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1 Apologies

At the close of the agenda no apologies had been received.

2 Leave of absence
At the close of the agenda no requests for leave of absence had been received.

3 Conflict of Interest
Councillors are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision-making
when a conflict arises between their role as a councillor and any private or other external
interest they might have.

4 Public Forum

Notification to speak is required by 5pm at least two days before the meeting. Further
information is available on www.southlanddc.govt.nz or phoning 0800 732 732.

5 Extraordinary/Urgent Items

To consider, and if thought fit, to pass a resolution to permit the Council to consider any
further items which do not appear on the Agenda of this meeting and/or the meeting to be
held with the public excluded.

Such resolution is required to be made pursuant to Section 46A(7) of the Local Government
Official Information and Meetings Act 1987, and the Chairperson must advise:

(i)  Thereason why the item was not on the Agenda, and

(ii)  The reason why the discussion of this item cannot be delayed until a subsequent
meeting.

Section 46A(7A) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 (as
amended) states:

“Where an item is not on the agenda for a meeting,-
(@) thatitem may be discussed at that meeting if-

(i) that item is a minor matter relating to the general business of the local
authority; and

(ii)  the presiding member explains at the beginning of the meeting, at a time
when it is open to the public, that the item will be discussed at the meeting;
but

(b)  no resolution, decision or recommendation may be made in respect of that item
except to refer that item to a subsequent meeting of the local authority for further

discussion.”
6 Confirmation of Council Minutes
6.1 Meeting minutes of Council, 18 October 2017
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Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden

Record No: R/17/11/26654

Author: Robyn Rout, Policy Analyst

Approved by: Bruce Halligan, Group Manager Environmental Services

Decision 0 Recommendation O Information
Purpose

The purpose of this report is to obtain a decision from Council on how it would like to proceed
regarding the Freedom Camping Bylaw 2015 (the Bylaw) for Lumsden.

Executive Summary

In June 2017, a statement of proposal to amend the Bylaw for Lumsden was endorsed and put
out for consultation (see Attachment A). In September 2017, Councillors received copies of the
written submissions, and heard the submitters who wished to speak. In October, Council
deliberated on the proposed amendment, and identified a preferred option on how to proceed.

The preferred option was that Council would only allow self-contained freedom camping in the
Lumsden Township for up to three nights in a 30 day period. Council outlined that it would like
to have specific areas where camping would be prohibited around the railway station precinct,
and that the prohibited area for the playground, would be expanded (see Attachment B). Council
also decided it would like to get advice on the legality of proceeding with this preferred option,
before making a final decision.

Council staff have obtained legal advice that states that there would be an appreciable risk if
Council’s next steps were to proceed and adopt the preferred option. This risk is primarily due to
the fact that the Council did not specifically consult the community on an option more restrictive
that the current Bylaw provisions.

On this basis, staff are presenting two options to Council on how it could proceed, and staff are
recommending the Council proceed with one of the options. The options are:

e progress with putting the new proposal out for consultation; or

e continue with the current Bylaw and review the Bylaw at a later date.

Due to the legal risks associated with progressing any other option, staff are recommending that
Council does not deviate from either of these two options.

7.1 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 7
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Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

b)

)

d)

Receives the report titled “Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden” dated 17
November 2017,

Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

Decides to proceed with one of the following two options, either:

Option 1 - Not proceed with the statement of proposal, and instruct staff to begin
preparing a new draft bylaw and statement of proposal (based on Council’s
preferred option); or

Option 2 - Not proceed with the statement of proposal, continue with the current
Freedom Camping Bylaw, and review the Bylaw for Lumsden at a later date
individually or as part of a larger overall review of the Freedom Camping Bylaw
2015.

7.1
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Background
The current Bylaw

In Lumsden, the current Bylaw allows self-contained camping anywhere within the town
boundary (on Council controlled land), for a maximum of 3 days in any 30 day period. In the
Bylaw, a vehicle is classified as being ‘self-contained’ if it has the capability of meeting the
ablutionary and sanitary needs of its occupants. The current Bylaw also allows both self-
contained and non-self-contained camping in two designated areas around the railway station
precinct for 7 nights in any 30 day period. There is currently no differentiation between vehicles
and tents. A map with the current Bylaw for Lumsden is in Attachment A.

The statement of proposal

On 29 June 2017, staff presented an amendment to the Bylaw to the Regulatory and Consents
Committee, which was endorsed and released for consultation using the special consultative
procedure (see Attachment A).

The proposal was to:

e allow self-contained camping in the pink shaded areas on the map in the statement of
proposal (excluding the prohibited areas, and only on Council controlled land), for a
maximum of 3 days in any 30 day period.

e create a new defined area for tents (for up to 7 nights) to the east of the railway station
precinct, and prohibit tents from other designated freedom camping areas.

e allow self-contained and non-self-contained freedom camping vehicles in the areas
marked in green around the railway station precinct for up to 7 nights.
e designate the playground and particular car parks near the main street, as camping

‘prohibited’.

Councillors received the written submissions and heard the submitters who wanted to speak in
September this year. In the submissions, there was not a consensus on the approach that should
be taken with freedom camping in Lumsden. As has been outlined in previous reports, generally
submitters are quite divided on whether or not they support having a designated tent site, and
whether or not to have more areas where self-contained and non-self-contained vehicles would
be permitted to stay for up to 7 nights around the railway station. There is more of a consensus
from submitters regarding the proposed prohibited areas. Submitters are generally supportive of
the prohibited areas that were outlined in the statement of proposal.

Council deliberated on the proposed amendment to the Bylaw for Lumsden at a Council meeting
held on 18 October. At that meeting Council had a lengthy discussion, and then indicated that it
supported a more restrictive approach to freedom camping in Lumsden. Council resolved that,
subject to obtaining legal advice, that it supported a new preferred option. Council also decided
that further management and enforcement may be required at the site, and Council requested that
staff report back (with input from the Lumsden Community Development Area Subcommittee
(the CDA) on how enforcement at the site might be best achieved and funded.

71 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 9
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The preferred option

The preferred option is to only allow self-contained freedom camping in the Lumsden Township
for up to three nights in a 30 day period. In relation to the statement of proposal, Council
decided it would like to have one additional area where camping would be prohibited, which
would essentially expand the prohibited area around the playground (see Attachment B).

Issues
The issue before Council is what the next steps should be regarding the Bylaw for Lumsden.

