised around the outside of Palmerston North’s CBD and on key regional corridors, while public transport and 

walking are focused in the CBD and cycling is slightly wider particularly on recreational routes. 

Maps showing each mode’s priority network is contained in Appendix B. 

 

Figure 5.1 Road Use Hierarchy Priority Routes 

  

Key 
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The NFA tool provides a detailed illustration of mode conflicts for each link through the addition of abbreviations to the 

end of each link description.   

Figure 5.2 illustrates where the selected link, Fitzherbert Avenue is both a Priority Bus Route, a Priority Cycleway 

Network and a Freight Network in a place value of 3 (titled Community Centre in the tool).   

 

Figure 5.2 Road Use Hierarchy Illustration 

 

 

145



 

 

Our Ref: 

Palmerston North and 

Feilding Network 

Operating Plan Final 

 

Issue Date: 

9 September 2019 

 

 

 

16 

 

6. Operating Gaps 
The operating gap is the difference between actual performance measured for each mode and the target performance of 

the mode at each location and time when considering the importance of place and time-of-day.  The operating gaps for 

Access and Safety are discussed below. 

Access 

The analysis of volumes and level of service identified Operating Gaps across the network for which to consider a range 

of interventions.  These gaps are best understood through the use of the NFA tool to enable pan and zooming to explore 

areas of interest in the context of the entire study area.  However, key outcomes are listed below, and excerpts of key 

areas are mapped below. 

• The primary operating gaps are experienced by (in order): 

− general traffic (relatively similar in AM and PM) 

− public transport (particularly in the PM peak) 

− cycling (particularly in the AM peak), and 

− pedestrians (particularly in the AM peak). 

• Key corridors where operating gaps are experienced in Palmerston North are: 

− Albert Street 

− Botanical Street 

− Featherston Street  

− Fitzherbert Avenue 

− Grey Street 

− Main Street East 

− Main Street West 

− Park Road 

− Princess Street 

− Rangitikei Line / SH3 

− Ruahine Street 

− Te Awe Street 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1 Palmerston North AM Operating Gaps 
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Figure 6.2 Palmerston North PM Operating Gap 

• Key corridors where operating gaps are experienced in Feilding are: 

− Campbell Road / SH54 

− Kimbolton Road / SH54 

− Derby Street 

− North Street 

− East Street 

− Awahuri Road 

 

Figure 6.3 Feilding AM Operating Gap 
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Figure 6.4 Feilding PM Operating Gap 

Safety 

Since the desired Level of Safety for any part of the study area is to have zero DSi, the Level of Service is equal to the 

Safety Operating Gap.  Operating gaps for safety are shown in Figure 6.5 and Figure 6.6 and are prioritised based on 

the potential to reduce DSis. Corridors classified as High and Medium High represent locations where the safety 

performance of the network is substantially poorer than anticipated and further consideration and/or intervention is 

recommended. Appendix F includes a table of corridors with the most severe operating gaps, including indication of 

whether an intersection or midblock focused treatment strategy is advised.   
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Figure 6.5 Palmerston North Level of Safety Service 

 

Figure 6.6 Feilding Level of Safety Service 
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To assist with understanding the types of intervention and crashes that should be targeted to improve safety in the study 

area, we have carried out a high-level assessment of the nature of fatal and serious crashes. Figure 6.7 below show the 

proportion of DSi crashes over the 2013-2017 period attributed to each significant element of analysis.  Each row splits 

its component into sub-categories in the row below, except for the last row which shows the mode split for each column. 

For example, of DSi crashes in the urban area (which represent 51% of all DSi crashes), 40% are at intersections, and of 

this 40%, 84% are at uncontrolled (stop/giveway) intersections.  Likewise, for all DSIs at urban intersections, 24% involve 

active modes. 

 
Figure 6.7 Palmerston North and Feilding NOP Study Area - DSi Targeted 

 

 

No specific 

pattern 

evident 

Palmerston North and Feilding NOP Study Area – DSi Targeted 

Network Operating Framework 
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7. Interventions 
Stakeholders considered the network wide performance to determine which areas had the greatest gaps and 

consequently where the greatest opportunity existed to achieve the objectives of the analysis through implementing 

various interventions. This information was provisionally communicated from stakeholders at a workshop with further 

confirmation of impacts and confidence levels being subsequently agreed as indicated in Appendix G.  Interventions 

identified were then evaluated against both impacts on network access and safety as shown in Figure 7.1. 

 

Figure 7.1 Location of Interventions 

In total, 21 interventions were identified.  They were group into two scenarios; Balanced and Optimised.  The Balanced 

scenario includes 16 interventions, and the Optimised scenario includes all 21 interventions.  The interventions focused 

on improvements for the range of modes as shown in Table 7.1. 
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Table 7.1 Composition of scenarios 

Mode Balance scenario Optimised scenario 

Cycling 7 7 

Public transport 1 4 

Freight  1 

Pedestrian  1 1 

Safety 7 8 

Total 16 21 

Access 

Network access assessments were carried out in the Smartroads NFA Tool by applying the indicated implications of 

each intervention detailed in Appendix G to the associated links.  An element of judgement was required in this process 

to ensure appropriate consideration of varying throughputs and Levels of Service along the lengths of each intervention 

area. 

By way of an example, if an intervention was determined by Stakeholders to generally improve a corridor’s LOS from D 

to B, but a specific link within an intervention currently had a LOS of B, the LOS adjustment would be moderated to A-.  

This accounts for a lesser noticeable change in LOS where a higher LOS already existed. 

Similarly, if throughput were determined to typically reduce from 200 to 150, but a specific link had a throughput of only 

50, this reduction would be moderated to say 20, rather than zero. 

Safety 

For the evaluation of Safety Level of Service, three specific approaches were used to determine likely change in the 

Safety Level of Service from the proposed high-level safety related interventions. 

- NZTA Crash Estimation compendium for standardised treatments
[5]

  

- Nilsson’s Power Model for speed management
[6]

, and 

- NZTA Research Report 386, Roundabout Crash Prediction Models
[7]

  

To understand the impacts of progressing groups of interventions, two scenarios were assessed: Balanced and 

Optimised.  The Optimised Scenario includes all those interventions listed in the Balanced Scenario, plus additional 

interventions, as indicated in Appendix G. 

Due to the high granularity of the network, the visual appearance of the impacts of each intervention at a network level 

are challenging to appreciate, as indicated in  

Figure 7.2 below. 

 

[5] https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/economic-evaluation-manual/economic-evaluation-manual/docs/crash-risk-factors-guidelines-compendium.pdf
 

[6] https://acrs.org.au/files/arsrpe/RS080079.pdf
 

[7] https://www.nzta.govt.nz/resources/research/reports/386
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Figure 7.2 Network Fit Assessment at Network Level 

However, when viewed from a closer perspective, the link by link impacts of the interventions is clearer to understand as 

shown in  

Figure 7.3 below: 

 

Figure 7.3 Network Fit Assessment at Link Level 
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To understand the impact of each intervention, stakeholders are recommended to interrogate the NFA model to 

appreciate the alignment and impacts of each intervention on the associated links.  This should include appreciating the 

level of service changes by mode resulting from the interventions.   

7.1 Scenario Fit 

The cumulative fit of the two scenarios with the objectives of the NOP are tested and shown below, first by Access LoS 

and then by Safety LoS.  For each scenario both AM peak, PM peak and an All Period summary are provided showing 

the total anticipated impact by mode across the network in the study area. 

Access LoS 

The summary of the scenarios’ access impacts shown in Table 7.2 below, clearly indicate that overall the interventions 

proposed have excellent alignment to the strategic objectives. 

Table 7.2 Scenario Fit Summary 

 AM PM All Periods 
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These summaries highlight that there is a good overall strategic alignment for both scenarios.  It also highlights the 

following mode specific outcomes. 

The most substantial benefits still relate to general traffic (cars). With substantial benefits across all time periods and 

scenarios. 
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Bus LOS also receive significant enhancement in both scenarios.  However, when comparing the two proposed 

scenarios, Balanced and Optimised, the interventions relating to Optimisation (which include those in the Balanced 

Scenario) are predominantly enabling bus movements and safety improvements for general traffic. This is reflected in 

Table 7.2 which shows the only substantial difference to be bus level of service which is greatly improved over the 

Balance Scenario Approach. 

Though there were a number of cycling related interventions proposed, the overall improvement to cycling Access LOS is 

modest.  This is for two reasons.  Firstly, the LOS for access is already high throughout the networks.  Secondly, 

interventions are more focused around improving safety for cyclist to increase throughout.  This said, there may still be 

value in considering more assertive interventions that achieve greater improvements to both access and safety LOS.   

It is noted that the lack of confidence of intervention impacts for pedestrians, is causing the network fit to extend to a 

negative impact for the AM peak.  Increasing confidence of the impacts on pedestrians (mostly related to safety 

improvements) will likely result in a positive outcome for pedestrians in this time period too.  This is also likely the case 

for the longer term (beyond the 2-3 year consideration of this project), regardless of confidence level, as when vehicle 

congestion increases so will the delay to pedestrian movement.  The proposed interventions will then provide a greater 

benefit to Access LOS, irrespective of other factors. 

Safety LoS 

The proposed intervention impacts on safety are shown by the change demonstrated in the before and after LoSS 

diagrams in Figure 7.4 and Figure 7.5 respectively. 

As the evaluation of Safety interventions will always result in a neutral to positive outcome, alignment of any safety 

intervention to the strategies will naturally occur.  However, it is worth noting that the impacts of these interventions do 

range from significant improvements to neutral improvements. 

With this in mind, it is suggested that where the level of change is limited, the proposed intervention be reconsidered 

alongside alternatives that would theoretically result in a greater improvement.  This should be undertaken utilising the 

same referenced methods using in the analysis above, being: 

- NZTA Crash Estimation compendium for standardised treatments  

- Nilsson’s Power Model for speed management, and 
- NZTA Research Report 386, Roundabout Crash Prediction Models  

It is also suggested that some of the interventions will take more than 3 years to implement.  It is consequently 
suggested a detailed evaluation of low-cost interventions be considered against all high-risk roads to enable rapid 
improvements to safety, acknowledging some of these may later be replaced by more comprehensive solutions. 
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Figure 7.4 Corridor LoSS before Intervention 

 

 
Figure 7.5 Corridor LoSS after Intervention  
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8. Traffic Management, Operation and 
Improvement Plans 

The assessment of the interventions contained within each scenario shows that the Optimised scenario achieves greater 

benefit, since it only adds more progressive interventions to the Balanced Scenario.   Since both scenarios are strongly 

aligned to the strategic objectives agreed by Stakeholders, all interventions proposed will provide some benefit and the 

Optimised Scenario will provide the greatest benefit given it contains more interventions, specifically for bus movement 

and safety. 

However, when evaluating the benefit of each specific intervention it is recommended that each be considered against 

more assertive options to have a more positive level of impact, specifically in relations to non-general traffic and safety 

improvements. 

Further investigation in this regard may simply be enough to refine the level of confidence such that greater outcomes 

are evident.  Otherwise alternative interventions may need to be considered and measured similarly to demonstrate 

investment value. 

When considering which interventions to implement first, stakeholders should consider those that most substantially 

improve the LOS, whilst also considering any overlapping interventions.  This would ensure the greatest value of return 

on investment and allow more time to evaluate alternatives for lesser interventions. 

Recommendation 

The Network Operating Plan recommends that the Optimised Scenario  

i) Use the tested scenarios as a test case for future investment 

ii) Test other scenarios that align with the strategic objectives 

iii) Promote alternative modes in the interventions. 

The interventions tested will require a more detailed investigation including detailed design and funding approvals. 

It is also recommended that the operating gaps are continually reviewed as more information becomes available.  The 

Network Operating Framework and Plan should be used to continually develop a longer programme of interventions that 

will enhance the performance and safety of the network over the long term.  This should include addressing the operating 

gaps that have not been addressed by the Optimised Scenario. 
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9. Use and Implementation  
The planning of network investment is a continuous cycle of investigation, application and re-evaluation.  This Network 

Operating Plan takes an important first step by determining the base Levels of Service and Operating Gaps for Access 

and Safety.  Operational and improvement interventions should be evaluated using this NOF to ensure appropriate 

consideration of place, function and multi-modal impacts on a one network basis, and that the overarching objectives and 

strategies are addressed through ongoing management of the network. 

Area wide and link specific Operating Gaps should be considered when discussing future scenarios and new 

interventions by evaluating the consequential ability to achieve network wide strategies.  Alternative or refined strategies 

may result, but the subsequent agreement of targets that support the preferred scenario are critical to measuring the 

success of the NOP and NOF. This further testing can be used to demonstrate to funding managers how each scenario 

and individual intervention ensure the greatest overall network gain, across modes, across timeframes and horizons – 

correlating every interventions’ impact on the longer-term plan, strategy and vision. 

In addition, it is recommended that where Levels of Service (Access or Safety) are shown to be poor but no interventions 

proposed, further examination of the local area be undertaken to validate the assessment and provide a growing 

programme of interventions for evaluation.  Where these new interventions align well with the strategies and provide 

value for money, they can then be incorporated into the next NOP. 

Before progressing to design and construction, it is recommended that viable alternatives to any intervention be further 

considered through comparison in the NFA tool and Safety evaluation methods applied in this project.  This should be 

conducted at a project level to further demonstrate appropriate consideration of alternatives (long list to short list) before 

determining the construction cost and risks. 

The scale of impact on the Level of Service Gap for each intervention can also be utilised to focus which interventions 

offer the greatest change, and should therefore be programmed earlier; which interventions need to be packaged 

together to achieve collective benefits; and which interventions may be the most controversial, in terms of impact on 

customers.  Where new intervention benefits are greater than existing interventions, they should be considered to be 

incorporated into the current programme and prioritised accordingly. 

In conclusion, the NOP process followed provides evidence required under NZTA’s Investment Assessment Framework 

for both its Strategic and Programme Business Case (Journey Approach, Land use projections, Stakeholder agreement, 

System performance, performance predictions).  As such, intervention support for funding should be considered “high”, 

and can be used to direct programming and delivery of future interventions within the preferred scenario.   

 

 

158



 

 

 

 
Supporting Strategies 
 

159



 

Appendix A Issue Date:  A1 

Supporting Strategies 9 September 2019   

 

This Appendix provides an overview of relevant policy documents reviewed as part of this study.  

A1 National Policy Documents 

A1.1 Ministry of Transport 

Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018/19 – 2027/28 

The Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS) sets the governments direction for investment in transport. 

The GPS sets out four Strategic priorities: 

• Safety 

• Access 

− Access to economic and social opportunities 

− Transport choice 

− Resilience 

• Environment 

• Value for money 

Safety and access form the key strategic priorities with environment and value for money considered supporting 

priorities. The GPS calls for a mode neutral approach to transport planning and investment decisions. 

A1.2 New Zealand Transport Agency 

Relevant documentation reviewed from the New Zealand Transport Agency strategies are: 

• Transport Agency Investment Proposal 

• Long Term Strategic View 

• One Network Road Classification (ONRC) customer Levels of Service 

NZ Transport Agency Investment Proposal 

The Transport Agency Investment Proposal (TAIP) sets out the 10-year programme of activities that the Transport 

Agency proposes to include in the 2018-21 National Land Transport Programme (NLTP), giving effect to the 2018-27 

Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS). The activities in the TAIP supports the locally-led activities that 

councils put forward for inclusion in the NLTP.  

The 2018-27 TAIP proposes a total of $1,171m in the Manawatū/Whanganui region to deliver Government priorities. The 

majority of the funding is dedicated to Safety and Access – Resilience.  

Safety 

The TAIP highlights that safety on state highways is paramount and that more than 20 safety initiatives are proposed 

within the region, targeting the highest risk state highway corridors.  

Access 

The focus on access for the region is targeted on improving resilience and improving access to economic and social 

opportunities recognising that the Manawatū/Whanganui region is located at the centre of five road networks, connecting 

Hawke’s Bay, Wellington, Taranaki and other parts of the region. 

The anticipated population and economic growth, and the increased pressure on the rural roading network is affecting 

freight efficiency. The increasing pressure is partly due to increased forest harvesting and agricultural use, and potential 

increases in tourism traffic.  

