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Draft Nelson Plan – Summary of Feedback on Flood Risk, Port Noise and the Airport Zone and Noise 

November 2021 

Topic Summary of Feedback 

Flood risk 94 responses were received. 
 

 37 responses were opposed to the Kaka Valley development, many of which expressed concern that 
stormwater runoff from this development will increase flood risk further downstream in the Maitai 
catchment. 

 
 24 responses related to property specific issues – concerns that their property would have a LIM notice 

related to flooding. In most cases the residents were adamant their property was not at risk of flooding. 
The affected properties are located in: 

- Stoke areas – Quail Rise, Jellicoe Ave, Matai Street, Newall Ave, Shelley Crescent, Tainui Street, 
Fergusson Street, Nayland Road, Jellicoe Ave, Songer Street, Black Street, Seaview Road, Exeter 
Street and Woodstock Place. 

- Nelson North areas – Lud Valley, Todd Bush Road, Rainbow Drive (in Atawhai), Cable Bay Road. 

- Scotia Street (Whakatu). 
 

 Nine responses queried the accuracy of the modelling, and said ground-truthing by local consultants or 
staff is essential, including taking into account changes in topography and the presence of stopbanks and 
other flood control infrastructure and stream maintenance measures. 

 
 20 responses suggested practical flood protection measures: 

- Address sediment build up in Orphanage Creek, and the effect of bridges in restricting flow (e.g. 
Suffolk Road Bridge). 

- Relocate a drain beside a house (instead of requiring a LIM notice). 

- Clear riverbed debris near Alton Street. 
- Make a plan for Wainui Street. 
- Widen or deepen Jenkins Creek, and improve the stormwater system in Enner Glynn Road area. 

- Dredge excess gravel in the lower Maitai river bed. 

- Replace or extend the Collingwood Street bridge to allow full flow of the river. 
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- Enlarge/dredge the drainage ditch from Victory Square to the sea/Maitai intersection. 
- Restore the swale alongside the Ashbury Street properties (numbers 14 to 22). 

- Remove forestry slash from Barnicoat Hill to avoid it clogging up the stream. 
- Invest rates funding in flood protection measures to reduce flood risk. 
- Maintain the open ditch behind 33 Titoki Street as this is always overgrown. 

- Fix the drain behind 21 Browning Crescent. 
- Clear waterways more regularly and remove flaxes from Orphanage Creek. 

- Develop a strategic plan to either protect or retreat from low lying areas. 
- Install water tanks on every property to reduce runoff to waterways. 

- Upgrade stormwater infrastructure. 
- Make physical changes to streams to increase flood flow capacity. 
- Require upstream developments to invest in improved infrastructure to avoid downstream effects. 

 
 Four responses sought substantive changes to Draft Nelson Plan provisions 

- One response requested reference to the 4Rs of Disaster Risk Management in the Plan to provide a 
framework for flooding risk, as residents will need help to prepare for future flooding. This person 
also queried the 8m maximum height for buildings, given that residents will need to raise their 
floor levels to reduce flood risk. 

- Zero Carbon Nelson Tasman queried the use of the word ‘significant’ in relation to flood risk, as 
well as the Annual Exceedance Probability terminology, because flooding probabilities will change 
over time due to climate change. Detailed feedback was provided on a large number of policies, 
including: concern about storage of hazardous substances in flood zones; mandating of relocatable 
buildings; and the need to prohibit subdivision in High Flood hazard zones. 

- The New Zealand Defence Force sought a number of changes to provide for temporary military 
training activities within flood hazard overlays. 

- Fire and Emergency Services noted that all three of its fire stations are located in flood prone 
areas – Nelson Station (1 Gloucester St is a high flood hazard overlay); Hira Volunteer Fire Brigade 
(769 Hira Road, Hira is in the North Nelson Hazard Overlay); and Stoke Volunteer Fire Brigade 
(484 Main Road Stoke is in the flood hazard overlay). It requested that existing and new fire 
stations be provided for across all flood overlay areas (including the storage and use of hazardous 
substances in these areas), given the need to locate in areas where they can respond quickly to 
fire and other emergencies across Nelson. 
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 Friends of the Maitai advised that the Council needs to communicate with the public about flood risk in the 
context of several inter-related flooding hazards that Nelson faces, of which river flooding is just one. 
These are: 

1) Coastal inundation and sea level rise 
2) River flooding 

3) Insurance retreat 
4) Forestry 

5) Housing 
6) Tonkin & Taylor’s presentation on flooding hazard options for coastal inundation and sea level rise. 

The Council Coastal Inundation maps that Council produced in November 2020 show that there is 
a very substantial threat to central Nelson. 
 