Council staff requested legal advice on whether Council could proceed to adopt its preferred
option. Legal advice has indicated that there would be an appreciable risk if Council’s next steps
were to proceed and adopt the preferred option without further consultation. Council did not
indicate in the statement of proposal that a more restrictive bylaw could be the outcome of the
consultation process, and Council has not directly sought community views on the new preferred
option.

On this basis, in this report staff are presenting two options to Council on how it can proceed -
both are risk-adverse. Staff are recommending that Council proceed by selecting one of the
following two options.

Option 1 - Progress with putting the new preferred option out for consultation

As Council have identified a preferred new option regarding freedom camping in Lumsden,
Council could decide to progress an amendment to the Bylaw now, and instruct staff to prepare a
new draft bylaw and statement of proposal based on Council’s preferred option. This could then
be presented to Council to be endorsed and put out for consultation.

This would allow Council to progress its preferred option, and it would eliminate the risks
associated with now taking a more restrictive position than what was outlined in the original
statement of proposal.

As Council now has a good understanding of community views on the matter, Council would be
in a well-informed position to proceed.

Option 2 - Continue with the current Bylaw and review the Bylaw at a later date

Council could also decide to not proceed with the statement of proposal, to continue with the
current Bylaw, and to consider reviewing the Bylaw at a later date. This review could be
undertaken to try and have an amended Bylaw in place by the next summer season.

There is merit to this option as any amendment to the Bylaw is now not going to be completed in
time to manage the campers that will be coming to Lumsden this summer. As a result, the
existing Bylaw would continue to apply.

There is currently quite a lot of work being undertaken, which could result in additional
amendments being proposed to the Bylaw. Waiting for the outcomes of these pieces of work
may prevent the Bylaw having to be reviewed on two occasions.

The Council has recently arranged for the preparation of an Open Spaces Strategy via an external
consultant, and is also intending to develop more of a strategic Council position on freedom

7.1 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 10



23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

Council
23 November 2017

camping in 2018. Work in this area is intended to be progressed in 2018 and appropriate
consultation will occur when matters progress to that stage. It is possible this work stream may
result in changes being proposed to the Bylaw.

On the 7th of November, staff have also received a Sector Brief from Local Government New
Zealand (LGNZ), outlining that it has recently convened a small group of people to consider
how to best progress the issue of improving regulations governing freedom camping in New
Zealand. The group is made up of elected members, local government representatives, and
representatives from the New Zealand Motor Caravan Association. This group aims to progress
work relating to freedom camping by

e developing a legally robust model bylaw which would promote consistency across New
Zealand

e developing best practice process to educate campers and improve enforcement levels

e commence preparation for a review of the statute as signalled by ministers prior to the
election.

LGNZ has identified that freedom camping is a major issue for many Councils, and they are also
looking at holding a symposium on freedom camping and possible solutions, in the first quarter
of 2018.

Staff believe there may be spin-offs from the work being undertaken by LGNZ, such as the
development of a model bylaw, which may result in Council wanting to amend its Bylaw to be
consistent with other districts.

There were also statements made prior to the parliamentary elections, that there might be
legislative changes relating to freedom camping, in the future. With the change in government, it
is unclear what these changes might be, and when they might be made.

Enforcement

Council staff have held discussions with the Lumsden CDA, since this matter was last considered
by Council, on enforcement options for the 2017/18 toutist season.

It is unclear at this stage as to the extent to which the liaison officer who undertook these duties
in the 2016/17 season (and received considerable positive social media feedback in doing so) is
available for the 2017/18 season.

Staff consider it would be desirable from a health and safety and continuity perspective, that
there be more than one person who is warranted to provide freedom camping enforcement in
this locality. CDA members have also expressed some concerns that they have been undertaking
de facto enforcement of a Council Bylaw, and staff agree with this concern. The Bylaw is

a Council Bylaw and it is up to the Council to have appropriate enforcement mechanisms in
place, and not rely on CDA members to enforce elements of it.

Options are generally:

e Engaging an external contractor to undertake enforcement, similar to what Council
currently does with after-hours noise. The problem with this could be that there are
currently no known locally based suitable contractors, and that if the only contractors

71 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 11
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available were based in either Invercargill or Gore, it could be expensive and also involve
delayed response times; or

e Warrant the current liaison officer and/or other locals (preferably 2) to undertake this
enforcement work, following suitable training.
Either of these options will involve additional costs over and above the 2016/17 season, as
enforcement/education was largely undertaken on a voluntary basis in 2016/17.

Indicative costs may be in the order of:

e 2 patrols x 2 hours per day x $20 per hour x 180 days = $14,400 plus $3000 training and
equipment costs = $17,400.

Some component of this cost may be recoverable from infringement notices issued for breaches
of the Bylaw, although that is not possible to quantify accurately.

If the warranting of locals option was favoured, advertising could occur for expressions of
interest from suitable parties; although obviously this would need to occur promptly with the
tourist season well underway.

There is no current budget for this, so some consideration would need to be given to how to
fund this. By way of example, the Te Anau freedom camping warden is co-funded between the
Te Anau Community Board, at a District Level, and via DOC.

Noting the timing of this matter, Council staff have sought to be proactive pending the Council
decision by organising additional ‘No Camping’ signage for areas outside of the current Bylaw
area, where non-self-contained camping is prohibited. This should be ready in approximately 10
days. There have been some further concerns expressed about camping in this area, which is
clearly not authorised by the current Bylaw.

Factors to Consider

Legal and Statutory Requirements

Council should be mindful of the legal advice that has been received, that proceeding to adopt an
amendment to the Bylaw in accordance with the preferred option, without undertaking direct
consultation on that option, would increase the risk of there being a successful legal challenge to
Council’s decision making. The freedom camping issue has come under considerable scrutiny
both locally and nationally and has been the subject of litigation elsewhere, and staff hence
consider that this risk is real and not fanciful.

Council should also be mindful that staff are recommending Council proceed only with one of
the two options identified, due to the risks associated with other options.

Community Views

Through undertaking a thorough consultation process on the statement of proposal, Council has
collected information on the wide range of community views that are held on freedom camping
in Lumsden. These views were outlined in the report that went to Council on 27 September
2017.