Resilience 
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It notes that the region’s strength lies in its strategic location. It is served by four major state highway routes and four rail 

lines and has road and rail access to ports across the North Island. These factors have been integral to development of 

Palmerston North as the major distribution and logistics hub servicing Lower North Island supply chains. Reflecting of its 

national distribution function, only 26% of freight movements are within the Manawatū/Whanganui region. 

An integrated land use and transport planning approach is considered to produce a more resilient network, and there is a 

priority to provide a more structured roading hierarchy to accommodate anticipated future freight growth.  

NZTA Long Term Strategic View 

The NZTA Long Term Strategic View (LTSV) identifies long term pressures, priority issues and opportunities. The key 

objectives, priorities, and opportunities for Palmerston North from the NSTA LTSV are: 

• Maintaining the existing transport asset at its current level of service is a major priority. 

• Improving the connectivity of the key north-south and east-west strategic routes. 

• Growing efficient, accessible, and affordable public transport networks, including the provision of appropriate public 

transport services connecting Palmerston North to smaller rural communities. 

• Promoting walking and cycling as convenient and healthy methods for short trips, as well as trips connecting main 

urban centres. 

ONRC Customer Levels of Service 

The ONRC considers LOS against four categories: 

• Mobility (travel time reliability, resilience of the route)  

• Safety  

• Amenity (travel quality and aesthetics)  

• Accessibility (land access and road network connectivity) 

A2 Regional Policy Documents 

A2.3 Horizons Regional Council 

The Horizons Regional Council (HRC) documents reviewed for this study are: 

• Regional Land Transport Plan 

• Regional Public Transport Plan 

• Accelerate 25 Regional Growth 

HRC Regional Land Transport Plan 

The Regional Land Transport Plan 2015-25 (2018 Review) (RLTP) sets out the strategic direction for land transport in 

the Manawatū-Wanganui (Horizons) Region over the next 10 years.  RLTP objectives are: 

• Enhanced freight efficiency across the region 

• Enhance the strategic advantage for the freight hub for the central North Island 

• Better targeted investment for a strategic network 

• A safe land transport system 

• A resilient and multi modal transport system 

In order to achieve these objectives, a number of identified issues need to be actioned, namely: 

• Integrated land use and transport planning to produce a more resilient network, and to provide a more structured 

roading hierarchy to accommodate anticipated future freight growth; 

• Improved linkages to other Regions – of importance, links to the south of the Region and to the north of the regional 

border between the Desert Road Summit and Taupo; 
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• The need to maintain improvements to secondary strategic links that are playing an increasing role as eastwest links 

and alternative routes and for tourism/economic development purposes; 

• Anticipated population and economic growth in the Palmerston North - Manawatū sub area, the impacts this will have 

on freight distribution; 

• The need for continued improvements to road safety in the Region; 

• Increasing pressure on the Regions rural roading network, particularly with increased forest harvesting and 

agricultural use and potential increases in tourism traffic; and 

• Mitigating adverse environmental effects from the regional transport system. 

The plan also ranks the strategic priorities to guide investment decisions: 

1) Efficient road maintenance and delivery 

2) Improved connectivity of key strategic routes 

3) Plan for and proactively respond to demographic change and impacts of land use change 

4) Increase focus on pedestrians and cycling 

5) Efficient, accessible and affordable public transport networks 

6) An appropriate network of tourism routes. 

The plan then lists regional and inter-regional activities that it seeks funding for to address these issues. 

HRC Regional Public Transport Plan 

Horizons Regional Council has been introducing a range of improvements to regional and urban bus services, 

implementing some enhancements since the beginning of July 2016, such as Summerhill and Ashhurst, and is seeking 

funding from NZTA for more significant improvements. Proposed improvements in the Horizons Regional Public 

Transport Plan 2015-25 include: 

• Improved hours of service; 

• Increased frequency of service (every 10mins during peak hour); 

• Enhancements to Longburn and Linton from Palmerston North; and 

• Investigation of express routes in Palmerston North. 

The Capital Connection rail service to Wellington is currently funded to operate until 2021, with a Business Case being 

developed for future services and potential enhancement. 

Palmerston North has a national bus service provided by Tranzit (InterCity) offering regular scheduled passenger 

services to a range of destinations. Data on the number of passengers arriving in and departing from the City is not 

available. 

Council’s Creative and Liveable City Strategy aims to increase public transport use across the city, with programmes in 

this AMP to improve the CBD local and regional bus stop facilities, along with improvements to bus stops city wide. 

HRC Accelerate 25 Regional Growth 

Accelerate 25 is a Regional growth strategy that aims to increase job opportunities and quality of life in the Manawatū-

Whanganui region by connecting people, business, Iwi and the environment. It is a practical ‘road map’ to accelerate 

social and economic growth in the region through to 2025. 

Accelerate 25 identifies four enablers (Distribution & Transport, Growing Business, Digital Connectivity, and Skills & 

Talent) to support nine growth opportunities (Fresh Vegetables, Poultry Meat processing, Quality Care Lifestyle for Older 

People, Business Process Outsourcing Food HQ, Business process Outsourcing Call Centre, Realising Maori Potential, 

Tourism & Visitor Services, Manuka Honey, and Land Use Optimisation). Enablers are critical dependencies that need to 

be operating effectively in order for the opportunities to be delivered.  

The immediate priority is to prepare business case documents for consideration of investment in projects contributing to 

the efficiency of the Palmerston North regional ring road system (primary freight route, as identified in Council’s City 

Development Strategy and Strategic Transport Plan, see Figure 16). The medium term priority is to review the adequacy 

of transport connectivity to the transport hub locations in Palmerston North, and identify supporting programmes to 

provide efficient connections. 
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This strategic network investigation work is proposed to be undertaken collaboratively at a regional level. To this end, 

Palmerston North City Council, in collaboration with NZTA, Horizons and Manawatū District Council, is actively 

progressing the business case for development of the regional ring road primary freight route, including an additional 

river crossing and relocation of the state highway network around the urban area of the city. 

A3 Local Policy Documents 

A3.4 Palmerston North City Council 

The Palmerston North City Council (PNCC) policy documents reviewed for this study are: 

• 10 Year Plan 

• City Development Strategy 

• Economic Development Strategy 

• Creative and Liveable Strategy 

• Connected Community Strategy 

• Eco-City Strategy  

• District Plan 

• Asset Management Plan 

• Bikes in Schools Programme Assessment Report 

• Urban Design Plan 

• City Centre Framework 

• Manawatū River Framework 

• Street Design Manual 

• City Centre Streetscape Plan 

• City Centre Plan 

• Identified Urban Growth Areas 

PNCC 10 Year Plan 

The 10 Year Plan 2018-28 adopted by the Palmerston North City Council on 25 June 2018 identifies their vision as 

“Small city benefits; Big city ambitions.”  

PNCC identified five strategic goals for achieving this vision (Strategy Plan; Target): 

• Goal 1: An innovative and growing city (City Development Strategy; Economic Development Strategy) 

• Goal 2: A creative and exciting city (Creative and Liveable Strategy) 

• Goal 3: A connected and safe community (Connected Community Strategy) 

• Goal 4: An eco-city (Eco-City Strategy) 

• Goal 5: A driven and enabling Council 

A strategy has been developed for each of the goals with their priorities highlighted, themes identified, plans completed 

to deliver the strategies, and success measures chosen. A summary of this is provided in  
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Table A3.1 PNCC 10 Year Plan Goals and Strategies 

PNCC 10 Year Plan – Goals   

City Development Strategy (Goal 1: An innovative and growing city) 

Priorities 1) Create and enable opportunities for employment and growth 

2) Provide infrastructure to enable growth and a transport system that links people 

and opportunities 

Themes/strategies reflected to 

deliver the strategies 

3) Smart city practices 

4) Sustainable practices 

5) Iwi partnerships 

6) Strategic partnerships 

Plans to deliver the Strategy 7) District Plan 

8) Housing and Future Development Plan 

9) Strategic Partners Development Plan 

10) Urban Design Plan 

11) Heritage Management Plan 

12) Growth Infrastructure Plan 

13) Strategic Transport Plan 

Success measures 14) Number of jobs 

15) Median salaries and wages 

16) Total earnings (salaries, wages and self-employment income) 

17) Growth rate for median salaries and wages 

18) People registered for MSD job seekers benefit 

Creative and Liveable Strategy (Goal 2: A creative and exciting city) 

Priorities 19) Create a city that has great places for all people, and particularly families 

(Project for Public Spaces) 

20) Celebrate the city’s history and diversity, and build on the strength of being a city 

of many cultures and languages 

21) Develop the city into an arts powerhouse with a national reputation for creativity 

and the arts 

22) Develop a national and international reputation as an exciting city with plenty to 

do at night and on weekends 

23) Have the most active community in New Zealand 

Themes/strategies reflected to 

deliver the strategies 

24) Smart city practices 

25) Sustainable practices 

26) Iwi partnerships 

27) Strategic partnerships 

Plans to deliver the Strategy 28) City Centre Plan 

29) Manawatū River Plan 

30) Placemaking Plan 

31) Arts Plan 

32) Events and Festivals Plan 

33) Palmy Unleashed Plan 

34) Active Communities Plan 

35) Natural and Cultural Heritage Plan 

36) Active and Public Transport Plan 

Success measures 37) Measurement on Creative Cities Index 

38) Level of street engagement 
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39) Public space behaviour (mapping) 

Connected Community Strategy (Goal 3: A connected and safe community) 

Priorities 40) Develop, provide and advocate for services and facilities that create a 

connected, welcoming and inclusive community 

41) Ensure the city has a healthy community where everyone has access to healthy, 

safe and affordable housing and neighbourhoods 

42) Build community capacity to take ownership and encourage community 

leadership of solutions, including better co-ordination between community 

organisations and groups 

43) Become a city where people feel safe and are safe 

Themes/strategies reflected to 

deliver the strategies 

44) Smart city practices 

45) Sustainable practices 

46) Iwi partnerships 

47) Strategic partnerships 

Plans to deliver the Strategy 48) Community Services and Facilities Plan 

49) Council Housing and Support Plan 

50) Healthy Community Plan 

51) Community Support Plan 

52) Active Citizenship Plan  

53) Safe Community Plan 

Success measures 54) Satisfaction with the standard of living 

55) Perception of community spirit in Palmerston North 

56) Satisfaction of user groups with community facilities 

Eco-City Strategy (Goal 4: An eco-city) 

Priorities 57) Respect and enhance the Mauri of the Manawatū River 

58) Work with the community to reduce carbon emissions 

59) Regenerate native biodiversity 

60) Invest in infrastructure that serves to protect, enhance and preserve the 

environment 

61) Use Council’s legislative powers and policies to ensure urban development is 

sustainable now and into the future 

62) Educate the community, in particular property owners, on the benefits of 

investing in sustainable building design and green buildings 

63) Demonstrate leadership and best practice by developing and implementing an 

environmental sustainability plan for the Council, Council-run events, and 

facilities 

Themes/strategies reflected to 

deliver the strategies 

64) Smart city practices 

65) Sustainable practices 

66) Iwi partnerships 

67) Strategic partnerships 

Plans to deliver the Strategy 68) Three Waters Plan 

69) Waste Plan 

70) Energy Plan 

71) Biodiversity Plan 

72) Sustainable Practices Plan 

Success measures 73) CO2e emissions 

74) CO2e emissions for PNCC 

75) Air quality 

76) Number of trees planted 
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City Development Strategy 

The City Development Strategy summarises the visions and targets of Goal 1: An innovative and growing city and 

aligns with the 10 Year Plan (2018-28). The Council highlights that Palmerston North is expanding, and the city’s growth 

and prosperity should be accelerated.  

Target: Target: 12,000 more jobs in Palmerston North by 2028 

The strategy aims to adopt sustainable development practices and has been aligned with the Economic Development 

Strategy to achieve the goal. Together they provide a clear planning framework to promote growth and urban 

development by providing certainty for public and private investment.  

Economic Development Strategy 

The Economic Development Strategy summarises the visions and targets of Goal 1: An innovative and growing city 

and aligns with the 10 Year Plan (2018-28). The Council highlights that the expansion of Palmerston North’s labour 

market area has slowed population growth in the city’s urban area and employment growth in some sectors of the 

economy. Palmerston North is the major economic hub for the Manawatū–Whanganui region for education, health 

services, retailing, business services such as banking and finance, insurance, and professional services, government 

administration, agribusiness and logistics. 

Target: 12,000 more Palmerston North jobs by 2028 

The Council aims to drive entrepreneurship and innovation by providing support, infrastructure and opportunities to 

sustain and expand the city’s future. The change in the nature of work is realised and new jobs around research, 

development, and creative industries are anticipated. As traditional industries evolve and new industries emerge, Council 

must create an innovation eco-system by fostering entrepreneurs and enterprises.  

Creative and Liveable Strategy 

The Connected Community Strategy summarises the visions and targets of Goal 2: A creative and exciting city and 

aligns with the 10 Year Plan (2018-28). The Council highlights the need to help Palmerston North to compete for people, 

talent and investment. This involves improving how the city is perceived by the locals, visitors and potential new citizens 

and investors. To achieve this the Council realises the need for creative city-making needs and aims to apply this on key 

activity areas. 

Target: Palmerston North scores above 65 in the Creative Cities Index by 2028 

The strategy acknowledges that urban development is now concerned with combining hardware and software to provide 

places that look and feel good, that provide emotionally satisfactory areas that attract activity. There is a strong focus on 

walkability within the city and the need to downgrade the power of the car. 

Connected Community Strategy 

The Connected Community Strategy summarises the visions and targets of Goal 3: A connected and safe community 

and aligns with the 10 Year Plan (2018-28). The Council highlights the diverse community of Palmerston North, 

especially the prominent defence workforce, a large number of young and transient tertiary students, and a strong 

connection to the wider Manawatū province.  

Target: 90% of people are satisfied with the standard of living in Palmerston North by 2028 

The population of Palmerston North is relatively young with a projected average age of 37 by 2043, which is five years 

younger than the average of New Zealand. However, as with most areas, the fastest growing age group of the city is 

people aged over 65. As a result, Palmerston North is expected to become a home to a large older population with an 

increase in children and young people. 

Eco-City Strategy 

The Connected Community Strategy summarises the visions and targets of Goal 4: An eco-city and aligns with the 10 

Year Plan (2018-28). The Council highlights that The Ministry of Environment advises “climate change is the biggest 
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environmental challenge of our time. Each one of us needs to work on ways to cut our emissions, adapt to the effects of 

climate change, and become more resilient to the changes that are coming”.  

Target: 25% reduction in CO2 emissions in Palmerston North by 2028 

Palmerston North aspires to build a future-focused city that plans for and cares about the future, enhancing its natural 

and built environment. The city aims to have a sustainable future with a reduced ecological footprint through effective 

planning of infrastructure, coupled with the protection, maintenance and enhancement of our natural and built 

environment.  

PNCC District Plan 

The PNCC’s District Plan provides a road hierarchy that initially classifies roads into Primary Roads, Secondary Roads 

and Other Roads. The full list of road hierarchy used is as follows: 

• Primary Roads 

− Major Arterial Road 

− Minor Arterial Road 

− Collector Road 

• Secondary Roads 

− Local Road 

• Other Roads 

− Pedestrian Street 

− Restricted Access Road 

− Future Reclassification Road 

These have been aligned to the One Network Road Classification in the Asset Management Plan 2018 – Roading & 

Parking. The alignment is recreated in Table A3.2. 

Table A3.2 Alignment of PNCC District Plan Road Hierarchy and ONRC (Recreated) 

PNCC Road Hierarchy  ONRC 

Primary Roads Major Arterial Road Arterial Road 

 Minor Arterial Road Arterial Road 

 Collector Road Primary & Secondary Collector 

Secondary Roads Local Road Access Road 

Other Roads Pedestrian Street Access Road 

 Restricted Access Road - 

 Future Reclassification Road - 

 

PNCC Asset Management Plans 

The Asset Management Plan (AMP) incorporates the new One Network Road Classification (ONRC), ONRC Customer 

Level of Service (CLoS), ONRC Performance Measures and a Business Case Approach (BCA). The AMP’s assessment 

and rating by NZTA informs the level of government funding that will be allocated through the 2018-21 NLTP. The AMP 

does not incorporate the changed Draft Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS 2018) prepared for 

consultation on 14th March 2018.  