 Other responses included: 

- a question about flooding in Trafalgar Street, 

- flooding of Suffolk Road houses (which are not included in the flood risk maps), 
- the impact of LIM notices on housing affordability and insurance rates, 

- whether LIM notices can specify what proportion of a property is subject to flood risk, 

- the need to consider sea level rise and flood risk together, 
- a suggestion to include 30 year and 60 year flood models as these time periods are relevant to 

ratepayers, 

- a request not to build the new library beside the Maitai River, 
- concern about the impact of harvesting pine forests on Maitai flooding, 

- the need to consider the effects of sea level rise and increased flood risk together, and the 
implications of frequent flooding for the liveability in the lower lying areas of town, 

- the need for the flood mapping programme, the maintenance programme and the infrastructure 
programme to be aligned to obtain accurate results about flood risk, 

- flood risk is actually a bigger risk for properties at the foot and on the lower slopes of hillsides, due 
to mudslides and debris damage, but this is not reflected in the flood mapping, and 

- whether there is sufficient evidence of sea level rise/climate change related flooding in Nelson to 
justify changing the LIMs. 
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Port Noise 51 responses received. 
 

 23 support maintenance of the operative NRMP approach (option 1). This feedback is from Port users, 
including the wine and beer, kiwifruit, fishing, shipping, cargo, forestry, and oil industries. The commonly 
expressed view is that the current approach is achieving good outcomes and Port Nelson should not incur 
increased operating costs/loss of efficiency, given how important the Port is to the social and economic 
wellbeing of the region. 
 

 Port Nelson (PNL) supports retention of the operative rules, but also recognises the potential of parts of 
Options 2 and 4. PNL seeks more detail about these other options in order to provide further feedback. 
PNL agrees that some of the processes in the existing provisions can be improved and it is happy to work 
with NCC to develop these. PNL makes the following key statements:  

- they are fully compliant with the Noise Management Plan,  

- aspects of the options report are both supported (eg: recognition that operative provisions are not 
fundamentally flawed) and not supported (eg: analysis of complaints since 2016 has not been 
completed, increase in complaints while significant noise events are reducing and evening out is 
not a reason to review the existing provisions, and a ‘general feeling’ that things could be better is 
not a sufficient rationale for change), 

- reverse sensitivity should be further acknowledged (housing developing around the Port), 

- changes to provisions should be clearly stated in terms of issues, and source of changes, and 

- seek greater acknowledgement that NZS6809:1999 already features in the operative NRMP. 

 21 responses support other options: 

- One person supports Option 2. 
- Two people support Option 3. 

- Five people support Option 4. 
- Eight individuals, as well as the Latitude 41 Body Corp and the Nelson Environmental Action Group 

support Option 4 with the inclusion of clause 3c. 

- One person supports Option 4 with inclusion of Options 3(d) and 3 (e). 

- Two people seek tighter noise restrictions and do not support the status quo, but it is not clear 
which of the options they prefer. 
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 The feedback from those opposed to the status quo includes: 
- Concerns that Port noise has increased over the past few years. 

- Some respondents have significant concerns about the impact of Port noise on a much larger area 
of Nelson than the mapped area, extending as far as Cleveland Terrace / Iwi Road. They note the 
Port noise contour map is not a true reflection of the area actually affected by Port noise. 

- Some respondents noted that the Port should be required to install double glazing to a larger zone 
of affected homes. 

- Respondents pointed out the disturbance, mental health, and health and safety impacts of sleep 
deprivation resulting from the ‘clanging and banging’ and generator noise from ships occurring at 
night at the Port. Suggestions made for night-time noise restrictions.  

- Clearly stated and enforceable caps on noise are suggested as being required. 

- Greater use of onshore power should be made to reduce need for ships to run their own 
generators and also to enable electric cranes to be used.  

- The measuring and reporting of noise needs to be independently reviewed. Averaging of noise 
levels is currently occurring. Technical issues relating to noise measurement need to be addressed. 

- Several people express concern that there is no point in making complaints, as the monitoring and 
complaints process is handled by Port interests, and any concerns dismissed. These respondents 
consider there needs to be consequences for breaching noise levels, and that this should be 
handled by the Council rather than self-managed by the Port. 

- The current framework relies on the Port Noise Committee to drive change. This is seen to be 
unbalanced with 3 full-time professional PNL staff, an ex-PNL director as a ‘non-independent’ 
Chair, and 3 lay-people residents. This means NCC has little ability to enforce or provide corrective 
processes or actions. 