7.1 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 12
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In relation to the decision staff are asking Council to make in this report, the community is likely
to support being consulted on any new approach Council is proposing. Council is aware that
Lumsden residents are very interested in this issue, and some submitters have indicated they
would have liked to have had more input when the current Bylaw was developed.

As the Lumsden community has just been through a thorough consultation process on this issue,
and as the Christmas period is not a particularly suitable time to seek feedback from the
community, the upcoming months may not be a suitable time to try and obtain community views
from local residents.

Local residents are also more likely to engage with Council on this issue, and to retain confidence
in Council as a decision maker, if there is only one further round of community consultation on
the Bylaw in the near future. So if further changes to the Bylaw are likely (as a consequence of the
Open Spaces work, national best-practice etc), in relation to achieving good community
engagement and the public maintaining confidence in Council, it may be better to delay revising
the Bylaw. It should be anticipated, however, that if the current Bylaw remains in place, then the
costs and resources required to achieve compliance with this and to ensure in particular that
camping does not occur outside designated areas, are likely to need to increase.

Costs and Funding

As both of the options are likely to involve revising the Bylaw, there would be costs associated
with staff time and advertising. There may also be associated legal costs.

Policy Implications

The implications of both options would be that Council would not proceed with the statement of
proposal that was released for consultation, and the current Bylaw would be in force in Lumsden,
until any amendment was adopted.

The implications of proceeding to adopt the preferred option would be that it would prevent
non-self-contained freedom campers from camping around the railway precinct, and it would
mean that in certain areas around the railway station precinct, self-contained vehicles would only
be able to stay for three nights, not for seven. There would also be four new prohibited areas,
where freedom camping would not be allowed, in additional to the playground area (which has
always been a prohibited area). The prohibited area for the playground would also be expanded.

As has been outlined previously, there is a relationship between the Bylaw and the work being
undertaken by staff on the Open Spaces Strategy. The work that LGNZ has initiated may also
have implications regarding the Bylaw.

Analysis
Options Considered
The following options have been considered regarding how Council could proceed:
e Option 1 - Progress with putting the new preferred option out for consultation —
this involves not proceeding with the statement of proposal, and progressing an

amendment to the Bylaw now by instructing staff to prepare a new draft bylaw and
statement of proposal, based on Council’s preferred option.

71 Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden Page 13
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e Option 2 - Continue with the current Bylaw and review it at a later date — this
involves not proceeding with the statement of proposal, continuing to have the current
bylaw in force and revisiting amending the Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden at a

future date.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Progress with putting a new proposal out for consultation

Advantages

Disadvantages

This option is more risk adverse than other
potential options.

Members of the public are very interested
in this issue and are likely to want to have
input.

Council has signalled it would like to review
the Bylaw, so would be a consistent
approach, to continue progressing through
an amendment.

There are costs associated with undertaking
another round of consultation.

The next few months are probably not the
best time to re-engage with the community
on this issue.

The Bylaw may need to be reviewed again
in the future (as a consequence of the Open
Spaces work, and work being completed by
LGNZ), so if Council reviews the Bylaw
now it may need to review it again in 2018
or 2019.

If Council proceeds with this option and
adopts an amendment to the Bylaw,
community confidence in Council may be
negatively impacted if Council then has to
re-consult.

If Council proceeds with this option and
adopts an amendment to the Bylaw, the
community may be reluctant to engage
again if Council has to amend the Bylaw
again.

Option 2 - Continue with the current Bylaw and review it at a later date

Advantages

Disadvantages

This approach is more risk adverse than
other potential options.

May help prevent having to undertake more
than one proposed amendment to the
Bylaw in the next couple of years (by
waiting to see if any other changes to the
Bylaw emerge in 2018).

Would avoid consulting with the
community at a less than optimal time
(over the summer holiday period).

Delays making a decision on this matter
(there has been feedback that freedom
camping in Lumsden needs to be better
controlled/managed, so this will delay the
contribution an amendment to the Bylaw
can make to that).

Community members, particularly those
opposed to freedom camping, may be
frustrated that no progress has been made.

Additional resources and costs to
effectively enforce current Bylaw

7.1
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« The community might be more receptive to provisions.
another round of consultation if one has
not just been undertaken.

Assessment of Significance

In regards to Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy, the decision being made by Council
has been assessed by staff as not being significant.

Council has already made a decision on its preferred option (on how it would like to amend the
Bylaw for Lumsden), and this report is seeking a decision from Council about how it would like
to go about progressing that option. The likely impact on and consequences for both the
wellbeing of the district, and people who are interested in or affected by this decision, are
relatively low.

Recommended Option

Staff are not recommending a specific option, and are seeking a decision from Council as to the
best way forward.

Next Steps

The next steps will depend on what option in this report Council endorses. If Council endorses
Option 1, Council will prepare a draft bylaw and corresponding statement of proposal, and
present them to Council for endorsement.

If Council endorses Option 2, staff will keep Council informed on the Open Spaces work, and
any relevant legislative changes and any work completed by LGNZ, that relate to freedom
camping. Under Option 2, staff would also seek guidance from Council next year, about whether
it felt the time was right to propose an amendment to the Bylaw for the 2018/19 summer season.

Attachments

A Statement of Proposal endorsed in June 2017 - Proposed amendment to the Freedom
Camping Bylaw for Lumsden §

B Freedom Camping Bylaw - preferred option for Lumsden, identified on 18 October 2017 &
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STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL — Amending the Freedom Camping Bylaw
for Lumsden

The Current Freedom Camping Rules in Lumsden

The current Freedom Camping rules in Lumsden permit self-contained camping anywhere
within the town boundary (on Council controlled land), for a maximum of three days in any
30 day period. The rules also permit both self-contained and non-self-contained camping in
two designated areas around the Railway Station, and they do not differentiate between

vehicles and tents.

Proposed Amendments

The proposed amendment to the Bylaw will continue to legally allow self-contained camping
anywhere within the town boundary (on Council controlled land), for a maximum of three
days in any 30 day period. Self-contained and non-self-contained freedom camping will also
be lawful in the areas around the Railway Station that are marked in green on the proposed
amendment. It is proposed that this area will be larger to enable more vehicles to stay there.
The Lumsden Community Development Area Subcommittee (CDA) plans to encourage self-
contained freedom campers to park in designated areas further away from the Railway
Station, by guiding campers there through the use of on-site signage. Self-contained
campers are going to be encouraged to move to different areas to allow more capacity
(around the immediate railway station area) for non-self-contained campers in the areas
around the toilet and wash facilities.