The programmes in the AMP are used as a planning tool to inform the proposed 2018-28 10 Year Plan. This AMP is the 

basis for the Transport Activity planning. The objective of asset management is to: “Deliver the required level of service 

to existing and future customers in the most cost-effective way.” 
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In this context the specific objectives for the AMP are: 

• To define the services to be provided, the target service standards that Council aims to achieve, and the measures 

used to monitor the performance of the transport activity. 

• To translate Council’s Strategic Vision and Goals into activity strategies and action plans, that align to National and 

Regional transport policies and strategies. The plan identifies forward works programmes based on strategic 

outcomes sought and financial forecasts required to meet agreed service levels and cater for growth. 

• To demonstrate responsible management of the transport activity infrastructure to stakeholders, ensuring that public 

funds are optimally applied to deliver cost effective services to meet customer expectations. 

• To document current asset management practices used by Palmerston North City Council based on clear evidence 

as part of a sustainable and optimised lifecycle management strategy for the transport infrastructure, and identify 

actions planned to enhance management performance. 

• To comply with the requirements of relevant legislation. 

Purpose and Rationale of the Activity  

The purpose of Council providing for the transport activities is to support multi-modal transport choices as part of an easy 

to use and efficient transport system that meets the needs of people, businesses and the environment.  

Customers and Network Users 

The following services are expected by customers and network users: 

• A roading network that has easy and comfortable movement for motorists and cyclists throughout the city with a high 

level of safety and a low level of delay. 

• Footpaths that are smooth and free of hazards, and pram crossings that are safe and easy to negotiate for a wide 

range of users. 

• Facilities that encourage more travel by cycling, walking, or public transport. 

• Car parking that is conveniently available throughout the city to meet the needs of retailers, shoppers, commuters, 

and visitors. 

• The roading, footpaths, and cycleways are maintained and developed to meet current and future needs in a cost-

effective way. 

• The service is managed in a financially sustainable way. 

The customer expectations align well with the ONRC national Customer Levels of Service outcomes: 

• Mobility (travel time reliability, resilience of the route). 

• Safety 

• Amenity (travel quality and aesthetics) 

• Accessibility (land access and road network connectivity). 

The full target outcomes sought by customer use groups are provided in Appendix A.  
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Contribution of Activity to City Goals 

The Activity contributes to two of the city goals, namely Goal 1 (An innovative and growing city) and Goal 2 (A creative 

and exciting city). Transport enables the activity that supports the outcomes of all city goals to achieve the Council’s 

vision for Palmerston North “Small city benefits, Big city ambition.” The city goals and the activity contribution for each 

are outlined in Figure A3.1 below: 

 
Figure A3.1 City Goals 

Summary of Key Strategic Outcomes from Strategic Direction 

The following summarises the alignment of the outcomes from the current national, regional and local strategic 

directions. The key strategic outcomes for the Palmerston North transport network are as follows: 

• Transport safety for all users 

• Connected cycle/shared path networks 

• Connected public transport facilities 

• Efficient freight movements 

• Optimise use, access, and movement for all users 

• Resilient networks 

• Right infrastructure, right levels, right price 

PNCC Bikes in Schools Programme Assessment Report 

The Bikes in Schools (BiS) programme assessment was prepared for PNCC by ViaStrada (16 August 2017) and aligns 

with the Council’s other related activities, which are cycling network provision and travel behaviour change.  

The BiS programme has been rolled out to six schools and has been very successful in meeting the needs of the 

participating schools to develop cycling skills, increase overall health and initiate a behavioural change towards cycling. 

PNCC has been able to leverage an investment of about $330,000 to produce about $510,000 of facilities.  

Two significant gaps were identified within PNCC, the first was that although the programme provides tracks, bikes and 

helmets, it does not include associated activities to encourage and promote cycling as an alternative travel method to 

and from schools. Secondly, the NZ Transport Agency indicated that the BiS programme should align more with the 

cycle network planning and achieve synergies between the two components. 

Some key recommended actions came out of the report: 

1) Progress the Draft Programme Assessment document into a formally adopted strategy document (including vision 

and objectives), with an implementation guide. 
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2) Appoint a new PNCC staff member (or re-designate an existing one) whose role would include managing the BiS 

programme in Palmerston North, and other associated cycling education and travel behaviour activities. 

3) Include in relevant PNCC strategies, suitable objectives and actions targeted at enhancing PNCC’s BiS programme, 

the cycle network planning approach, and the links between the two.  

4) Amend the list of evaluation criteria for BiS prioritisation so they more accurately reflect PNCC’s objectives and also 

the objectives of potential funders (e.g. the Transport Agency, via Bike On). 

5) Develop more detailed and transparent documentation outlining the reasons behind the various evaluation and 

prioritisation criteria used and the process to be followed for school selection. 

6) Ensure that there is a well-documented process for getting agreement from future BiS-funded schools regarding their 

expectations and obligations, including selection meetings and formal MoUs.  

PNCC Urban Design Plan 

To fulfil the vision of small city benefits, big city ambition the Council has adopted five goals. The City Development 

Strategy was developed to achieve Goal 1: An innovative and growing city. This plan shows how the Council will 

contribute to achieving this goal for 2018/21. 

The purpose of the Urban Design Plan is to create and enable opportunities for employment and growth (Priority 

1: City Development Strategy).  

The Plan summarises where PNCC are now, where they want to be, how they propose to get there, the actions 

contributing to Council’s strategic themes, measures of success, related policies, long-term Plan levels of service and 

long-term Plan KPIs. With this, the District Plan has been reviewed and the principles are incorporated in the relevant 

activity zones. Planning documents to guide design were generated such as the City Centre Streetscape Plan and 

Manawatū River Framework. 

PNCC City Centre Streetscape Plan 

The Streetscape Plan is a document that sets out the future design direction for those streets and spaces defined in the 

study area. The range of streetscape interventions anticipated for Palmerston North’s city centre are to be designed to a 

level of detail corresponding with a Concept Design package that includes: 

• Overall masterplan describing comprehensive spatial arrangements to streets and spaces 

• Individual street typologies and specific designs 

• Street cross sections 

• Access and movement and car parking configurations 

• Landscape design and vegetation 

• Materials palette 

• Indicative concepts for activation and placemaking initiatives.  

The Streetscape Plan has been separated into two parts: Part A: Analysis and Part B: Concept Design and Streetscape 

Plan. The purpose of the analysis is to provide a clear picture of the quality, function and types of streets and spaces 

within the study area, highlighting areas of concern and to guide the design of any future intervention and investment. 

The analysis findings provide a background against when design decisions have been made. Subsequent stages of the 

study respond directly to the issues and opportunities identified.  

PNCC Manawatū River Framework  

Published in February 2016, the Manawatū River Framework is an initiative identified in the Urban Design Strategy. It 

provides a strategic vision for any development located in close proximity to the Manawatū River over the next 30 years 

and recognises the importance of the river to the City. 

The Urban Design Strategy states the reasons for developing a framework for the Manawatū River are: 

• To create a destination from one of the city’s defining natural features 

• To ensure recognition and expression of Rangitane o Manawatū’s connection with the Manawatū river 

• To work with Rangitane o Manawatū on river related projects 

• To work toward outcomes of the Manawatū River Accord.  
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Vision Statement: Palmerston North’s Great Linear Park – Each year there will be more things to do, and more people 

will spend more time at the Manawatū River Park.  

The scope of this framework focused on the land in close proximity to the Manawatū River within Palmerston North City. 

This includes the area bound by Saddle Road bridge in Ashhurst; to the north east, Longburn/Linton to the south west 

and the Taratua Ranges to the south. The scope primarily focuses on land within the City boundary, but it is important to 

recognise that the river connects two rural areas and is therefore suitable for linking urban dwellers. 

PNCC, to understand the limitations and opportunities for the Manawatū River, undertook analysis of the current cultural, 

environmental, land use and transportation situation. The areas analysed were Rangitane, heritage, environment, 

flooding events, movement, land use and activity. 

Lastly the framework indicates several key directions such as building the network first, creating a distinctive sense of 

place, activating the river edge, expressing Rangitane and Maori culture, restoring ecologies and environmental quality 

and creating a sense of ownership.  

The framework vision and the key directions that resulted from the analysis is provided below.  

 

Figure A3.2 Manawatū River Framework Vision 

Key Directions of the Framework: 

• Build the network first 

• Create a distinctive sense of place 

• Activate the river edge 

• Express Rangitane and Maori Culture 

• Restore ecologies and environmental quality 

• Create a sense of ownership 

PNCC City Centre Framework 

Published in August 2013, the City Centre Framework (CCF) is an initiative from the Urban Design Strategy. The 

Strategy identified priority areas to focus on. These were the city centre, the Manawatū river, street design, structure 

planning of growth areas, embedding design criteria in the District Plan, and placemaking. The aims of the City Centre 

Framework include: 

• To communicate a clear and coherent vision for development in the city centre that allows private investors to 

leverage off planned Council spending. 

• To identify strategic development sites and the opportunities associated with each site. 

• To coordinate public investment in the built environment, streets, and open spaces in the city centre.  

• To provide the key directions for how public investment shall be designed and undertaken with every city centre 

project.  
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10 Key Directions (KDs) were proposed to help articulate the aspirations and intent of the Urban Design Strategy and 

help define how the city centre can contribute to create a vibrant, caring, innovative and sustainable city:  

1) KD1 Streets for people (Address the vehicular/pedestrian balance, putting people first in the city centre). Movement 

and place approach. Strengthening the city heart by putting people first Consistency in street design 

2) KD2 Connectors (Enhance the East-West and North-South streets to provide better connections and character to the 

city centre) 

3) KD3 Nature in city (Enhance, create and sustain green infrastructure in the city centre) 

4) KD4 Embracing education (Provide opportunities for educational institutions to play a crucial role in the form and 

function of the city centre) 

5) KD5 Integrating arts (Harness the wealth of creative talent, building a creative infrastructure in the city centre) 

6) KD6 City of culture (Celebrate culture and build on the wealth of cultural assets the city has already developed) 

7) KD7 Play in the city (Provide a fun, welcoming, safe and stimulating environment for all ages) 

8) KD8 Activity for people (Coordinate placemaking and event programming to enable the city centre as a ‘living 

theatre’) 

9) KD9 Entrance experience (Ensure that entering the city centre is a memorable and distinctive experience) 

10) KD10 Memories, stories and heritage (Recognise and give greater prominence to our shared Rangitane and 

European heritage)  

PNCC Street Design Manual 

Published in August 2013, the Street Design Manual is an initiative from the Urban Design Strategy. The Strategy 

identified the priority areas to focus on: the city centre, the Manawatū River, street design, structure planning of growth 

areas, embedding design criteria in the District Plan, and placemaking. The aims of the Street Design Manual include: 

• To clearly communicate the design vision for Palmerston North streets. 

• To introduce the road-user hierarchy into street design. 

• To set out the principles and techniques for a coherent and consistent street network. 

The Approach to Street Design / the three design objectives: 

• Streets for people 

− The Street Design Manual introduces a road-user hierarchy approach where people are prioritised over vehicles. 

− A clear direction to move away from car-dominated streets and provide a balance for all street users and 

aesthetics.  

− Designing for people 

− The Road-User Hierarchy is as follows: Pedestrians > Cyclists > Public Transport > Vehicles > Parking 

• Movement and place 

− Streets should provide for easy way finding and streets fit their context.  

− A categorisation of the street network to ensure a consistent and coherent approach is required.  

− A different design response is needed depending on whether the street is a local road, collector or arterial route, 

and depending on its spatial location. This may be the city centre, an industrial area or a residential 

neighbourhood. 

− Consistency in Street Design: The SDM consists of design principles and techniques for street types that are 

sensitive to the land use context.  

• Nature in the city 

− The priority is around street tree planting, recognising the significant contribution this makes to the overall 

aesthetics of the City.  

The Street Design Manual provides design guidance for the different street environments. For each road type, a 

description, quick reference, plan & cross section, purpose and principles and techniques (in terms of the design 

objectives) are provided. More detail around what road type is provided in Appendix A. 
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PNCC City Centre Plan 

To fulfil the vision of small city benefits, big city ambition the Council has adopted five goals. The Creative and Liveable 

Strategy was developed to achieve Goal 2: A creative and exciting city, and this plan shows how the Council will 

contribute to achieving this goal in 2018/21.  

The purpose of the Draft City Centre Plan is to create that has great places for all people, in particular for 

families (Priority 1, Creative and Liveable Strategy).  

The Plan summarises where PNCC are now, where they want to be, how they propose to get there, the actions 

contributing to Council’s strategic themes, measures of success, related policies, long-term Plan levels of service and 

long-term Plan KPIs.  The plan’s objectives are summarised by its measures of success as shown in Figure A3.3. 

 
Figure A3.3 PNCC City Centre Plan - Measures of Success 

PNCC Identified Urban Growth Areas 

This section sets out the factors impacting on the management and development of the assets to meet the requirements 

of growth and other demands placed on the transport assets as follows: 

• Future demand drivers; 

• Growth projections; 

• Growth trends; 

• Land-use strategies (residential, industrial and rural-residential); 

• Consumption and use patterns; 

• Demand management strategies; and 

• Climate change impacts on demand. 

The land-use strategies identified urban growth areas for residential, industrial and rural-residential activities to 

accommodate the latest population projections for Palmerston North. The projections suggest that Palmerston North will 

increase to a population of 98,100 by 2028, 103,776 by 2038 and 108,033 by 2048; and subsequently require residential 

development to accommodate the additional households.  

Residential Growth 

The type of residential development preferred aligns with the trend of decreasing greenfield development and more infill 

development. More specifically, the staging and timing of residential development in greenfield areas have been 

identified. Figures showing the residential development type, staging and timing of residential greenfield areas and the 

identified residential greenfield area locations are provided below. 
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Figure A3.4 Residential Development Type 
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Figure A3.5 Palmerston North Growth Areas 
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Industrial Growth 

The strategy prioritises industrial growth: 

• In the short to medium term at the North East Industrial Estate (NEIZ) and the recently rezoned extension area for 

large floor plate transport, warehousing and logistics activities.  

• Longburn is viewed as a suitable location for wet industry.  

Office and Retailing (Commercial) Land Use Strategy 

The Council’s centres-based strategy seeks to keep the commercial activity centre in the core of the city and to avoid the 

dispersion of this activity to the periphery of the urban area – particularly to the city’s Industrial Zones. This strategy is 

given effect through the District Plan hierarchy of the business zones as follows: 

• Inner Business Zone (IBZ) 

• Outer Business Zone (OBZ) 

• Fringe Business Zone (FBZ) 

• Local Business Zone (LBZ) 

The IBZ is the zone where planning for infrastructure is most critical. The IBZ seeks to provide a high amenity, connected 

and pedestrian focused city centre that meets the business, social and cultural needs of the community. IBZ 

development looks to leverage off public investment and, in most cases, will utilise public on-street parking. 

City Centre Streetscape Plan (CCSP) – Any planned works in the IBZ need to align with the outcomes sought by the 

City Centre Streetscape Plan. The CCSP is guided by a number of Council strategies, including the Urban Design 

Strategy, the City Centre Framework and the Street Design Manual.  

Figure A3.6 Spatial Extent of Business Zones 
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Rural Residential Strategy 

The District Plan discourages lifestyle blocks and further fragmentation of productive farmland. This land is a scarce 

resource and represents a significant economic opportunity for future generations, as identified in the regional growth 

study. Substantial capacity for lifestyle blocks is provided on the foothills of the Tararua ranges to ensure they remain a 

legitimate housing choice in the City. 

A3.5 PNCC Asset Management Plans 

The urban road network pattern is predominantly a fused grid pattern interspersed with cul-de-sac in residential areas. 

The grid network provides long straight routes in all directions, enabling connectivity across the City resulting in a 

relatively resilient street network. Palmerston North has a large local access network that serves the bulk of the traffic 

well, and a smaller regional, arterial and primary collector network that caters for high/peak volumes of traffic flows, 

including heavy transport. The high number of intersections, created through the grid like pattern, creates issues with 

both congestion and safety for the various users. 