- Mr Solomon provided extensive technical feedback on the options and issues related to the Port 
Zone (please see full submission). He suggests various amendments to the current draft Port Zone 
APP39 – ‘Port Noise Management and Mitigation Plans and Port Noise Liaison Committee’, and 
challenges some of the findings of the Port Noise Management Plan. 

- Nelson Environment Action Group (NEAG) considers the current provisions have not performed 
well with the rapid growth and change in Port Nelson’s activities. The changes NEAG have 
identified are a continued increase in container shipping, a move from bulk wood-chip to whole log 
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shipping and an increase in empty container storage and associated movement. Amenity of a 
significantly increased number of residents nearby is being impacted and the noise disturbance can 
result in irreversible health effects. In particular NEAG: 

- specifically seek to include an enforceable noise limit within Option 4 helping to create a 
‘more compelling noise management plan’, 

- identify ten key issues , including the length of time to resolve issues, complaint fatigue ‘as 
nothing gets done’, lack of recognition of key noise sources ‘clangs and bangs’, lack of 
independence of Port Noise Liaison Committee, need for improved noise measurement, 
recording, and reporting system (specifically including the time period over which noise is 
averaged – specified as being over a 15 min period), the fact that NCC has little ability to 
enforce or provide corrective processes or actions, and that the suitability of the technical 
equipment needs to be confirmed, and  

- specifies technical issues to be addressed, and breaches of the operative NRMP requirements 
in respect to reporting. These focus on the period of ‘averaging’ for noise reporting, and the 
use of 89 dBA as the reporting level for significant noise events.  

Airport zone Seven responses received. 
 

 Nelson Airport Ltd (NAL) provided detailed feedback in relation to the Airport zone and noise provisions. 
Overall NAL request that: 

- Objectives and policies highlight the significance of regionally important infrastructure (specifically 
identifying the Airport) and provide for its protection from incompatible uses/reverse sensitivity 
effects, 

- Objectives and policies and AIRPZ precincts and associated provisions appropriately recognise the 
spatial extent of Nelson Airport’s operations and activities required for the operation of a modern 
aerodrome. This includes support for commercial, industrial and logistics activities within the 
Environs Precinct, which complement the core aviation activities, and 

- Objectives and provisions in the draft NOISE proposal address reverse sensitivity issues relating to 
noise sensitive activities within both the air noise boundary (ANB) and the Airport Effects Control 
Overlay (AECO), as well as articulating the Airport’s compliance requirements associated with both 
engine testing and aircraft operations. 

NAL also noted that they are in the process of compiling its Notice of Requirement which will provide for 
the spatial extent of Aircraft Operations, as well as management associated with aircraft noise contours 
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and obstacle limitation surfaces. NAL seeks that there is a high degree of integration between these 
statutory mechanisms within the notified Plan. 

 
 The Nelson Airport Noise Action Council (NANAC) consider they have a harmonious relationship with the 

Airport and seek to be included in the development of new zone and noise regulations. Their detailed 
response asks for specific changes to the Nelson Plan noise provisions to ensure the necessary elements 
of the operative Nelson Resource Management Plan are carried over, and to ensure that the guidance in 
the operative New Zealand Standards related to airport noise (NZS 6802 and NZS 6805) are followed. 
 

 One response seeks revision of the airport zone and noise provisions to contribute to achieving a greater 
range of benefits and objectives in relation to: reducing emissions, reducing airport noise, and increasing 
housing options through reducing the spatial extent of the airport noise effects area. They consider that to 
achieve these objectives there could be the use of electric aircraft, which would be quieter, and therefore 
provide opportunities to develop housing closer to the airport. 
 

 One response is in support of the status quo, noting that noise levels are seldom intrusive and certainly 
not sleep disturbing, and requests that new regulations not adversely affect the airports’ ability to operate 
as it has been doing. Another person notes traffic noise is a much bigger issue in Tahunanui than noise 
from the Airport or the Port. 
 

 The New Zealand Defence Force have previously provided feedback on the Draft Nelson Plan which sought 
permitted activity status for temporary military training activities in the Temporary Activities chapter of 
the Draft Nelson Plan. Alternatively, and for avoidance of doubt, current feedback now requests permitted 
activity provision for temporary military training activities within the Airport Zone. Other minor changes 
are sought to refer to the correct legislation. 
 

 The Nelson Marlborough District Health Board noted that it was difficult to provide feedback without the 
Designation information. They sought provision for the Airport to acoustically treat existing houses in 
addition to new houses, and consider there is a contradiction between the purpose of the residential 
zoning within the Air Noise Boundary overlay and the purpose of that overlay. They also raise technical 
issues, including the need to clarify ventilation requirements and the appropriateness of provisions 
relating to engine testing. 

 