The proposed amendment would also create a defined new area solely for tents, and
prohibit tents from other designated freedom camping areas.

Reasons for the Proposal

The Lumsden CDA has requested that Council make this amendment to the Bylaw. The
amendment would mean the site could legally accommodate the number of campers who
currently use the site, and it would restrict where they camp.

Making a Submission

Submissions are invited on the draft amendment to the Freedom Camping Bylaw from 8 July
2017, and submissions must be received by 8.00 pm on 8 August 2017. Submissions can be
made:

. through the Council's website (https://consult.southlanddc.govt.nz)
via post (Southland District Council, Submissions, PO Box 903, Invercargill 9840)
in writing at your local Southland District Council office.

Written submissions must state that the submission relates to the freedom camping rules in
Lumsden, and give the submitter's name and contact details.

Submitters who make a written submission can also elect to make an oral submission to the
Regulatory and Consents Committee. This can be indicated through the online submission
process, or by the submitter raising that they would like to make an oral submission, in their
written submission. Oral submissions are likely to be heard on the morning of the 28" of
September. Council staff will be in touch to confirm a time.

All submissions received by Southland District Council will be made available to the public.

71 Attachment A
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Options

For this decision, Council has identified all reasonably practicable options regarding
Freedom Camping in Lumsden. The options and analysis are presented below.

Option 1 — Not endorsing the draft Bylaw and continuing with the current freedom

camping rules in Lumsden.

Advantages

Disadvantages

« Avoids the minor costs associated with amending
the Bylaw (staff time, advertising etc).

- This would not be in accordance with the wishes of
the Lumsden CDA.

- The current rules do not reflect current usage

« This would not take into account that tourism and
freedom camping is expected to increase.

« People may continue to freedom camp in areas
where they are not legally permitted to do so.

« If there is an increasing number of freedom
campers visiting the site, they may park vehicles or
put tents in undesirable locations, rather than the
suitable places proposed in the amendment.

Option 2 — Not endorsing the draft Bylaw, and instead endorsing a bylaw
discontinuing or, or placing restrictions on, non-self-contained freedom camping

in Lumsden.
Advantages Disadvantages
- This would decrease or largely eliminate the | « This may decrease or largely eliminate the benefits
challenges associated with freedom camping. associated  with  non-self-contained  freedom
campers.

«  Some support from locals.

« Some locals would oppose this option.

«  Contrary to the direction decided upon by the
Subcommittee during the making of the Freedom
Camping Bylaw 2015, and lawfully made by
Council with little opposition from locals at that
time.

« May be hard to administer.

Option 3 - Endorsing the proposed amendment to the bylaw and releasing the draft

bylaw for public consultation

Advantages

Disadvantages

« Consistent with the wishes of the Lumsden CDA.

« This amount of freedom camping may result in an
optimal level of benefit for Lumsden.

« Support from locals.

- Takes into account the projected growth of the
tourism sector and freedom campers.

« This option is more in accordance with current
usage.

« Some locals would oppose this option.

« An increase in the number of campers may
increase problems from freedom campers, unless
effective mitigation measures are put in place.

Item 7.1 Attachment A
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Relevant Determinations

Council has determined that the amendment to the Bylaw is necessary to protect the area,
and to protect the health and safety of the people who may visit the area, and to protect
access to the area. For example, Council believes the amendment will protect the health and
safety of people who may visit the area, as the location of the freedom camping sites will
help ensure that proper toilets are used, and that rubbish is placed in nearby receptacles.

Under Section 155 of the Local Government Act, Council has determined that the proposed
Bylaw is the most appropriate way to address the perceived problem and the most
appropriate form of Bylaw. Bylaws have become the typical method of addressing issues
associated with freedom camping, and the Freedom Camping Act allows bylaws of this
nature.

In relation to amending the Bylaw, Council has also considered any implications under
the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990. The New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990 confers
certain civil and political rights to people in New Zealand. Council is satisfied that the
proposed Bylaw will not be inconsistent with the Act, that is, it imposes reasonable limits that
can be reasonably justified in a free and democratic society. Case law supports that
managing the adverse effects of freedom camping is considered a sufficiently important
purpose to justify a limitation to peoples’ rights.

71 Attachment A
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Appendix B — Proposed amendment to Freedom Camping Bylaw for Lumsden

. . BN self and non seli-contained Camping Areas
L2 Lumsden I Camping Restricted: non self-contained ﬁ
camping prohibited. Self-contained camping
DRAFT permitted for a maximum of 3 nights in any 30
day period

I  camping Prohibited
General camping rules for unshaded areas include:

caad i p— T T - Gamping prohibited on all roadways, road margins
metres streets, footpaths, sports grounds, walking tracks and
Tie Kol Fitae © Murififbn picnic areas.
g_Eryiew_Lumsden_Drad Prepared by the SOC Property & Spatis! Dapartmant 26 May 2007
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Revenue and Financing Policy Review

Record No: R/17/10/25526
Author: Sheree Marrah, Finance Manager
Approved by: Anne Robson, Chief Financial Officer

O Decision Recommendation O Information

Executive Summary

The 2018 Revenue and Financing Policy will form part of Council’s Long Term Plan (LTP) 2018-
2028, which will be subject to public consultation before adopting a final version.

Council is required by legislation to adopt and include a Revenue and Financing Policy in its LTP
2018-2028, to provide predictability and certainty about sources and levels of funding of
Council’s activities.

The Revenue and Financing Policy sets the framework for the Funding Impact Statement and in
turn the Rates Resolution; the three cascading down to provide legal compliance for setting and
assessing the rates each year.

The Activity Funding Needs Analysis is a separate internal document which supports the
Revenue and Financing Policy and addresses Council’s consideration of the section 101(3)
requirements of the Local Government Act (LGA) 2002.

In preparation for the LTP 2018-2028, and the associated revenue and financing policy review,
staff presented a number of key matters to Council for consideration at workshops held on 26
September and 19 October. These matters are included in this report along with
recommendations reflecting the issues discussed at these workshops.

Staff are comfortable with the current format and the majority of the content of the policy and
the Activity Funding Needs Analysis, and thus the proposed documents have not substantially
changed from the previous LTP. However, these documents have been amended for the various
recommendations of this report and any changes requested by activity managers.