The rural road network spreads out from the urban form to provide links to the north, east, west, and south. To build 

resilience and efficiency, prioritisation of this rural network is proposed to form a regional ring road and an alternative 

river crossing suitable for all users, particularly heavy freight users, which has been investigated under the Accelerate 25 

regional growth programme.  

Over 80% of customers travel by car, van or truck in Palmerston North for work, shopping, business or other activities 

(including health appointments and education). The balance of customers use public transport, bicycles (5.9%), 

motorcycles (2.2%), or walk (8.9%) for their journeys. A growing connected network of on road cycle paths and off road 

shared pathways is being developed across the city. 
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Figure A3.7 Customer User Groups and Outcomes sought  

A3.6 Manawatū District Council  

Two strategic policies and plans of the Manawatū District Council have been reviewed for this study: 

• 10 Year Plan 

• District Plan 

MDC 10 Year Plan 

The Manawatū District Council Long Term Plan for 2018-2028 was adopted on 28 June 2018 and details the Council’s 

plan and funding plan for ongoing programmes, capital work projects and major projects proposed.  

The plan includes the Council’s vision for the District, key issues, changes from public consultation, Council’s groups and 

activities, strategies and policies. The 10 Year Plan focuses on a number of vision statements –  

• Vision (overall): Connected, vibrant and thriving Manawatū District – the best lifestyle in New Zealand. 
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• Villages vision statement: Attractive and prosperous communities that offer lifestyle choices and business 

opportunities within a unique environment. 

• Rural area vision statement: Providing world-leading food, products and services within a beautiful sustainable rural 

landscape that offers outstanding recreational opportunities. 

• Feilding urban vision statement: An attractive, progressive and inclusive country town that offers lifestyle choices, and 

is the agri-business hub of the Region.  

The specific function and environment envisioned within each land use area acknowledges the different level and type of 

access required.  

MDC District Plan 

The MDC District Plan provides a road hierarchy for the Manawatū District, including Feilding, as follows: 

• Major Arterial Road 

• Minor Arterial Road 

• Collector Road 

• Collector Road (Tourist) 

• Local Road 

These have been aligned similarly to that completed for the roading hierarchy of PNCC (compared to the One Network 

Road Classification in the Asset Management Plan 2018 – Roading & Parking). A typical cross section is also provided 

for each road type listed above.  
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B1 Place Significance 

 

Figure B1.1 Place Value for Palmerston North 

 

Figure B1.2 Place Value for Feilding 
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B2 General Traffic 

 

Figure B2.1 General Traffic Priority Routes – Palmerston North 

 

Figure B2.2 General Traffic Priority Routes - Feilding 
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B3 Pedestrians 

  

Figure B3.1 Pedestrian Priority Routes Palmerston North and Feilding (insert) 
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B4 Cycling 

 
Figure B4.1 Cycling Network 

 
Figure B4.2 Cycling Priority Routes 
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B5 Bus 

 
Figure B5.1 Bus Network Palmerston North and Feilding (insert) 

 
Figure B5.2 Bus Priority Routes Palmerston North and Feilding (insert) 
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B6 Freight 

 

Figure B6.1 Priority Routes – Freight 

Study Area 
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B7 Rail 

 

Figure B7.1 Priority Routes - Rail 

 

Study Area 
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Relative Priority Matrices 
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C1 Relative Priority Matrices 

Table C1.1 Place Significance by Mode - AM Peak 

 Place Significance 

 1. Very Low 2. Low 3. Moderate 4. High 5. Very High 

Bus 

Priority Route 
   

  

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Pedestrian 

Priority Route 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

 
 

Encourage 

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Bicycle 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

General Traffic 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

 
Route Significance Place Significance 

 On PFN & PTR On PFN or PTR 
In Activity Centre 

Outside Activity 

Centre 

On PTFN Not on PTFN On PTFN 

Freight  
 No specific  

encouragement 

  

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage local  

access only 

Encourage 

movement 

PFN – Principal Freight Network  

PTR – Preferred Traffic Route 

PTFN – Principal Traffic Flow Network 

Table C1.2 Place Significance by Mode - PM Peak 

 Place Significance 

 1. Very Low 2. Low 3. Moderate 4. High 5. Very High 

Bus 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Pedestrian 

Priority Route 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

 
  

Encourage 

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Bicycle 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 
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General Traffic 

Priority Route 
  

   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

 
Route Significance Place Significance 

 On PFN & PTR On PFN or PTR 
In Activity Centre 

Outside Activity 

Centre 

On PTFN Not on PTFN On PTFN 

Freight  
 No specific  

encouragement 

  

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage local  

access only 

Encourage 

movement 

PFN – Principal Freight Network  

PTR – Preferred Traffic Route 

PTFN – Principal Traffic Flow Network 

Table C1.3 Place Significance of General Traffic - AM/PM Peak 

General 

Traffic 
Place Significance 

 1. Very Low 2. Low 3. Moderate 4. High 5. Very High 

On Preferred 

Traffic Route 

(PTR) 

  
   

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Strongly encourage  

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

Encourage 

movement 

On Traffic 

Route 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

No specific  

encouragement 

  

Encourage local  

access only 

Encourage local  

access only 

Not time specific 
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D1 Level of Encouragement Factor 
As set out in Appendix C, relative priority/levels of encouragement are determined based on place significance, mode 

and time of day. A Level of Encouragement factor is applied to each link for each mode based on the relative priority 

determined from the matrices in Appendix C.   

Level of Encouragement Factors were agreed by stakeholders as follows: 

Strong encouragement  =  1.67…………………….. 

Encouragement  =  1.33…………………………….. 

No specific encouragement  =  1.00…………………… 

Encouragement local area access only  = 0.67…..………… 

Local access only  =  0.33…………………………… 

D2 Relative Efficiency Factor 
The relative efficiency factor represents the number of people or goods being moved by each mode on a given link and 

the economic value of each user type. This is calculated by the number of vehicles, multiplied by occupancy to get 

person throughput, multiplied by the time-value of the mode.  

Throughput 

Throughput by mode is a key variable in calculating the relative efficiency factor and scaling the importance of the 

operating gaps. Throughput was determined using data and modelling results where available and assumptions where 

necessary. 

Pedestrian Throughput 

Pedestrian Throughput was estimated based on place value and school roll counts. The school location, type and roll 

count data were provided by PNCC.  

School pedestrian Throughput 

1) Pedestrian throughput for schools was calculated as %40 of the school roll count for primary, secondary and 

intermediate schools and 5% for tertiary. 

2) Pedestrian throughput for primary, intermediate and secondary schools were applied for the AM peak only as the 

school pedestrian peak hour in the afternoon does not coincide with the PM peak of the study area. Pedestrian data 

for tertiary students were applied for both the AM and PM peaks.  

3) Buffers were created around the schools, 200m, 500m,1km and 2km for Primary, Intermediate, Secondary and 

Tertiary respectively. Each buffer had an attributed throughput. 

4) Final output: Road links attributed with a summed throughput value of all the school buffers that they intersect.  

Place Value Throughput 

Pedestrian survey data for the years 2017 and 2018, conducted for the central areas of PNCC were received and used 

as a basis to apply pedestrians to road links as an attribute to place value. A peak hour pedestrian volume in the central 

areas of PNCC was retrieved from this data. As central areas are given a place significance of 5, all links that had been 

given a place value of 5 were assigned the peak hour pedestrian volume extracted from the survey. The pedestrian 

throughput for links with a place value of 4 to 1 were allocated numbers as a proportion of that allocated to place value 5 

links. The number of pedestrians applied as the throughput for both the AM and PM peak is shown in Table C1.13. 
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Table D2.1 Pedestrian Throughput by Place Value 

Place Value AM PM 

5 280 280 

4 140 140 

3 70 70 

2 28 28 

1 14 14 

The AM pedestrian throughput values were the school pedestrian throughput counts + the place value throughput 

counts. The PM pedestrian counts were only place value throughput counts excluding links within tertiary buffers which 

were attributed with the tertiary throughput counts.  The summed throughputs were considered by stakeholders as 

broadly representative, though the highest values were thought too high.  Consequently, the maximum throughput was 

capped to 640 in the AM and 690 in the PM/ 

 

Figure D2.1 Throughput - Pedestrian AM, Palmerston North and Feilding 
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Figure D2.2 Throughput - Pedestrian PM, Palmerston North and Feilding 

 

 

 

Cycle Throughput 

Similarly, to pedestrian throughput, cycling throughput was determined by using known cycling volumes and school type.  

Throughput based on cycle facility: 

The cycling volumes were derived from the average AM and PM peaks found using Ecocount data provided by 

ViaStrada. The type of cycleway facility at each count was recorded and an average volume was determined for each 

facility. Using known volumes by cycleway facility this was used as the expected number of cyclists for all proposed 

cycleway facilities found in the ViaStrada PNCC Cycling Masterplan. The cycling throughput assigned by cycle way 

facility is shown in  

Table D2.12. 

Table D2.2 Cycling Throughput by Cycleway Facility 
 

Cycleway Facility Assign (AM Peak) Assign (PM Peak) 

1 Separated Cycleway 150 100 

2 Shared Path 75 50 

3 Cycle Lane 38 25 

4 Quiet Street 15 10 

5 Other 8 5 

Throughput based on school type: 

1. Cycling throughput for schools was assigned a static value dependent on school type. A peak hour cycling 

throughput of 10, 15, 20 and 30 were applied for Primary, Intermediate, Secondary and Tertiary education 

facilities. 

2. Cycling throughput for Primary, Intermediate and Secondary schools were applied for the AM peak only as the 

school cycling peak hour in the afternoon does not coincide with the PM peak of the study area. Cycling data for 

Tertiary students were applied for both the AM and PM peaks.  
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3. Buffers were created around the schools, 500m,1km, 1.5km and 2km for Primary, Intermediate, Secondary and 

Tertiary respectively. Each buffer had an attributed throughput. 

4. Final output: Road links attributed with a summed throughput value of all the school buffers that they intersect.  

Table D2.3 Cycling Throughput by School Type 

School Types Cyclists (AM Peak) Range/buffer 

Primary School 10 500m of school 

Intermediate School 15 1km of school 

Secondary school 20 1.5km of school 

Tertiary 30 2km of school 

The same workflow used to calculate pedestrian throughput on the network was used for cycle throughput (using the 

cycle buffer distances and throughputs). The resulting throughput for cycling is shown in  

Figure D2.3 and Figure D2.4 Throughput - Cycle PM 

 

Figure D2.3 Throughput - Cycling AM 
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Figure D2.4 Throughput - Cycle PM 

Bus Throughput 

Bus frequency extracted from the current publicised service schedules. Bus throughput was a manual digitising process. 

Firstly, the number of routes departing and arriving for the AM and PM peaks were identified using the current publicised 

service schedules (horizons.govt.nz). The counts were then digitised onto the network with directionality accounted for.  

The AM and PM Bus Throughput are below. 
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Figure D2.5 Throughput - Bus AM 
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Figure D2.6 Throughput - Bus PM 

Period Weighting for buses represents the aspirational level of service for each time period in terms of average bus 

occupancy. 

Bus occupancy levels were agreed as Medium for the AM and PM. 

 

Figure D2.7 Bus Occupancy 

General Traffic and Freight Throughput 

Throughput for General Traffic and Freight were extracted from the PNCC CUBE model. The CUBE model included 

directional peak hour traffic volumes for both AM and PM peaks, however, did not cover the entire road network. For 
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links that did not have CUBE data attributed to them the NZTA RAMM Traffic Volume (AADT) data was applied. As the 

RAMM data was not directional, the total volume was halved to account for directionality in each link. 

The resulting throughput for General Traffic and Freight are shown in the figures below. 

 

Figure D2.8 Throughput - General Traffic AM 
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Figure D2.9 Throughput - General Traffic PM 
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Figure D2.10 Throughput - Freight AM 
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Figure D2.11 Throughput - Freight PM 

D3 Mode Shift Factor 
The Mode Shift Factor (also termed the Relative Growth Factor) represents the likelihood of and aspiration for mode 

shift relative to general traffic. Stakeholders determined the following factors: 

• Public Transport = High Level Factor (1.663) as this was considered likely due to investment and education more 

than external influences (equivalent to an approximately 40% prioritisation over the private car as a mode choice 

decision) 

• Walking – Medium Growth Factor (1.452) in part to reflect the aging population, and gives an approximately 20% 

prioritisation over cars. 

• Cycling – High Growth Factor (1.452), again due to investment and education (equivalent to an approximately 40% 

prioritisation over the private car as a mode choice decision) 

• The RGF for cars is one.  

The NZ Transport Agency’s recommendations for Mode Shift Factor ranges for application in New Zealand are shown in 

the following tables. 
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Figure D3.1 Mode Shift Factors 
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E1 Observed Personal Risk 
Observed personal risk refers to the personal risk calculated based on actual crash history. Personal risk in the study 

area is shown in the following figures. 

 

Figure E1.1 Regional Personal Risk Rating 
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Figure E1.2 Palmerston North Personal Risk Rating 

E2 Expected Personal Risk 
Expected personal risk is calculated based on two methodologies and then averaged to ensure a robust approach. The 

two methodologies are: 

1) IRR approach 

2) ONRC category approach 

E2.1 IRR Approach 

Work completed as part of the Nationwide Speed Management project shows a strong relationship between the 

Infrastructure Risk Rating (IRR) and Personal Risk.  The relationship between IRR and Personal Risk for nationwide 

corridors, excluding ONRC of National Strategic (High Volume), is shown in the following figure.  The urban and rural 

points shown on the chart represent the average IRR and Personal Risk value for each of the five IRR risk bands. 
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Figure E2.1 IRR and Personal Risk Relationship by IRR Risk Band (excluding ONRC of National Strategic (High Volume)) 

 

Figure E2.1 shows that Personal Risk generally increases with increasing IRR.  It follows therefore that improving 

(lowering) the IRR will reduce the Personal Risk.  In terms of infrastructure interventions, this can be achieved by 

reducing the severity of roadside hazards, widening the carriageway and/or introducing a physical median.  The other 

inputs to the IRR model are largely fixed and not influenced by infrastructure change. 

The equations derived for the best fit lines in  

Figure E2.1 have been used to calculate the expected Personal Risk for a given IRR, which allows a comparison to be 

made with observed Personal Risk.  The greater the difference (where observed Personal Risk is above expected 

Personal Risk), the greater the potential for improvement. 

E2.2 ONRC Approach 

Another estimate of Personal Risk has been derived as a function of ONRC, land use and alignment.  Using the same 

dataset, the average Personal Risk value has been calculated for combinations of ONRC, land use and alignment 

categories, as shown in Table E2.1. The Personal Risk estimates derived from the IRR method and ONRC method were 

then averaged. 

Table E2.1 Average Personal Risk Value by ONRC, Land Use and Alignment Combination 

ONRC, Land Use, Alignment Combination Average Personal Risk 

National/ Regional Strategic, Rural 4.42 

Arterial, Rural 6.03 

Primary/ Secondary Collector, Rural 7.10 

Access, Rural 7.30 

Rural, Winding and Tortuous 10.48 
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ONRC, Land Use, Alignment Combination Average Personal Risk 

National/ Regional Strategic, Urban 4.48 

Arterial, Urban 5.50 

Primary/ Secondary Collector, Urban 5.96 

Access, Urban 7.29 

E2.3 Intersection LoSS 

The corridor LoSS has been supplemented by an intersection LoSS metric as per the methodology in the High Risk 

Intersections Guide.  This methodology assesses the performance of intersection in terms of injury crashes.  The 

boundary between LoSS II (yellow shading in  

Figure E2.2) and LoSS III (orange shading in  

Figure E2.2) corresponds to the 50th percentile of intersection safety performance. 

 

Figure E2.2 Level of Safety Service for Urban Signalised Crossroads 

The intersection LoSS has been calculated using the 2017 Urban KiwiRAP results for the Palmerston North district and 

therefore does not include all intersections within the study area.  However, it is anticipated that most high-risk 

intersections within the study area are located within the Palmerston North district boundary.  As such, the intersection 

LoSS metric is considered a useful metric and should be used in conjunction with the corridor LoSS to inform safety 

investment programmes. 
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Operating gap results for safety are reported in Table F1. This supplements mapping available on the NOF Webmap. 