The draft Revenue and Financing Policy and draft Activity Funding Needs Analysis are attached
to this report for your consideration.

Appendix 2 includes a list of abbreviations frequently used in throughout this report for your
reference.
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Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

Receives the report titled “Revenue and Financing Policy Review” dated 17 November
2017.

b) Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as significant in terms of Section
76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

) Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

d) Resolves to include the following proposals in the draft revenue and financing policy
and supporting documentation as part of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan process:

i) Revise the current Separately Used or Inhabited Part (SUIP) definition to include
all property types and assess the Stewart Island Waste Management Rate as a
service rate.

i) Accept proposed boundary changes for Athol Hall, Browns Hall, Waianiwa Hall,
Edendale-Wyndham Hall, Tokanui-Quarry Hills Hall and Te Anau Community
Board Rating boundaries as per Attachment D, remove Edendale Pool rate and
further investigate funding approach for halls and pools for the 2021-2031
Long Term Plan.

iii) Set and assess all Community Board/Community Development Area
Subcommittee rates as a Uniform Targeted Rate, with differentials as required,
noting that Mossburn Community Development Area sub-committee do not
support this approach.

iv) Continue to set and assess the General Rate on Capital Value.

v) Do not establish an Economic Development Rate, and continue to rate for
economic and community development activity as a component of the Uniform
Annual General Charge.

vi) Confirm that no differential be applied to the General Rate.

vii) Continue to set and assess the Uniform Annual General Charge per rating unit.

viii) Fund 100% of all library services across the district from the Uniform Annual
General Charge.

ix) Continue to rate for wastewater using the current approach, being:

a) A full charge per Separately Used or Inhabited Part for any residence
that is connected or able to be connected but not connected,

b) A half charge for any non-contiguous vacant land within the boundary
which are able to be connected but are not connected, and
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x)

Xi)

Xii)

xiii)

Xiv)

XV)

xvi)

xvii)

(4] A full charge per pan/urinal for all other property that is connected or
able to be connected but not connected.

Continue to rate for water structure activities from the relevant local rates
(Community Board/Community Development Area/Ward).

Increase the Resource Management hourly fee to $150.00 (GST exclusive) per
hour to reduce rates funding of the Resource Consent Processing activity.

Increase rates funding for Health Licensing activity to 10% of total costs.

That the Uniform Annual General Charge include the repayment of the loan for
the funding of the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail as resolved by Council
separately on the 23 November 2017,

Clarify eligibility for metered water supply in the Funding Impact Statement
(Rates) and increase fees from 1 July 2018 to $170.43 (GST exclusive) for the
fixed water meter charge and $0.96 (GST exclusive) for the cubic metre water
rate.

Confirm that no differential be applied to the general rate for Meridian Energy.

Accept the proposed Roading Rate Model, where the uniform targeted rate is
fixed at $80.00 (GST exclusive) per rating unit, heavy use rate is $1.05 (GST
exclusive) per tonne, minimum tonnage applied to each relevant sector is
230,000 tonnes and other use factors are 1.15 (dairy), 1.2 (forestry) and 1.15
(farming non-dairy).

Confirm the activities to which the General rate and Uniform Annual General
Charge are applied as per the table below:

Activities General Rate UAGC |
Building Control 100%

Civil Defence & Emergency 100%

Management

Community Housing 85% 15%
Council Facilities 85% 15%
District Development 25% 75%
District Support 85% 15%
Animal Control 100%
Environmental Health 100%
Grants & Donations 100%
Library Services 100%
Parks & Reserves 85% 15%
Public Toilets 100%
Representation & Advocacy 25% 75%
Resource Management 90% 10%
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Strategy & Communications 90% 10%
Work Schemes 100%
Roads & Footpaths (Around The 100%

Mountains Cycle Trail loan
repayments only)

xviii) Delegate authority to the Chief Executive to approve any necessary changes to
the draft revenue and financing policy, draft activity funding needs assessment
and draft budgets in relation to this report.

Background

As part of the Long Term Plan (LTP) for 2018-2028 Council has to review its Revenue and
Financing Policy.
The statutory provisions relating to the review of a Revenue and Financing Policy are detailed in

Part 6 of the Local Government Act (LGA) 2002. The Act requires local authorities to follow a
three step process in developing a Revenue and Financing Policy:

(a) Identification of activities;

(b)  Application of considerations relevant to each activity, refer Section 101(3)(a), leading to a
proposed selection of funding mechanisms and quantum to be funded from each tool for
each activity; and

(c)  Consideration of the overall impact of the proposed selection of funding mechanisms for
all activities on the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of the
community, and, if necessary, modification.

The following diagram demonstrates these three steps:

Identify Funding sources Funding system
Activities for each for Council

Activity
Activities identified and Consideration of: Aggregation of funding
grouped. e community outcomes for each activity and

o distribution of benefits modification to take

o period of benefits account of community

«  exacerbator principles well-being.

o costs/benefits of sepatate

funding.

Council is required to give equal weight to each of the five factors identified in section 101(3). An
assessment of each activity relative to each of the above factors is included in the “Activity
Funding Needs Analysis” document, which will be retained for this LTP.

It is important to recognise that the analysis must apply to the funding of both operating and
capital expenditure.

In addition, Section 101(3)b requires that consideration also be given to “the overall impact of
any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the community”. This includes considering the
overall affordability on different sections of the community.
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In the issues section of this report staff have included the various matters discussed at the L'TP
2018-2028 Council workshops on 26 September and 19 October 2017 to inform the Revenue
and Financing Policy and associated documents. Each matter includes options for consideration
and a recommendation based on the guidance provided by Council at the workshops.

In addition, management have indicated a preference to rename the Community Development
activity to Community Futures to better reflect the range of services and functions being
undertaken. This activity has traditionally included economic development, destination
marketing and community development, and will now also include the Community and Futures
General Manager and the Community Partnership functions (BU10111). This change shifts the
costs and funding of this function from the Corporate Support activity to the renamed
Community Futures activity, and will impact the general rate allocation between UAGC and rate
in the dollar. The draft Activity Funding Needs Analysis and draft Revenue and Financing Policy
have been amended to incorporate this change, however the various matters covered in this
report have not been updated to reflect this change. This will be discussed further at the
meeting.

The draft Revenue and Financing Policy and draft Activity Funding Needs Analysis are attached
to this report for your consideration and include the necessary amendments as a result of the
recommendations of this report.