Only the largest operating gaps are reported in Table F1, i.e. those corridors where safety intervention is anticipated to 

have the highest impact on reducing DSis. Recommendations on intersection versus midblock based treatment 

strategies are also provided. 

 

Figure F1 Palmerston North DSI Reduction Potential  
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Figure F2 Feilding DSI Reduction Potential  
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Table F1 Safety Operating Gap Results 

Road Name ONRC 
Speed 
Limit AADT 

IRR 
Score IRR Band 

Collective 
DSi 
Equivalent 
Moderated 

Personal 
Risk Value Collective Risk Personal Risk 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
ONRC 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
IRR 

OG: DSi 
Reduction 
Potential 
Per5years 

Treatment 
Category 

OG: DSi  
Reduction  
Potential 

Kelvin Grove Road Primary Collector 80 1000-6000 1.49 Medium 4.13 64.03 Medium High High 7.10 6.62 3.69 Intersection High 

054-0038/04.29 Arterial 80 6000-12000 1.30 Medium 5.94 11.58 Medium High Medium 6.03 5.73 2.93 Midblock High 

Acacia Street Access 50 <1000 1.81 Low Medium 3.30 35.98 Low Medium High 7.29 4.79 2.75 Midblock High 

Botanical Road Arterial 50 6000-12000 2.42 Medium High 4.48 14.80 Medium High Medium High 5.50 6.31 2.69 Intersection High 

Vogel Street Arterial 50 1000-6000 1.94 Low Medium 3.16 20.83 Medium High High 5.50 5.19 2.35 Midblock High 

01N-0914 National Strategic 50 1000-6000 1.71 Low Medium 2.90 20.26 Medium High 4.48 4.47 2.26 Intersection High 

003-0474/02.96 Regional Strategic 80 6000-12000 1.39 Medium 3.15 16.89 High Medium High 4.42 6.18 2.16 Midblock High 

Sandon Road Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.28 Medium 2.78 25.79 Medium High 7.10 5.65 2.09 Midblock High 

No.1 Line Longburn Primary Collector 100 1000-6000 1.33 Medium 3.58 13.95 Medium Medium High 7.10 5.90 1.91 Midblock High 

Te Awe Street Arterial 50 6000-12000 2.13 Medium 3.25 13.61 Medium High Medium High 5.50 5.72 1.91 Midblock High 

No 1 Line Arterial 100 1000-6000 1.27 Medium 1.79 110.17 High High 6.03 5.60 1.70 Intersection High 

057-0036 National Strategic 100 1000-6000 1.69 Medium High 2.73 15.66 Medium Medium High 4.42 7.65 1.67 Midblock High 

Turitea Road Access 80 <1000 1.53 Medium 1.82 79.04 Medium High 7.30 6.86 1.66 Midblock High 

Featherston Street Arterial 50 >12000 2.27 Medium 7.79 7.27 Medium High Medium 5.50 6.02 1.61 Midblock High 

003-0471 Regional Strategic 50 >12000 2.20 Medium 6.74 6.67 Medium High Medium 4.48 5.86 1.52 Midblock High 

Railway Road Arterial 100 1000-6000 1.27 Medium 2.94 11.09 Medium High Medium 6.03 5.60 1.40 Intersection High 

Awahuri Feilding Road Primary Collector 100 1000-6000 1.74 Medium High 2.34 17.55 Medium High Medium High 7.10 7.95 1.33 Midblock High 

003-0450 Regional Strategic 100 6000-12000 1.19 Low Medium 17.28 5.24 Medium High Medium 4.42 5.25 1.33 Midblock High 

Halcombe Road Primary Collector 100 1000-6000 1.59 Medium 3.28 11.98 Medium Medium 7.10 7.14 1.33 Midblock High 

Bunnythorpe Ashhurst Road Arterial 100 1000-6000 1.42 Medium 3.56 9.66 Low Medium Medium 6.03 6.33 1.28 Midblock High 

Cook St West Primary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.86 Low Medium 1.33 117.35 Medium High High 5.96 4.96 1.27 Intersection High 

Square Inner Secondary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.55 Medium High 1.46 39.21 Medium High High 5.96 6.52 1.23 Midblock High 

003-0471 Regional Strategic 50 6000-12000 2.53 Medium High 1.55 24.60 Medium High High 4.48 6.49 1.20 Intersection High 

Mt Biggs Road Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.53 Medium 1.93 17.22 Low Medium Medium High 7.10 6.86 1.15 Midblock High 

Cemetery Road [Rural] Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.28 Medium 1.47 27.07 Low Medium High 7.10 5.65 1.13 Midblock High 

Pioneer N Arterial 50 6000-12000 2.04 Medium 1.47 18.01 Medium Medium High 5.50 5.48 1.02 Midblock High 

Grey Street Primary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.42 Medium High 2.18 11.32 Medium Medium 5.96 6.31 1.00 Midblock Medium High 

Halcombe Road Primary Collector 70 1000-6000 1.63 Low Medium 1.79 11.13 Low Medium Medium 5.96 4.15 0.98 Midblock Medium High 

054-0038/02.70-D Primary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.77 Low Medium 2.08 9.94 Low Medium Medium 5.96 4.68 0.97 Intersection Medium High 
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Road Name ONRC 
Speed 
Limit AADT 

IRR 
Score IRR Band 

Collective 
DSi 
Equivalent 
Moderated 

Personal 
Risk Value Collective Risk Personal Risk 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
ONRC 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
IRR 

OG: DSi 
Reduction 
Potential 
Per5years 

Treatment 
Category 

OG: DSi  
Reduction  
Potential 

Ruahine Street Arterial 50 >12000 2.27 Medium 3.43 7.97 Medium High Medium 5.50 6.02 0.95 Midblock Medium High 

No 1 Line Arterial 70 1000-6000 1.58 Low 1.28 17.74 Medium Medium High 5.50 3.96 0.94 Midblock Medium High 

Fitzherbert Avenue Regional Strategic 50 >12000 2.21 Medium 1.46 13.27 Medium High Medium High 4.48 5.90 0.89 Midblock Medium High 

056-0011 Arterial 100 6000-12000 1.44 Medium 4.62 7.66 Medium High Medium 6.03 6.40 0.87 Midblock Medium High 

North Range Road Access 100 <1000 2.54 High 0.90 222.24 Low Medium Medium 10.48 12.95 0.85 Midblock Medium High 

Ruahine Street Primary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.13 Medium 1.09 18.80 Medium Medium High 5.96 5.72 0.75 Intersection Medium High 

Walding St North Arterial 50 1000-6000 2.07 Medium 1.08 15.31 Medium Medium High 5.50 5.55 0.69 Intersection Medium High 

003-0474/02.96 Regional Strategic 100 6000-12000 1.36 Medium 8.24 5.66 Medium High Medium 4.42 6.01 0.65 Midblock Medium High 

Monrad Street Secondary Collector 50 <1000 1.79 Low Medium 0.63 62.80 Low Medium High 5.96 4.73 0.58 Midblock Medium High 

057-0036 National Strategic 80 1000-6000 1.43 Medium 1.81 7.83 Medium Medium 4.42 6.36 0.56 Midblock Medium High 

Linton Street Access 50 1000-6000 2.05 Medium 0.60 68.73 Medium Medium High 7.29 5.49 0.54 Midblock Medium High 

Awahuri Feilding Road Arterial 80 1000-6000 1.49 Medium 0.75 22.21 Medium High 6.03 6.63 0.54 Midblock Medium High 

Kahuterawa Road Access 80 <1000 2.11 High 0.59 100.36 Low Medium Medium High 10.48 10.08 0.53 Midblock Medium High 

Church Street Access 50 <1000 1.55 Low 0.58 55.55 Low Medium High 7.29 3.87 0.52 Midblock Medium High 

Ferguson Street Primary Collector 50 6000-12000 1.90 Low Medium 1.11 10.43 Medium Medium 5.96 5.06 0.52 Midblock Medium High 

Karamu Avenue Access 50 <1000 2.06 Medium 0.51 289.29 Low Medium Medium High 7.29 5.53 0.50 Midblock Medium High 

Colyton Road Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.33 Medium 0.98 13.15 Low Medium High 7.10 5.88 0.50 Midblock Medium High 

Broadway Avenue Secondary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.36 Medium 1.13 10.80 Medium Medium 5.96 6.20 0.49 Midblock Medium High 

Buller Place Access 50 1000-6000 2.22 Medium 1.55 9.67 Low Medium Medium 7.29 5.93 0.49 Midblock Medium High 

Rangitikei Street Secondary Collector 50 >12000 2.74 Medium High 1.06 11.62 Medium High Medium 5.96 6.74 0.48 Midblock Medium High 

Kairanga Bunnythorpe Road Primary Collector 100 1000-6000 1.42 Medium 1.02 12.40 Low Medium Medium High 7.10 6.33 0.47 Intersection Medium High 

Rongotea Road Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.34 Medium 0.52 69.21 Low Medium Medium High 7.10 5.93 0.47 Midblock Medium High 

Victoria Avenue Primary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.13 Medium 0.78 14.25 Medium Medium High 5.96 5.72 0.46 Intersection Medium High 

Walkers Road Access 70 <1000 1.59 Low 0.60 24.15 Low Medium Medium High 7.29 4.00 0.46 Midblock Medium High 

Fairs Road Primary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.94 Low Medium 1.23 8.78 Low Medium Medium 5.96 5.19 0.45 Midblock Medium High 

Pacific Drive Primary Collector 50 <1000 1.95 Low Medium 0.51 41.87 Low Medium Medium High 5.96 5.21 0.44 Midblock Medium High 

Cedar Crescent Access 50 <1000 1.82 Low Medium 0.49 49.85 Low Medium Medium 7.29 4.83 0.43 Midblock Medium High 

Jasper Place Access 50 1000-6000 1.99 Low Medium 0.53 32.83 Low Medium Medium High 7.29 5.34 0.43 Midblock Medium High 

Pahiatua Trk Primary Collector 100 1000-6000 1.68 Medium High 2.01 9.34 Low Medium Medium 7.10 7.62 0.43 Midblock Medium High 

Works Road Access 70 <1000 2.26 Medium 0.43 527.60 Low Medium Medium 7.29 6.00 0.43 Midblock Medium High 

Pharazyn Street Secondary Collector 80 <1000 1.45 Medium 0.52 35.65 Medium Medium High 7.10 6.47 0.42 Intersection Medium High 
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Road Name ONRC 
Speed 
Limit AADT 

IRR 
Score IRR Band 

Collective 
DSi 
Equivalent 
Moderated 

Personal 
Risk Value Collective Risk Personal Risk 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
ONRC 

Personal 
Risk 
Estimate 
IRR 

OG: DSi 
Reduction 
Potential 
Per5years 

Treatment 
Category 

OG: DSi  
Reduction  
Potential 

Valley Road Secondary Collector 100 <1000 1.58 Medium 0.68 18.58 Low Medium High 7.10 7.12 0.42 Midblock Medium High 

Awahuri Feilding Road Arterial 100 1000-6000 1.76 Medium High 0.82 14.20 Medium High Medium High 6.03 8.08 0.41 Intersection Medium High 

Dixons Line Access 100 <1000 1.33 Medium 0.46 44.15 Low Medium Medium High 7.30 5.88 0.39 Midblock Medium High 

Puriri Terrace Access 50 1000-6000 2.06 Medium 0.43 65.21 Low Medium Medium High 7.29 5.53 0.39 Midblock Medium High 

Pitt Street Arterial 50 >12000 2.81 High 1.15 9.25 Medium High Medium 5.50 6.80 0.39 Midblock Medium High 

North Street Primary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.94 Low Medium 1.35 7.69 Low Medium Medium 5.96 5.19 0.37 Intersection Medium High 

Airport Dr North Arterial 50 1000-6000 1.60 Low Medium 0.51 16.96 Low Medium Medium High 5.50 4.06 0.37 Midblock Medium High 

Kairanga Bunnythorpe Road Primary Collector 70 1000-6000 1.79 Low Medium 0.43 26.97 Low Medium Medium 5.96 4.74 0.35 Midblock Medium High 

Main East S (Cbd) Secondary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.26 Medium 0.58 14.43 Medium Medium High 5.96 6.02 0.34 Midblock Medium High 

College Street Secondary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.98 Low Medium 0.42 26.90 Low Medium Medium High 5.96 5.31 0.33 Midblock Medium High 

Clarke Avenue Secondary Collector 50 1000-6000 2.22 Medium 0.48 19.90 Low Medium Medium High 5.96 5.92 0.33 Midblock Medium High 

Awahuri Road Arterial 50 1000-6000 1.94 Low Medium 0.67 10.69 Low Medium Medium 5.50 5.19 0.33 Midblock Medium High 

Denbigh Street Secondary Collector 50 1000-6000 2.30 Medium 0.59 13.47 Low Medium Medium High 5.96 6.09 0.33 Midblock Medium High 

Te Matai Road Access 100 <1000 1.58 Medium 0.81 11.92 Low Medium Medium 7.30 7.12 0.32 Midblock Medium High 

Salisbury Street Arterial 50 1000-6000 1.89 Low Medium 0.44 19.70 Low Medium Medium High 5.50 5.06 0.32 Midblock Medium High 

Newbury Line Access 100 <1000 1.34 Medium 0.53 16.40 Low Medium Medium High 7.30 5.93 0.32 Midblock Medium High 

Square Inner Secondary Collector 50 6000-12000 2.52 Medium High 1.04 8.94 Medium Medium 5.96 6.48 0.32 Intersection Medium High 

Cambridge Avenue Arterial 50 1000-6000 1.79 Low Medium 0.53 12.40 Low Medium Medium High 5.50 4.72 0.31 Midblock Medium High 

College Street Primary Collector 50 1000-6000 1.94 Low Medium 0.79 9.22 Low Medium Medium 5.96 5.19 0.31 Midblock Medium High 

Carlton Avenue Access 50 1000-6000 1.81 Low Medium 1.17 8.14 Low Medium 7.29 4.78 0.30 Intersection Medium High 

Ascot Street Access 50 <1000 1.82 Low Medium 0.50 15.07 Low Medium High 7.29 4.83 0.30 Midblock Medium High 
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Agreed Interventions 
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Agreed Interventions 9 September 2019   

 

Table G1 Agreed Interventions 

ID 
 

Illustration 
 

Primary 

Mode 
 

Road(s) 
 

Road 

Description 
 

Intervention Explanation 
 

Strategic 

Programme 
Mode 

Indicative base 

scores 

Indicative post 

intervention scores 
LOSS 

B
a
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n
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e
d

 /
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p
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m
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e
d

 

 

T
h
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a
l 

L
O
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T
h
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u
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h
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u
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O

S
 

C
o
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fi

d
e
n

c
e
 

B
a
s
e

 

F
in

a
l 

m
o

d
e
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te

d
 

1 

 

Cycle 
Featherston 

Street 

Botanical Road 

- Vogel Street 

East West connection; Vertical 

separation however no physical 

separation; high cycle crashes 

currently; mainly to address safety 

issue.  Cycling Masterplan proposed 

buffered cycleway. 

Bal 

GT 600 C 600 C M 

H M 

Bus 6 C 6 C M 

Cyc 245 A 245 B H 

Ped 800 B 800 B M 

Freight 20 C 20 D L 

2 

 

Cycle Te Awe Street 

Fitzherbert 

Avenue - Albert 

Street 

East West connection; Throughput 

mainly from University and Central 
Bal 

GT 600 C 650 B M 

H M 

Bus 3 C 5 B M 

Cyc 120 C 150 B M 

Ped 640 C 640 C M 

Freight 40 C 35 B M 

3 

 

Cycle College Street 

Maxwells Lane 

- Victoria 

Avenue 

East West connection; (Note that 

ped/cyc bridge has been built off Park 

Road, however Park Road is an HCV 

route); Need to check priority between 

College and Park. Buffered cycle lane 

proposed. 