Issues
Definition of Separately Used or Inhabited Part (SUIP)

Currently, the SUIP definition is based on only properties with a “residence” getting charged.
This compares to the definition pre 2014/2015 when all buildings that were inhabited
(residences, commercial, industrial) were charged.

The current definition is:

SUIP - this means any part of a rating unit used or inbabited for residential purposes by the owner or any other
person who has the right to use or inhabit that part for residential purposes by virtue of a tenancy, lease, licence or
other agreement. Examples of a SULP are any building or part of it which is separately used or inhabited for
residential purposes. For the purposes of this definition, vacant land which is not used or inbabited for residential
purposes is not a SUIP. The following are additional examples of rating units with more than one separately used
or inhabited part:

. Single dwelling with flat attached

. Two or more houses, flats or apartments on one Certificate of Title (rating unit)

. Business premise with flat above

. Farm property with more than one dwelling.

For the purposes of the discussion below the number of properties this would apply to are
referred to as “Residential Only”.

The previous definition was:

SUIP - this includes any part of a rating unit separately occupied by the owner or any other person who has the
right to occupy that part by virtue of a tenancy, lease, licence or other agreement. Examples of a SUIP are any
residential building or part thereof, which is separately inbabited, parts of a rating unit used for different reasons
including, but not limited to, commercial premises, industrial premises, a concession granted by the Department of
Conservation for private or commercial purposes which has a footprint on the land.

For the purposes of the discussion below, the number of properties this would apply to is
referred to as “Original SUIP”.
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As part of a legal review undertaken by Simpson Grierson of the 2014/2015 Annual Plan, the
following wording was suggested:

SUIP - “A separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit includes any portion inbabited or used by [the
owner/ a person other than the owner], and who has the right to use or inhabit that portion by virtue of a tenancy,
lease, licence, or other agreement”.

(Optional) For the purpose of this definition, vacant land and vacant premises offered or intended for use or
habitation by a person other than the owner and usnally used as such are defined as "used'.

This definition includes separately used parts, whether or not actually occupied at any particular
time, which are provided by the owner for rental (or other form of occupation) on an occasional
or long term basis by someone other than the owner.

For the avoidance of doubt, a rating unit that has a single use or occupation is treated as having
one separately used or inhabited part.

In summary, Council’s original SUIP definition was applied to any assessment that had a building
(ie, shop, hotel, shed), the current definition only charges buildings that are used for residential
purposes (ie dwellings, crib, batch, flat, cottage and studios).

As Council can only have a single SUIP definition, it is appropriate that Council considers each
of the rates currently collected by way of SUIP and ensure that the rating approach is appropriate
giving consideration to the section 101(3) requirements noted earlier in this report.

Below is a discussion on each rate currently collected by SUIP and the implication of the
applying the various definitions.

Hall and Pool Rates: Council rates for seven pools and 58 halls, which are all defined by their
own rating boundary. Council needs to consider the section 101(3) requirements, specifically who
causes the need and who benefits from the facilities, in contemplating the two SUIP definitions.
If the residential only definition was applied it is implying that domestic residences are the only
ones who cause the need or benefit from having such facilities in their community. However,
consideration should be given to other categories such as commercial, industrial etc and if they
add to the need or benefit from such facilities.

Current Pool rates and the implications of change in SUIP definition are outline below. Please
note hall rate impacts will be similar.

Original 18/19  18/19 Rates Residential = Revised Rate
SUIPS Rate Required Only  (Incl GST)

(Incl

GST)
Fiordland 2,093 $17.22 $36,041 2,023 $17.81
Otautau 587 $23.33 $13,683 571 $23.96
Riverton 1,605 $23.62 $37,898 1,572 $24.10
Takitimu 589 $24.13 $14,200 574 $24.74
Tuatapere 749 $15.56 $11,654 724 $16.09
Winton 1,335 $13.50 $18,029 1,331 $13.54

Regional Heritage Rate: Is a joint rate with Invercargill City Council (ICC) and Gore District
Council (GDC). GDC collect this rate via SUIP but their definition is not limited to residential
dwellings. ICC collect this rate via rating unit.
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Current rate and the implications of change in SUIP definition are as follows:

Original 18/19 Rate | 18/19 Rates  Residential  Revised

SUIPS  (Incl GST) Required Only Rate

(Incl

GST)

§640,077
31  Property categories the Regional Heritage Rate is currently being applied to:

Valuation Description = Residential | Valuation Description Non Residential

SUIPS only SUIPS

Dwelling 13,610 | Hotel/Motel 63

Bach 75 | Shop 139

Crib 374 | Building (Commercial/Industrial) 640

Town House 37 | Other (Halls/Church 91

Flat 331 | Farming/Forestry 118
Units/Studio 14
Single Quarter 3
Cottage 11

Total 14,455 | Total 1,051

Water and Sewerage Rates: For sewerage and water rates, the SUIP only applies to residential
properties so the definition has minimal implications to these rates.

Stewart Island Waste Management Rate: This rate is only charged on Stewart Island and it
allows ratepayers to get a token each year to redeem for 52 rubbish bags for the year. As this rate
is very similar to the wheelie bin rate, staff believe that rating based on SUIP is not appropriate,
and therefore are recommending it be based on a unit of service as opposed to a SUIP. In doing
so, all rating units currently receiving the service would be charged one unit of service, and if
desired could opt to receive additional units of service.

It is also important to note that this rate is currently included in Council’s 30% cap on rates
collected by targeted rates. If Council coverts this to a service rate it will be removed from this
calculation, therefore lowering the percentage by approximately 0.3% to approximately 25.32%
(based on 2017/18 rates).

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Revise the current SUIP definition to include all property types and assess the
Stewart Island Waste Management Rate as a service rate (recommended)

Advantages Disadvantages
. Consistency with other councils regarding | « Potential increase in rates for non-
the SUIP definition. residential properties as a result of change
in SUIP definition

« A broader rate base to apply rates to.
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« Stewart Island Waste Management Rate
applied consistent with receiving a physical
service.

« Rates database will be subject to a thorough
review to ensure the application of the
SUIP definition is consistent.

Option 2 - Revise the current SUIP definition to include all property types and continue to
assess the Stewart Island Waste Management Rate per SUIP

Advantages Disadvantages
« Consistency with other councils regarding | « Stewart Island Waste Management rate is
the SUIP definition. not being collected consistent with
remainder of the district for property waste

« A broader rate base to apply rates to. i
services.