Bal 

GT 450 C 550 B M 

M/MH 
 

Bus 2 C 2 C M 

Cyc 245 C 300 B M 

Ped 640 B 640 B M 
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Freight 20 C 20 C M 

4 

 

Cycle Park Road 

Botanical Road 

- Fitzherbert 

Avenue 

East West connection; (check priority 

above/under College Street).  

Separated cycleway facility between 

Fitzherbert Road and Cook St 

alongside park. 

Bal 

GT 550 E 550 E M 

L L 

Bus 4 E 4 E M 

Cyc 255 C 255 A H 

Ped 620 B 620 C M 

Freight 20 E 20 E M 

5 

 

Cycle Albert Street 

Featherson 

Street - (river / 

southern end of 

street) 

North South connection.  Cycleway 

masterplan proposes separated 

facility. 

Bal 

GT 600 C 600 B M 

L L 

Bus 5 C 7 B M 

Cyc 235 C 250 A H 

Ped 250 B 250 B M 

Freight 20 C 20 B M 

6 

 

Cycle Cook Street 
Cuba Street - 

Park Road 
North South Connection Bal 

GT 250 B 350 B M 

L/M/H LM 

Bus - - - - - 

Cyc 245 B 300 B H 

Ped 430 C 430 C M 

Freight 20 D 20 D M 

7 

 

Cycle Botanical Road 

Featherson 

Street - Park 

Road 

North South Connection Bal 

GT 550 C 650 B M 

L/M LM 

Bus 2 C 4 B M 

Cyc 235 C 235 B M 

Ped 450 B 450 C M 
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Agreed Interventions 9 September 2019   

 

Freight 20 C 30 B M 

8 

 

PT 

Fitzherbert 

Avenue / Te 

Awe Street 

Signalised 

Intersection 

Enablement of right turning buses 

from Te Awe Street 
Bal 

GT 1300 F 1300 F M 

H ML 

Bus 20 F 25 D H 

Cyc 135 C 135 B M 

Ped 640 B 640 B H 

Freight 80 F 80 F M 

9 

 

PT Ruahine Street 

Fairs Road - 

Koromiko 

Avenue 

Bus advancement Opt 

GT 350 B 350 B M 

MH/ML MH/ML 

Bus 6 B 8 A M 

Cyc 40 C 40 C M 

Ped 30 B 30 B M 

Freight 20 B 20 B M 

10 

 

PT Grey Street 

Rangitikei 

Street - 

Princess Street 

Enablement of right turning buses Opt 

GT 650 D 650 D M 

H H 

Bus 4 D 4 B M 

Cyc 145 C 145 C M 

Ped 640 B 640 B M 

Freight 20 D 20 D M 

11 

 

PT 

Kimbolton 

Road / North 

Street 

Give-way 

Intersection 

Enablement of right turning buses 

from North Street 
Opt 

GT 350 C 350 C M 

MH MH 

Bus 4 C 6 B H 

Cyc - - 
   

Ped 570 B 570 B H 
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Freight 40 C 40 C M 

12 

 

Freight Ashhurst Road 

Between 

Bunnythorpe 

and Ashhurst 

(Proactive safety upgrade) Ashhurst 

Road passing lane; High percentage 

(+30%) of HCVs with vehicles that 

may get frustrated and pass 

Opt 

GT 150 A 200 A M 

H MH 

Bus - - - - - 

Cyc - - - - - 

Ped 10 C 10 C M 

Freight 20 A 20 A M 

13 

 

Pedestrian 
Broadway 

Avenue 

Princess Street 

- Albert Street 

Issue of pedestrians crossing the 

road; Currently already low speed 

environment with raised platforms 

Bal 

GT 500 D 400 E M 

LM/MH LM 

Bus 4 D 0 - M 

Cyc 145 B 145 B M 

Ped 600 B 800 A H 

Freight 20 D 15 E M 

14 

 

Safety 
Kelvin Grove 

Road 

Stoney Creek 

Road - 

Henaghans 

Road 

Kelvin Grove Road (between 

Henaghans Road and Roberts Line) 

Road 5.5m carriageway with 

crests/troughs. Flattening required. 

Grasped within 6 year plan however 

not committed (is the understanding); 

No business plan currently. Speeds 

already dropped down to 80 for this 

area. Ideas include: flattening, 

shoulder widening, flush median. 

Predominantly lifestyle. 

Opt 

GT 300 C 300 C M 

H M 

Bus 1 C 1 C M 

Cyc 10 F 10 F M 

Ped 10 B 10 B M 

Freight 20 C 20 C M 

15 

 

Safety 
Kelvin Grove 

Road 

James Line – 

Stoney Creek 
(General research in safety issue) Bal 

GT 300 C 300 C M 

H M 

Bus 1 C 1 C M 

Cyc 10 F 10 F M 

Ped 10 B 10 B M 
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Freight 20 C 20 C M 

16 

 

Safety Kelvin Grove 
Residential 

Area 

(Safety Investigation) Kelvin Grove 

residential area shows high safety risk 

however no particular plans are in 

place. Has not been in the radar. 

Bal 

GT 100 A 100 A H 

H ML 

Bus 2 A 2 A H 

Cyc - - - - 
 

Ped 310 A 310 A H 

Freight - - - - 
 

17 

 

Safety Vogel Street 

Tremaine 

Avenue - Upper 

Main Street 

(Safety Investigation) - review function 

of the road.  Maybe change from 

Arterial to Primary Collector and 

implement appropriate treatments. 

Bal 

GT 450 B 450 C M 

H H 

Bus 2 B 2 C M 

Cyc 215 C 250 C M 

Ped 620 C 620 B H 

Freight 20 B 20 B M 

18 

 

Safety 

Church Street / 

West Street / 

Cook Street 

Main Street - 

Ferguson 

Street 

(Safety Investigation) Bal 

GT 350 E 300 E M 

H/MH MH 

Bus 2 E 2 E H 

Cyc 255 A 300 A H 

Ped 540 B 650 B M 

Freight 20 E 15 E M 

19 

 

Safety 
Monrad Street / 

Ronberg Street 

Give-way 

Intersection 
Roundabout planned Bal 

GT 150 B 100 A M 

V III 

Bus 2 B 4 A M 

Cyc 40 E 100 E L 

Ped 30 A 100 B L 
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Freight - - - - - 

20 

 

Safety Turitea Road 

SH57 - 

Ngahere Park 

Road 

(Safety Investigation) Bal 

GT 75 B 50 B M 

H MH 

Bus - - - - - 

Cyc - - - - - 

Ped 159 A 159 A M 

Freight 3 B 3 B M 

21 

 

Safety Bulls (Town) 

Bulls Bridge 

Street and High 

Street 

(Safety Investigation) Possible 

signalisation or intersection 

enhancement. 

Bal 

GT 600 C 600 C H 

H ML 

Bus 1 C 1 C H 

Cyc - - - - - 

Ped 280 B 280 B H 

Freight 150 C 150 C H 
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T +64 9 486 0898 (Akld) 

T +64 3 377 4703 (Chch) 

E office@abley.com 

 

Auckland 

Level 8, 57 Fort Street 

PO Box 911336 

Auckland 1142 

New Zealand 

 

Christchurch 

Level 1, 137 Victoria Street 

PO Box 25350 

Christchurch 8144 

New Zealand 

 

www.abley.com 
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Memorandum 
To Andrea Harris 

Copy  

From Christopher Bergin 

Office Greymouth Office 

Date 26 August 2019 

File 6-WPAL0.PP 

Subject Cadmium samples - 54 Roots Street East 
 

 

1 Background 
On 13 April 2018, 2017 WSP Opus undertook a delineation survey to collect additional soil data 
for delineation at Lot 146 DP 3479, 54 Roots Street, Fielding. This site was proposed to undergo a 
change in land use from production land to residential and was identified as a site with a land 
use that may have the potential to contaminate soils particularly considering the proposed 
sensitive end-use.  

Results of analysis of all but one sample were found to be within residential soil guideline 
values. The soil sample collected adjacent to the farm shed showed a level of arsenic and 
cadmium exceeding the residential SCS (health), presenting a potential risk to human health 
should earthworks occur at this location. Based on the findings of the investigation, WSP Opus 
were engaged to collect additional soil samples to determine the extent of soil contamination 
within this area of the site and consider remediation options, should they be warranted.  

On 30 April 2018 soil samples were collected and analysed for arsenic at various locations 
determined to have undergone potentially contaminating activities on the site.  

These soils were not tested for cadmium at this time and so an additional sampling round was 
undertaken at the same sample locations on 19 August 2019 to test the soils for the presence of 
cadmium 

2 Findings of Additional Investigation 
On 19 August 2019, WSP Opus collected nine additional soil samples in a systematic grid 
pattern from the vicinity of the elevated cadmium result as shown in Figure 1. These samples 
were submitted to Hill Laboratories for analysis of total cadmium only.  
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Appendix 8: Contaminated Land Supplementary Report (Cadmium Sample)
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Figure 1: Sample locations 

The results of the analysis from these test pits is shown in Table 1.  
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Table 1: Sample results summary 
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www.wsp-opus.co.nz Page 4 
 

2.1 Cadmium 

From the nine additional soil samples collected, no cadmium concentrations exceed the 
residential SCS (health). The original hot spot sample was found to have a level of 3.4mg/kg and 
has been included in the sample set for statistical analysis. 

Based upon the outcome of the results we have a 95% confidence interval of 0.15mg/kg +/- 
0.09. This suggests that the level of 3.4mg/kg is an outlier. 

 

3 Conclusion 
Based on the results obtained in the original investigation and from statistical analysis of the 
results obtained from the additional sampling and analysis herein it can be concluded that the 
concentration of cadmium within the soils meets the soil guideline values for a residential end 
use. 
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Harris, Andrea

From: Andrea Harris <Andrea.Harris@mdc.govt.nz>

Sent: Tuesday, 3 September 2019 1:17 PM

To: Harris, Andrea

Subject: FW: 54 Roots St - Supplementary report - Cadmium in soil

 

________________________________ 

From: Andrew Watt 

Sent: Tuesday, 3 September 2019 1:11:03 PM (UTC+12:00) Auckland, Wellington 

To: Andrea Harris 

Cc: Peter Wood 

Subject: RE: 54 Roots St - Supplementary report - Cadmium in soil 

 

Hi Andrea 

 

Thanks for sending that through.  Yes that does resolve our submission concerns re contaminated land.  Those test 

results confirm that no mitigation would be required to rezone or subdivide that lot as per the requirements of the 

Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to 

Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011. 

 

 

Regards, 

 

Andrew Watt 

Health Protection Officer, Public Health Services MidCentral Health l Private Bag 11036, Ruahine Street, Palmerston 

North 4442 Ph (06) 3509110 l Mob 0276880010 l Fax: (06) 350 9111 

Email: Andrew.Watt@midcentraldhb.govt.nz<http://www.midcentraldhb.govt.nz/> 

 

"Quality Living - Healthy Lives" 

 

 

 

 

From: Andrea Harris <Andrea.Harris@mdc.govt.nz> 

Sent: Tuesday, 3 September 2019 9:00 a.m. 

To: Andrew Watt <Andrew.Watt@midcentraldhb.govt.nz> 

Subject: 54 Roots St - Supplementary report - Cadmium in soil 

 

Hi Andrew 

 

Attached is the report from Chris with the updated testing results as discussed at the hearing. 

 

Can you let me know if this resolves your submission concerns?  I am currently preparing the right of reply for the 

hearing panel (as directed in their minute).  I was hoping to provide an updated comment from you as part of that. 

 

Cheers 

Andrea 

 

 

________________________________ 
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Appendix 9: MidCentral District Health Board Response to Cadmium Report



2

l ANDREA HARRIS l Contracted Principal Policy Planner - District Plan l l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 

10001 l  Feilding 4743 l l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz<http://www.mdc.govt.nz> l 

 

________________________________ 

"Our people delivering great service to our community." 

 

 

 

This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) 

named above. If you are not an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, 

dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is prohibited. 

 

If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message 

and attachments. 

 

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of 

Manawatu District Council. 

 

This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage. 

 

________________________________ 

 

Attention: 

This e-mail message and any attachments contain information that is confidential and may be subject to Legal and 

Medical privilege.  If you are not the intended recipient, you must not peruse, use, pass on or copy this message or 

any attachments.  If you have received this e-mail in error, please notify us by return e-mail and erase all copies of 

this message including any attachments.  MidCentral District Health Board does not accept any liability in respect of 

any virus which is not detected. This e-mail message has been scanned and cleared by MailMarshal 

www.Trustwave.com<http://www.Trustwave.com> 

 

[Twitter]<https://twitter.com/MidCentralDHB> [Facebook] <http://www.facebook.com/MidCentralDHB>  [You 

Tube] <http://www.youtube.com/user/MidCentralDHB>  [Google+] 

<https://plus.google.com/u/0/109469860195085292507/> 

 

 

This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) 

named above. If you are not an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, 

dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is prohibited. 

 

If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message 

and attachments. 

 

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of 

Manawatu District Council. 

 

This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Barracuda Email Filter @ Advantage. 
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From: Harris, Andrea  
Sent: Thursday, 12 September 2019 3:54 PM 
To: Penelope Tucker <pen.tucker@horizons.govt.nz>; Jon Bell <Jon.Bell@horizons.govt.nz> 
Cc: Glenn Young <Glenn.Young@mdc.govt.nz>; Wendy Thompson <Wendy.Thompson@mdc.govt.nz>; 
Matthew Mackay <Matthew.Mackay@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: draft revised Growth Precinct 4 provisions 
 
Hi guys 
 
Based on our discussions yesterday, it appears that the provisions recommended generally addressed 
the requirements from the One Plan perspective.  There remained the concern about implementation 
matters outside the District Plan (which I understand to be the main concern you raised at the 
hearing).  As we discussed yesterday the provisions of the District Plan, Council’s Engineering Standards, 
and the Development Contributions policy will all work together to manage growth, and the installation of 
infrastructure as the area develops.  While Council does not yet own the land along the Makino 
(Mangakino) Stream, discussions have already started with the landowner. 
 
On that basis, attached are my working draft provisions following on from the hearing and our 
discussions. 
 
You will see that I have within the chapter referred to ‘flood hazard’ and ‘stormwater inundation’ to reflect 
the One Plan provisions where the Regional Council covers flooding and that Stormwater is to be 
managed by the District Council. I have strengthen policy 4.4 as well about Council infrastructure 
following the Panel questioning at the hearing.  Changes are also proposed to the rules to simplify and 
streamline the provisions (another comment by the panel). I have used track changes at this stage so it’s 
easier to see the changes.   
 
I have also attached an updated structure plan map.  This shows an increased area next to the Makino 
and indicative stormwater detention areas that will guide future development. 
 
I need to provide my right of reply to the Panel next week.  It would be good to have your comments back 
by Tuesday next week (which I think coincides with when Jon goes on leave). 
 
Any questions just give me a ring. 
 
Cheers 
Andrea 
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8.0 SUBDIVISION 

8.1 Introduction 
Subdivision and subsequent land development often involves land disturbance, 

vegetation removal, and changes to the natural and physical environment. Subdivision 

is a process that enables future land use activities to establish that may not otherwise 

be allowed in some areas, such as additional dwellings residential units1 in urban or 

rural areas.  Once subdivision has occurred, certain expectations for the use and 

development of that land often become apparent. 

The effects of subdivision include: 

 Changing ground levels that alter run-off patterns and natural hazards 

 Effects on existing natural hazards 

 Additional demands on capacity of essential infrastructure (network 

infrastructure), existing private services and physical construction 

 Effects on natural character, natural resources, water quality 

 Effects on cultural and heritage sites, Tangata Whenua values 

 Effects on existing character and amenity values 

 Loss of productive land 

 Effects on the safe and efficient functioning of the roading network, including 

additional vehicle accesses, traffic flows and patterns, road safety and the 

efficient movement of traffic. 

Section 11 of the Act was amended in 2017 so that subdivision is now permitted unless 

expressly restricted by rules in the District Plan or a national environmental standard.  

This is consistent with the presumption that land use is permitted, unless restricted 

under Section 9 of the Act.  

This chapter should be read along with the provisions in Chapter 3 – District Wide Rules 

and the relevant zoning provisions in the District Plan, including Chapter 15 – 

Residential Zone.  The Council’s Engineering Standards for Land Development2 should 

also be referred to when considering subdivision of land within the District.  

The key focus of this chapter is the subdivision and land development provisions for 

Growth Precinct 4.  As the Sectional District Plan Review progresses, provisions for 

                                                           

1 SO28/009 (Manawatu District Council) 
2 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
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other zones, including the remaining Residential Zone provisions will be inserted into 

the Chapter through other Plan Changes. 

 

8.2 Resource Management Issues 
The following resource management issues have been identified in relation to 

subdivision: 

1. Limitations on growth in Feilding and other centres in the District due to natural 
hazards, topography and natural and physical features, effluent disposal and 
infrastructure provision.3 

2. Recognition of natural hazards in the design and implementation of subdivisions, 
including subsequent land use.4 

3. The need to restrict unplanned urban expansion into rural areas which affects 
rural productivity, amenity, character, the natural environment and resulting 
land uses.5 

4. The need to control Feilding’s growth, while providing for a variety of lot sizes 
for residential.6 

5. Uncoordinated and inefficient provision of infrastructure and the effects on 
urban form when development is unplanned.7 

6. The need to provide sufficient residentially zoned land to provide for future 
growth projections.8 

7. The need for new developments within Growth Precinct 4 to be in accordance 
with any relevant structure plan and be appropriately staged to ensure the 
integrated provision of infrastructure at the earliest stage of development.9  

8. The need for connectivity between staged developments and surrounding 
residentially zoned land.10 

                                                           

3 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
4 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
5 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
6 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
7 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
8 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
9 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
10 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
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9. The transition of land between existing rural use and future residential use 
following changes in zoning and creation of new reverse sensitivity issues while 
the area is developed in the future.11 

 

8.3 Objectives and policies 

Objective 1 

To ensure subdivision and land development within Growth Precinct 4 achieves the 

following overall urban design outcomes: The following urban design outcomes are 

achieved for Growth Precinct 4: 12 

a. A well-integrated and coordinated development that creates strong connectivity 

between new and existing development. 13 

b. Connectivity with existing infrastructure and transportation networks is achieved 

taking into account infrastructure capacity and requirements to upgrade 

capacity to meet future demands. 14 

c. Subdivision design that recognises and responds to the topographical and 

physical features of the land, including waterbodies.15 

d. A range of residential densities.16 

e. Efficient utility services are provided including roading, reticulated wastewater, 

water supply, stormwater networks and power and telecommunication 

networks. 17 

f. Neighbourhood focal points which provide meeting points within the precinct.18 

g. Open space networks that comprise stormwater attenuation networks, a range 

of recreation opportunities, and stream side esplanade reserves. 19 

                                                           

11 Supported by SO18/003 (Powerco) 
12 SO18/004 (Powerco) 
13 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
14 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
15 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
16 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
17 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
18 Supported by SO33/001 (Horizons) 
19 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
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h. Areas identified as high risk for flooding hazards and stormwater overland flow 

paths and ponding inundation hazards are avoided or managed to minimise the 

risk of damage to property or human life. 20 

Policies 
1.1 Subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 is guided directed by a 

structure plan that identifies:21 

a. Key transportation connections. 

b. Open Space and recreational opportunities. 

c. Shared pathways, including cycleways and walkways. 

d. Hazard areas, including overland flow paths. 

e. Stormwater detention areas following overland flow pathsOptimal open 
space provision for stormwater detention infrastructure.22 

1.2 To ensure all proposed lots are designed to achieve good urban design outcomes 
with connected outdoor living spaces, sunlight to habitable rooms, and onsite 
privacy.23 

1.3 To control intensive residential subdivision and development of land.24 

1.4 To avoid fragmented patterns of subdivision and development that is 
inconsistent with the integrated planned development shown in Growth Precinct 
4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.25 

1.5 To ensure that any staged subdivision and development enables overall 
connectivity within and beyond Growth Precinct 4 in accordance with the Growth 
Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.26 

 

  

                                                           

20 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
21 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
22 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
23 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
24 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
25 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
26 Supported by SO33/002 (Horizons) 
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Objective 2 
To ensure subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 achieves an attractive 

and sustainable urban neighbourhood. 27  28  An attractive and sustainable urban 

neighbourhood is achieved for Growth Precinct 4. 29 

Policies 
2.1 To ensure require subdivision design to implements the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 30 31 

2.2 To require the integration of new development with the surrounding 
environment, whereby lots including those to vest as roads, are positioned to 
create a logical extension of existing urban areas.32 

2.3 To require that all development is undertaken in a comprehensive manner 
consistent with a Comprehensive Development Plan where stages are clearly 
identified and connectivity is shown. 33 

2.4 To ensure block layouts within the subdivision proposal have road frontage and 
rear lots are discouraged.34 

2.5 To avoid discourage the use of cul-de-sacs to enable a high level of accessibility 
and connectivity in the local street network.35 36 

2.6 To encourage subdivision designs which create a neighbourhood identity using 
positive characteristics of established areas reflecting cultural, heritage and 
natural values of the site and surrounding areas.37 

2.7 To require all power and telecommunication infrastructure to be underground.38 
39 

Guidance Note: Refer also to Policy 3A 1.3 which encourages all new cables and 
lines, including electricity distribution lines to be installed underground.40 

                                                           

27 Supported by SO10/002 (Michael Duindam) 
28 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
29 SO18/005 (Powerco) 
30 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
31 SO18/006 (Powerco) 
32 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
33 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
34 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
35 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
36 SO29/004 (Proarch) 
37 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
38 SO18/007 (Powerco) 
39 Supported by SO33/004 (Horizons) 
40 SO18/007 (Powerco) 
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Objective 3 
To ensure development of Growth Precinct 4 manages the potential risk to people and 

buildings from natural hazards. 41  In the development of Growth Precinct 4 the 

potential risk to people and buildings from natural hazards and stormwater inundation 

is managed.42 

Policies 
3.1 To manage natural hazard risk by requiring setbacksensure subdivision in hazard 

areas is undertaken in a manner to manage natural hazard risk. 43 

3.2 To require the mitigation of residual risk of stormwater inundation outside of 
Flood Channel Zone flood hazard areas through subdivision design layout.44 

3.3 To ensure development within overland flow paths shown in Appendix 8.2 are 
managed to avoid effects on upstream and downstream propertiesin an 
integrated manner recognising the wider development context of Growth 
Precinct 4 development. 45 46 

3.4 To manage stormwater inundation by: 

a. Ensuring adequate pervious surface is available for every residential lot 
in the subdivision, taking into consideration built and hard surfaces.47 48 

b. Requiring minimum floor levels for buildings to protect against flooding 
and stormwater inundation. 49 50 

c. Requiring an integrated approach to stormwater management that 
recognises the capacity of existing systems and existing overland flow 
paths within Growth Precinct 4.51 52 

                                                           

41 Supported by SO33/005 (Horizons) 
42 SO18/008 (Powerco) 
43 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
44 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
45 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
46 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
47 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
48 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
49 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
50 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
51 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
52 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 

Commented [AH1]: Removing this as covered better by 3.4 
below. Note submissions that support provision. 
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3.4 To encourage low impact stormwater design by ensuring adequate pervious 
surface is available for every residential lot in the subdivision, taking into 
consideration built and hard surfaces.53 54 

3.5 To ensure that any stormwater management measures and earthworks are in 
place and approved to Council’s engineering standards at the time of 
subdivision, with ongoing controls to protect the integrity of stormwater 
management measures of adjoining landowners.55 56 

3.6 To ensure that the water supply within Growth Precinct 4 has sufficient capacity 
and pressure to meet the needs of all development including New Zealand Fire 
and Emergency New Zealand Service57 requirements.58 

Guidance Note: Refer also to the New Zealand Fire Service firefighting water 
supplied code of practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008. This Code identifies what is 
required for the Fire and Emergency New Zealand Service59 to have access to 
sufficient water during emergencies.  

3.7 To ensure stormwater risk is mitigated by requiring minimum floor levels for 
buildings.60 61 

3.8 To require an integrated approach to stormwater management that recognises 
the capacity of existing systems and overland flow paths within Growth Precinct 
4.62 63 

3.93.7 To require an integrated Stormwater Management Plan to be lodged at the time 
of subdivision that demonstrates: 

a. how stormwater collection, attenuation and discharge is managed onsite 
to achieve stormwater neutrality for the proposed development at 
subdivision stage; and  

b. low impact design best management practices to reduce stormwater 
runoff volumes and peak flow rates, and improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff is achieved.64 

                                                           

53 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
54 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
55 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
56 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
57 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
58 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
59 SO38/001 (FENZ) tabled evidence 
60 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
61 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
62 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
63 Supported by SO18/009 (Powerco) 
64 SO33/003 (Horizons) 

Commented [AH2]: Moved into new 3.4 above. 

Commented [HA3]: Moved into new 3.4 above 
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b.c. How stormwater detention areas are maintained and managed. 

3.10 To require consent notices on titles outlining measures required to implement 

recommendations from any technical reports to achieve water sensitive 

stormwater designs within Growth Precinct 4, including requirements to 

maintain all measures.65 

Guidance Note: Any development must also consider the requirements of the Council 
Engineering Standards for Land Development66 when preparing the Comprehensive 
Development Plan.  

Objective 4 
To enable the development of Growth Precinct 4 in accordance with the Growth 

Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1 and where development delivers an 

integrated infrastructure network for the entire site. 67  A comprehensive spatial layout 

and an efficient and well integrated infrastructure network is delivered for Growth 

Precinct 4. 68  

 

Policies 
4.1 To ensure the integration of essential infrastructure into the existing Feilding 

network creating an efficient and orderly development within urban areas. 69 

4.2 To ensure that infrastructure and services to Growth Precinct 4 are provided in 
a way that enables or facilitates future development opportunities while 
recognising the capacity of existing systems.70 

4.3 To ensure subdivision and development contributes to and does not undermine 
the integrated and comprehensive spatial layout for Growth Precinct 4 as 
identified in the Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 71 72 

4.4 To restrict discourage subdivision and development within Growth Precinct 4 
until where Council’s essential infrastructure is not in place and of sufficient 
capacity to service the subdivision.73 74 75 

                                                           

65 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
66 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
67 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
68 SO18/010 (Powerco) 
69 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
70 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
71 SO18/010 (Powerco) 
72 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
73 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
74 SO18/011 (Powerco) 
75 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
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4.5 To ensure all road design is consistent with form, function and amenity of roads, 
including provision for vehicles, walking and cycling, consistent with 
requirements in Chapter 3B – Transport. 76 

Guidance Note: Any development must also consider the requirements of the Council 
Engineering Standards for Land Development77 when preparing the Comprehensive 
Development Plan.  

 

8.4 Rules 
Rules in this chapter need to be read in conjunction with the District Wide Rules in 

Chapter 3 and the relevant zone provisions.78 

8.4.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities 
The following activity is a Restricted Discretionary Activity in respect to subdivision: 

a. Any subdivision of land within the area shown within the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

For this activity, the Council has restricted its discretion to considering the following 

matters: 

o The size, shape and arrangement of lots in relation to road frontages, and 

location of proposed boundaries. 

o Provision of water supply and disposal of water, wastewater and stormwater 

where the design and capacity of any reticulated systems reflect the new and 

anticipated future demand and requirements. 

o The number, location and formation of vehicle crossings. 

o Safe and efficient operation of the roading network, including walking and 

cylcing. The provision of connected street network, with appropriate use of 

street hierarchy and design type, including the width, length, drainage and 

formation of access. 

o Suitability of proposed lots for subsequent buildings and future use. 

o Design and layout of the subdivision, as outlined in the Comprehensive 

Development Plan submitted as part of the application. 

                                                           

76 Supported by SO33/006 (Horizons) 
77 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
78 Supported by SO33/007 (Horizons) 
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o Provision of a network of cycleways and walkways to the extent that these 

service the subdivision and wider Growth Precinct 4 and wider Feilding 

Residential Area. 

o Avoidance or mitigation of flood hazard and stormwater hazardsinundation, 

including the assessment of the level of flood hazard risk and what mitigation 

measures are required such as setback distances, minimum floor levels or 

specified building platforms.  

o The provision of open space networks. 

o How the subdivision provides for a building platform and land free from hazard 

risks while also achieving a permeable surface for all lots. 

o Availability Effects on the capacity of Council infrastructure. 

o Consistency with Council’s Engineering Standards. 

o Staging and timing of subdivision development including the provision of 

infrastructure. 

o Positive effects of subdivision. 

o How stormwater sensitive design principles, including onsite attenuation, are 

integrated into subdivision design. 79 

Performance Standards 

a. Lot Size 80 

i. Any subdivision must comply with an average lot size of 600m2. 

ii. Any subdivision must ensure lot sizes are sufficient in size to achieve site 

coverage, outdoor space and permeable surface area requirements for 

the Residential Zone in Rule 15.4.2. 

b. Access and Road Design 

i. Access and Road Design and construction must comply with Council 

Engineering Standards for Land Development81. Common access to eight 

or more lots must be provided by road formed to Council standards. 

                                                           

79 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
80 Supported by SO19/001 (Haydon Christian) 
81 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 

Commented [HA4]: Included above 

Commented [HA5]: Considered wide enough for onsite 
stormwater management 

Commented [AH6]: Covered by flood and stormwater hazards 
above 

Commented [AH7]: Covered by previous criteria 

Commented [AH8]: Not needed as already had a covered flood 
and stormwater hazards statement above. 
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ii. Access must comply with the provisions in Rule 3B.4.2 and 3B.4.3. 

iii. Roads must comply with the design requirements of Appendix 3B.2 Road 

Cross Sections. 

c. Shape Factor 

Each residential lot must be capable of containing an 18m diameter circle. 

d. Comprehensive Development Plan  

Any development and subdivision must have a Comprehensive Development 

Plan that demonstrates how the proposal has been designed in general 

accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1.  The 

Comprehensive Development Plan must demonstrate how the proposal: 

i. addresses and ensures that design, layout and servicing is in accordance 
with the Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1 and does not restrict future 
development opportunities within the area. 

ii. demonstrates a connected internal roading network that facilitates 
movement demands within the area while also providing a block 
structure that supports a high quality urban environment. 

iii. shows the location, width and design of publicly accessible roads, 
laneways and accessways having regard to vehicles, public transport, 
pedestrians and cyclists that are intended to use them. 

iv. outlines the servicing required for the development, and ensures suitable 
sizing of infrastructure to service the wider Growth Precinct. 

v. includes a spatial layout plan showing how the development achieves 
connectivity and integration to the surrounding area.  

vi. identifies the location and shape of publicly accessible open space areas, 
and provides indicative landscape concepts recognising the historical 
values of the area. 

vii. Identifies the location of natural watercourses and overland flow path 
and how these will be managed or enhanced. 

viii. provides clear reference to: 

a. The objectives and policies of the Zone 

b. Current and anticipated future built form and uses 

c. Anticipated future capacity of the activity area 

d. Relationships and connections within Growth Precinct 4. 

Commented [HA9]:  it’s the same as ii.   
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e. Earthworks 

i. All subdivisions must comply with the provisions in Rules 3D.4.1 and 

3D.4.2.  

ii. Existing overland flow paths as shown in Appendix 8.2 are maintained 

and not filled in, dammed or diverted.82 

Guidance Note: Earthworks, damming and diversion are also regulated by the 

Manawatu-Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent maybe required 

under the rules of the One Plan. 

f. Minimum Floor Levels83 

Building platforms must be identified which are at or above the flood and 

stormwater inundation level predicted for a 0.5% annual exceedance probability 

(AEP) (1 in 200 year) flood event.  

Guidance Note: Council has a model for stormwater that can be used to predict 

flood levels for areas within Growth Precinct 4. Liaison with Council’s Land 

Development Manager is recommended. Refer to Manawatu Whanganui 

Regional Council tor flood information on the Makino (Mangakino) Stream.  

g. Infrastructure 84 

i. All cables and pipes, including for gas, power and telecommunications must 

be placed underground, except where they are required to be above 

ground for connection to associated infrastructure.85 

ii. All Council’s 86  essential infrastructure must be available for connection 

within 30 metres of the nearest point of the land being subdivided. 

iii. Any subdivision must be connected to reticulated services and be designed 

and constructed to comply with Council Engineering Standards for Land 

Development87. 