« Rates database will be subject to a thorough
review to ensure the application of the
SUIP definition is consistent.

Option 3 - Retain the current SUIP definition and continue to assess the Stewart Island Waste
Management Rate per SUIP

Advantages Disadvantages

« No change required to definition. « Rates database needs a thorough review to
ensure the application of a SUIP definition
is appropriate.

« Stewart Island Waste Management rate is
not being collected consistent with
remainder of the district for property waste
services.

Review of Rating Boundaries

Council currently set 58 hall/community centre rates and 7 pool rates. Of these 27 halls/
community centres are non-Council owned as well as all 7 pools.

Every year Council receives communications from various halls and pool committees in relation
to rates funding, often requesting changes, however typically Council only makes rating boundary
changes as part of an LTP.

It is important to note that our current rating approach for halls and pools is inconsistent across
the district and also to recognise that the future of community facilities in our small communities
is uncertain, as rising costs and diminishing populations result in increased rates. As part of the
community centres’ asset management plan, a review will be undertaken of community centres
and facilities surrounding these in 2018-2019.

Te Anau Community Board: The Council received a request from the Milford Community
Trust to review the Board’s rating boundary. The Trust believes that the concession Milford
ratepayers pay to the Trust and Milford Sound Tourism Limited (MSTL) are for similar services
to those paid to the Te Anau Community board (CB). As such they believe they are paying
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twice. A report went to the Te Anau CB on the 11 October and the CB supports the removal of
the Milford area from their rating boundary. Below is a summary of the financial impact, which
was presented to the CB.

Actual | Current Total Rates | Proposed Revised
Collected Units to
2017/2018 Units 2017/2018 Remove | 2017/2018

(Including (Including
GST) GST) (Including
GST)
Te Anau CB Rate — Commercial $671.49 181 $121,540 4 $686.66
Te Anau CB Rate - Residential $335.75 1,772 $595,116 8 $337.28
Te Anau CB Rate - Rural $83.94 527 $442,235 2 $84.26

Halls: 2017/18 hall rates range from $10.49/SUIP to $135.00/SUIP across the 58 halls. These
rates are driven by the costs of operating the hall and the number of SUIPs within the boundary.
A detailed listing of the hall rates for 2018/2019 year and a map showing location is in
Attachment A and B.

Currently, if a hall closes, staff recommend it merge boundaries with a neighbouring facility, but
this is not enforced. As such there are some ratepayers within the district that do not contribute
to a hall rate.

Over the past three years since the 2015-25 LTP was adopted, Council has received a number of
letters in relation to rating of halls/community centres. A summary of these matters are as
follows:

Garston Hall Committee requested in 2014/2015 that their rates go on hold. Recently, staff have
made contact with the Athol and Garston CDA subcommittees and they have agreed that both
rates should be ‘put on hold’.

Hokonui Hall Committee advised their hall is closing and that they no longer want to rate. They
also requested that their boundary be amalgamated with the Browns Hall.

Edendale-Wyndham Community Board have recommended to merge the Edendale and Wyndham
hall boundaries.

Spar Bush Hall closed down three years ago and remaining reserves where gifted to the Waianiwa
hall, in exchange for three years rates relief prior to their boundaries being amalgamated. Council
has received notification from the Waianiwa hall committee to start rating in 2018/2019.

Tokanui-Quarry Hills Hall — After the September workshop, Councillors requested that the
Tokanui-Quarry Hills Hall boundary be extended to include the Haldane area, this was presented
at the Tokanui CDA meeting and supported.

Makarewa Hall has closed down. The ratepayers paying this rate have not been amalgamated into
any other hall boundaries.

In addition, Council are also aware that Mataura Island, Menzies Ferry Halls and
Dunearn/Avondale are closed / closing. Staff are currently working with the committees on how
they wish proceed.
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Pools: The only issue staff have with community pools for the 2018-2028 TP is the
inconsistency of approach to rating for them and is there an opportunity to rectify this. Currently
Council has 32 pools in the district, of which nine are currently rated for with separate pool
boundaries, and two are rated for within their local CDA rate.

Gorge Road CDA give a grant to their pool every year from their local rate. Manapouri rate for
their pool as a business unit within their local CDA rate. The remaining pool rates are set based
on Separately Used or Inhabited Parts (SUIPS). Remember CDA/CB rates are based on Land
Value (LV) or Uniform Targeted Rates (UTR).

For this TP, Edendale-Wyndham are proposing to fund the pools in their boundary via a grant
from their local CB rate, which will result in the Edendale Pool rate no longer being assessed.

This leaves Fiordland, Riverton, Otautau, Tuatapere, Winton and Takitimu as separate pool rates.

Council could consider removing the 6 remaining pool rates and applying a consistent rating
approach by paying grants to the pools as part of the local rates. This would potentially be a simple
transition with minimal financial impact to individual ratepayers. We do however note that the
Takitimu pool rate boundary is consistent with the hall boundary and as a result, there would be an
increase of approximately $30 per assessment to the Ohai and Nightcaps CDA rates.

To address this issue, alternatively Council could consider ward rating for pools. However, at
this stage only 11 pools in the community are rated out of 32. For Waiau/Aparima, 6 of the 9
pools in their area are rated including the Takitimu Pool. A map is attached for more details in
Attachment C.

The future direction

As noted above, Council has a significant number of targeted rates specifically for halls (58) and
pools (7). Community facilities are important for our district, however there are a significant
number in Southland and consideration needs to be given to how they are funded and if it is
practical to fund them all. Venture Southland are currently undertaking a review of the utilisation
of facilities in our district and staff believe a policy/guidance needs to be developed on the long
term operation and rating of such facilities.

We set rates for 27 non-Council owned halls. Council owned facilities are required to comply
with the legislation that governs local government including preparing financial forecasts and
Asset Management Plans (AMP’s) to assist with the rates setting process. However, non-Council
owned facilities have no formal accountability to Council for their future costs and asset
management or the associated impact on rates.

With growing concerns regarding rates affordability both from the public and Council, it is an
appropriate time for Council to start considering the facilities Council rates for and how we rate
for them.