                                                           

82 SO28/002 (Manawatu District Council) 
83 Supported by SO33/005 (Horizons) 
84 SO28/012 (Manawatu District Council) 
85 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
86 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
87 SO28/013 (Manawatu District Council) 
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iv. All new Council’s88 new essential infrastructure proposed in a subdivision 

must be located within road reserve and vested in Council. 

v. Development must only occur in areas where Council’s 89  essential 

infrastructure is available and of sufficient capacity for the subdivision.  

Guidance Note: In situations where development is proposed ahead of 

Council infrastructure investment, Council may enter into agreements with 

land owners as outlined in the Council Development Contributions Policy 

around the provision of Council’s90 essential infrastructure.  

h. Stormwater Management Plan91  

For Growth Precinct 4, a report from a Chartered Professional Stormwater 

Engineer identifying the potential stormwater risks to the site and how 

stormwater neutrality will be achieved at the following scales: 

i. over the area of land that is the subject of the subdivision proposal 

ii. over the Growth Precinct in which the subdivision proposal is located. 

 infrastructure that supports development is required.  This report must cover: 

iii. A site specific hydrologic modelling assessment based on the proposed 

subdivision plan and includes assessment for how the stormwater will be 

collected, attenuated and managed onsite. 

iv. Scoping of all internal stormwater infrastructure and how it will interact 

with the existing drainage system including connection to the existing 

stormwater network. 

v. Treatment of all stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the primary 

network. 

vi. Protection of treatment devices and treatment runoff during all phases of 

construction. 

vii. Outline how the development will hydraulically relate to its surrounding 

environs, including assessment of overland flow paths and potential flood 

impacts of proposed and existing development. 

                                                           

88 SO18/012 )Powerco) and Powerco tabled evidence 
89 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
90 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
91 SO33/003 (Horizons) 
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viii. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system will provide 

attenuation onsite to minimise runoff from the site.  

ix. Outline how the proposed stormwater management system is consistent 

with Council’s Engineering Standards and NZS 4404:2010 Land 

Development and Subdivision Infrastructure. 

x. How the proposed stormwater management approach recognises the 

Makino (Mangakino) Stream as a sensitive receiving environment.  

This report must also contain recommendations as to the location, design and 

construction of stormwater infrastructure that are appropriate to mitigate any 

characteristic or feature identified. Ongoing maintenance of the stormwater 

infrastructure recommended in the Report must also be outlined. A copy of any 

site calculations must accompany the report. 

 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, 

the Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of the Subdivision Chapter 

and the Residential Zone, assess any application within Growth Precinct 4 in terms of 

the following assessment criteria: 

i. Whether the subdivision design and layout compliments the diverse character 

and amenity values of Feilding’s residential area. 

ii. The extent to which the subdivision is designed to provide for the future 

development of adjoining sites, in accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

iii. How the proposed development and subdivision relates and connects to 

adjoining sites and areas and whether it enables future staged development and 

or subdivision of adjoining lots by giving effect to the Growth Precinct 4 Structure 

Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

iv. The extent to which deviations from the Growth Precinct 4 structure plan will 

result in an alternative coordinated, comprehensive outcome that will satisfy the 

objectives and policies for Growth Precinct 4.92 

iv. The extent to which the proposed layout takes into consideration the shape, 

orientation and aspects of lots, to create building sites and outdoor amenity 

areas which have a northward orientation and ability for passive solar gain. 

                                                           

92 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
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v. The extent to which the lot layout will allow new buildings to retain reasonable 

visual privacy and sunlight. 

vi. The extent to which all lots within the subdivision have safe and adequate vehicle 

access, taking into account the requirements of the access performance 

standards of Rules 3B.4.2 and 3B.4.3. 

vii. The extent to which natural hazards are avoided or mitigated.93 

viii. The degree to which the subdivision design avoids or mitigates any likely 

increases in peak stormwater run-off and peak stormwater flow to achieve 

stormwater neutrality.94 

ix. The consistency of the proposed subdivision with relevant subdivision 

engineering requirements. 

x. The extent to which stormwater inundation effects are managed, including 

overland flow paths.95 

xi. The extent to which minimum floor levels are assessed and provided for. 

xii. The extent to which subdivision design and layout gives effect to the Growth 

Precinct 4 Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

xiii. The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration of essential 

infrastructure into the existing Council network in a manner which is orderly, 

timely and efficient and that facilitates future development and capacity 

requirements.  The degree to which the subdivision provides for the integration 

of essential infrastructure.96 97 

xiv. The extent to which Council has the ability to maintain and access infrastructure 

and services in the future.98 

 The extent to which the proposal incorporates water sensitive stormwater 

design principles, achieves pervious surfaces and recognises the Makino Stream 

as a sensitive receiving environment.99 

                                                           

93 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
94 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
95 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
96 SO18/012 (Powerco) 
97 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
98 Supported by SO33/003 (Horizons) 
99 SO33/003 (Horizons) 

Commented [HA10]: covered by changes in vii so don’t 
consider need this here 
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Guidance Notes:  

1. Earthworks, damming and diversion are also regulated by the Manawatu-

Wanganui Regional Council and a resource consent maybe required under the rules 

of the One Plan. 

2. The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in 

Soil to Protect Human Health (2011) also applies to subdivision and a consent may 

be required under those provisions. 

3. The provisions of the National Environmental Standard for Telecommunications 

Facilities (2008) apply and resource consent may be required under those 

Standards. In the event of a conflict between them the provisions of the National 

Environmental Standard override the District Plan. 

 

8.4.2 Discretionary Activities 
The following activity is a Discretionary Activity within Growth Precinct 4: 

a. Any subdivision that does not meet the performance standards in Rule 8.4.1Any 

subdivision that does not comply with an average lot size of 600m2. 

b. Any subdivision that is not in general accordance with the Growth Precinct 4 

Structure Plan in Appendix 8.1. 

c. Any subdivision that proposes earthworks to change the ground level that alters 

the Overland Flow Path or waterbodies shown in Appendix 8.2. 

d.b. Any subdivision not specifically provided for in this Plan. 

In determining whether to grant a resource consent and what conditions to impose, 

the Council will, in addition to the objectives and policies of the Subdivision Chapter 

and the Residential Zone, assess any application within Growth Precinct 4 in terms of 

the assessment criteria in Rule 8.4.13. 

Guidance Note: 

The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil 

to Protect Human Health (2011) also applies to subdivision and a consent may be 

required under those provisions. 
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Appendix 8.1 Precinct 4 Structure Plan 100 101 102 

 
                                                           

100 Supported by SO10/001 (Michael Duindam) 
101 SO28/001 (Manawatu District Council) 
102 SO33/010 (Horizons) 

Commented [HA11]: Will be replaced with new one 
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Recommended to be removed 
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Appendix 8.2 Precinct 4 Overland Flow Paths 
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From: Penelope Tucker <pen.tucker@horizons.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, 17 September 2019 3:14 pm 
To: Harris, Andrea 
Cc: Glenn Young; Jon Bell 
Subject: RE: draft revised Growth Precinct 4 provisions 
 
Hi Andrea, 
 
Jon and I have reviewed the draft changes to the provisions; our first impression is that they are 
generally clearer and more consistent. Looking back at my notes from our meeting last week, I had the 
following key points that we understood you would be looking to address: 

 The commissioners are looking for strong policy direction re development not being able to take 
place without supporting infrastructure. 

 ‘Reticulated services’ includes not just MDC’s pipe network but also alternative approaches that 
meet engineering standards (including those established by the developer) 

 The provisions need policy clarity that there is to be stormwater neutrality, particularly in 
relation to discharges to the Makino. 
 

Bearing those points in mind, we have the following feedback. 
 
In general, the policy direction around development not taking place before appropriate supporting 
infrastructure is in place appears to be much clearer. However, looking at Policy 4.4, we consider that 
retaining the wording ‘restrict subdivision’ is more appropriate than the amendment to ‘discourage 
subdivision’, which would be weaker and, in my view, inconsistent with the weight given to this issue 
within the objective and the supporting rules. 
 
There is still some ambiguity around the use of the words ‘reticulated services’ and the relationship 
between that phrase and the ‘essential services’ defined term (e.g. when comparing Rule 8.4.1 
performance standards g. ii., iii. and iv., although I note that the definition is written to include 
stormwater systems, not reticulated stormwater systems, due to the placement of the comma).  From a 
plan user perspective, the difference isn’t obvious.  There is no indication that performance standard g. 
iii. refers to anything other than connecting to council’s stormwater network. If , as we understood from 
Glenn’s explanation last week, ‘reticulated services’ is intended to include stormwater management by 
the developer as well as council’s infrastructure, and you are relying on this performance standard to 
require their design and construction to meet council’s engineering standards, then it would be clearer if 
the provision were worded to relate the infrastructure to the standard (rather than to the subdivision, 
which is presumably already covered by the matter of discretion). I’d suggest that the wording be “Any 
subdivision must be connected to reticulated services and be designed and constructed to comply with 
Council Engineering Standards.” 
 
In terms of stormwater neutrality, as we have previously discussed, Jon suggests that these provisions 
should include a standard. This would be the 0.5% Annual Exceedance Probability event.  This would be 
in Policy 3.7 a. and Rule 8.4.1 performance standard h.  – there may be other references that need this 
clarification to be added. 
 
In addition, we’ve noted: 
 

254



 Rule 6.4.1 performance standard f.  Jon noted that there is no allowance for freeboard in this 
provision – not sure whether it should be here or whether it’s adequately covered in the 
residential zone provisions, although the heading of this standard refers to floor levels.  

 Performance standard g. iv. Jon also noted that this definition includes stormwater 
infrastructure, which may include stormwater detention areas being vested to Council, which 
would not necessarily be within a road reserve. 

 
Finally, we have a couple of comments in relation to the policy suite under Objective 3. It’s generally 
clearer that this is dealing with a pair of related but different issues, flood hazard and stormwater 
inundation. However, in separating the two there are now potentially some gaps. 

 It is our understanding from looking at the Structure Plan that there are areas in the Flood 
Channel Zone outside the setback area where development could occur. Therefore, restricting 
the focus of Policy 3.1 to setbacks leaves the rules that require (for example) minimum floor 
levels have no policy support. Also, it is unclear in this wording what the setbacks are from. 

 Policy 3.2 – Jon noted that the word ‘residual’ is unnecessary; all stormwater inundation risk 
should be mitigated everywhere. If there is development in a flood channel zone, then the 
stormwater hazard needs to be mitigated as well as the flood hazard. 

 
I hope this is helpful. Please give me a call if there’s anything you want to clarify further; Jon has gone 
now, but I will be in a meeting for a while shortly and then back at my desk till the end of the day. 
 
Pen Tucker | Senior Policy Analyst  
T +64 6 952 2948 | E  pen.tucker@horizons.govt.nz 

 

From: Harris, Andrea <andrea.harris@wsp.com>  
Sent: Thursday, 12 September 2019 3:54 PM 
To: Penelope Tucker <pen.tucker@horizons.govt.nz>; Jon Bell <Jon.Bell@horizons.govt.nz> 
Cc: Glenn Young <Glenn.Young@mdc.govt.nz>; Wendy Thompson <Wendy.Thompson@mdc.govt.nz>; 
Matthew Mackay <Matthew.Mackay@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: draft revised Growth Precinct 4 provisions 
 
Hi guys 
 
Based on our discussions yesterday, it appears that the provisions recommended generally addressed 
the requirements from the One Plan perspective.  There remained the concern about implementation 
matters outside the District Plan (which I understand to be the main concern you raised at the 
hearing).  As we discussed yesterday the provisions of the District Plan, Council’s Engineering Standards, 
and the Development Contributions policy will all work together to manage growth, and the installation of 
infrastructure as the area develops.  While Council does not yet own the land along the Makino 
(Mangakino) Stream, discussions have already started with the landowner. 
 
On that basis, attached are my working draft provisions following on from the hearing and our 
discussions. 
 
You will see that I have within the chapter referred to ‘flood hazard’ and ‘stormwater inundation’ to reflect 
the One Plan provisions where the Regional Council covers flooding and that Stormwater is to be 
managed by the District Council. I have strengthen policy 4.4 as well about Council infrastructure 
following the Panel questioning at the hearing.  Changes are also proposed to the rules to simplify and 
streamline the provisions (another comment by the panel). I have used track changes at this stage so it’s 
easier to see the changes.   
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I have also attached an updated structure plan map.  This shows an increased area next to the Makino 
and indicative stormwater detention areas that will guide future development. 
 
I need to provide my right of reply to the Panel next week.  It would be good to have your comments back 
by Tuesday next week (which I think coincides with when Jon goes on leave). 
 
Any questions just give me a ring. 
 
Cheers 
Andrea 
 
 

 

 
 
 
NOTICE: This communication and any attachments ("this message") may contain information which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or 
otherwise subject to restricted disclosure under applicable law. This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s). Any 
unauthorized use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or reliance on, this message is strictly prohibited. If 
you have received this message in error, or you are not an authorized or intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by replying 
to this message, delete this message and all copies from your e-mail system and destroy any printed copies.  

 
 
 
-LAEmHhHzdJzBlTWfa4Hgs7pbKl  

Horizons Regional Council | 24 hr freephone 0508 800 800 | www.horizons.govt.nz 

T twitter.com/horizonsrc | FB facebook.com/horizonsregionalcouncil 

This email is covered by the disclaimers which can be found by clicking here. 
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Memorandum 

To Andrea Harris – Contracted Principal Planner 

From Mathew Bayliss – Community Facilities Manager 

Date 4 September 2019 

Subject Precinct 4 – Proposed Makino Stream Reserve 

 

Introduction 

Public Reserves and Parks are important places for building a sense of community and social 
belonging. 

The Makino Stream enhancement project that has a number of activities planned through the 2018 
– 2028. This includes the proposed new reserve running alongside the Makino Stream in Precinct 4. 

The aim of this project is to enhance the Makino Stream and adjacent public space in a number and 
variety of ways.  

 

Proposed Makino Stream Reserve  

The purpose of the new reserve is to build a connected, active, dynamic reserve system within 
walking distance of every proposed home in Precinct 4.  

The relevant key deliverables of this project are: 

 Desirable and functional pathway options along the Makino Stream 

 Recreational flexibility – a series of linked outdoor spaces that provide for a range of active 
and passive recreational pastimes. 

 A point of difference attraction. The overall site (macro landscape) is to be a quality space 
that feels inviting, connects with the wider townscape; is vibrant, and at the same time has 
a relaxed country/community feel. It should be friendly feel safe and inviting. 

 The site must project/provide a strong connection to the Makino (Mangakino stream). 

 Provide very real opportunities for the District Council, Iwi, Horizons Regional Council, 
Community Service Clubs, and other organisations to participate in the ecological 
enhancement of the stream corridor. 

 Connection of stream to adjacent public and private spaces through use of various landscape 
mediums e.g. rocks, swales that reflect stream beds, associated streambed planting. 

 Providing for educational, recreational, and social interaction opportunities through a range 
of sites and choices within those sites 
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Examples of features proposed for the Makino Stream Reserve 
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The 

proposed Makino Stream Reserve in Precinct 4 will include design elements that have already 
been developed as a part of the Makino Precinct Plan next door to the Makino Aquatic Centre. 

Pathways lead to passive recreation areas long the stream along with walkways linking to the 
wider walking and cycling network. 

Stormwater Retention Management  

Storm water retention is a great opportunity to enhance the ecological value of the overall 
precinct 4 area by re-creating what nature would have provided in this area, pre European times.  

They are a proven cultural, recreational and environmental solution to the challenge of how best 
to deal with urban storm water drainage. 

They can add intangible value in terms of their roles as recreational sites, ecological enhancers, 
and have been proven to add tangible value to nearby residential properties. 

The successful incorporation of the retention/detention sites into the landscape requires us to 
develop them so that they don’t just look pretty, but they fulfil part of the role nature intended by 
enhancing the local ecology.  

 

Mathew Bayliss 

Community Facilities Manager 
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