A summary of 2018/2019 rates collected for halls across the wards in our district is as follows:

Budgeted Hall SUIP Halls rated in Reserves at
Rates 18/19 18/19 Ward 30 June 2017

(GST Excl)
Mararoa Waimea $175,853 4,249 12 $100,353
Waiau Aparima $77,073 1,547 13 $108,438
Waihopai Toetoes $63,279 1,937 16 $196,093
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Winton Wallacetown $96,865 3,078 15 $68,030
Stewart $23,399 376 1 -
Island/Rakiura

District Total $436,469 11,187 57 $472,913

A summary of 2018/2019 rates collected for pools across the district is as follows:

Pool Budgeted Rates 18/19  Pool SUIP 18/19  Rate for 17/18
(GST Excl) (GST excl)
Fiordland $36,041 2,093 $17.81
Otautau $13,683 587 $23.96
Riverton $37,898 1,605 $24.10
Takitimu $14,200 589 $24.74
Tuatapere $11,654 749 $16.09
Winton $18,029 1,335 $13.54
Total $131,505 6,958
Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Accept proposed boundary changes for Athol Hall, Browns Hall, Waianiwa Hall,
Edendale-Wyndham Hall, Tokanui-Quarry Hills Hall and Te Anau Community Board Rating
boundaries as per Attachment D, remove Edendale Pool rate and further investigate funding
approach for halls and pools for the 2021-2031 LTP (Recommended)

Item 7.2

Advantages Disadvantages
. Community Board/Community « Increase in rates for those not currently
Development Area sub-committee are in contributing to a hall/pool.

support of boundary changes.
« Greater rating base sharing costs.
« Combining communities of interests.

. Consistency to everyone paying a hall rate.

Option 2 - Reject/Adjust proposed boundary changes as required

Advantages Disadvantages

. Status quo. « Greater burden on current ratepayers
paying for facilities that require increased
maintenance, which in some instances are
being used by neighbouring ratepayers.

Review of Local rating approach

Local rating can be undertaken by way of targeted rates that are set either as a uniform or
differential rate on property value and/or a Uniform Tatrgeted Rate (UTR) per rating unit or
Separately Used or Inhabited Part (SUIP).
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Currently, Council applies a rate in the dollar (RID) on land value for some local rates and others
are set as a UTR as a fixed amount per rating unit. In some instances there are also differentials
applied, whereby the rate is applied differently depending on land use (ie residential, commercial

or rural).

Under Section 101(3) of the LGA 2002, funding needs must be met from those sources that
Council determines to be appropriate, following consideration of who benefits, who contributes
to the need for the activity/service as well as the overall impact of the rates allocation on the

community (affordability).

Council reviewed its local rates in 2013 when a report was provided to all CB’s and CDA
Subcommittees to review their local rates.

During this review, of the 19 CDA Subcommittees 17 opted to stay/change to a UTR basis

leaving 2 remaining on land value.

Of the eight CB’s five opted to stay/change to a UTR and three remained on RID calculated on

land value.

The current local rating approach as per the 2018/2019 Annual Plan is summarised in the table

below.

Community

Community Board

Rate in the
Dollar

Targeted rate per

rating unit

18/19 total
targeted local
rate (GST excl)

Edendale-Wyndham Y $125,661
Otautau Y (with $152,959
differential)
Riverton/Aparima Y (with $390,900
differential)

Stewart Island/Rakiura Y $79,518
Te Anau Y (with differential) $573,549
Tuatapere Y (with differential) $73,948
Wallacetown Y $57,072
Winton Y $316,325
Community Development Area

Athol Y $4,818
Balfour Y $18,092
Browns Y $4,938
Colac Bay Y $10,084
Dipton Y $15,682
Garston Y $1,913
Gorge Road Y $6,193
Limehills Y $9,974
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Community Rate in the Targeted rate per 18/19 total
Dollar rating unit targeted local

rate (GST excl)

Lumsden Y $92,616
Manapouri Y $67,923
Mossburn Y $40,547
Nightcaps Y $29,899
Ohai Y $37,696
Orepuki Y $8,196
Riversdale Y $35,372
Thornbury Y $4,084
Tokanui Y $11,470
Waikaia Y $24.604
Woodlands Y $12,227
Drummond Village Y $2,408

As shown in the table above, currently there is no consistent approach to local rating. Each
CB/CDA provide similar activities/setvices in their community that the local rate is funding,
however their approach to rating is different raising questions about whether there is an
inconsistency between Council’s revenue and financing policy and its rating tools.

UTR vs RID: Where a UTR is applied, it implies that the residents are all equally contributing
to the need and also benefiting from the activity/service, and thus they all pay equally.

Where a RID on land value is applied, it implies that the benefits delivered have a higher level of
‘public good’ and therefore should be paid for via a tax rather than an equal charge. This results
in higher valued properties paying more in the local rate, however they may not necessarily be
contributing or benefiting from the activity/setvice more than other residents, however they
typically do have a better ability to pay the higher rate.

We note that RID on land value is difficult to quantify the impact of rating changes to an
individual property, unlike a UTR, where the impact on every property is the same (unless there
is a differential applied).

An additional factor that must be considered is if more local rates move to rating by UTR, this
will increase Council percentage of revenue allowed to be collected by targeted rates, which is
capped by legislation at 30%.

Proposed for 18/19 rates, Council plans to collect $12,353,303 million by way of uniform
targeted rates, which represents 27.04% of the total rates. If all the five local rates mentioned
above changed to UTR, this would increase the total by $688,528 to 28.35%.

Application of Differentials: Of Council’s larger communities governed by Community
Boards, four currently use differentials when collecting their local rate. A summary of these
differentials are outlined in the table below in the shaded boxes.

This table also outlines the number of assessments included in each of these differential
categories.
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It is important to note that the commercial category includes all property that is used for commercial
or industrial purposes. The rural category includes all property that is used for dairy, farming,
forestry, lifestyle, mining, and all other categories. These classifications are included in the Funding
Impact Statement (Rates) and are based on the Quotable Value land use.
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Community 17 /18 total Residential Commercial Rural
targeted local Diff | Assess Diff  Assess Diff | Assess
rate (GST
excl)
CB’s with differential
Otautau $152,959 1 396 2 60 0.0001 242
Riverton/ $390,900 1 1,334 - 0.10 167
Aparima
Te Anau $573,549 1 1,800 2 182 0.25 552
Tuatapere $73,948 1 355 - 0.20 432
CB’s with no differentials
Edendale- $125,661 500 61 533
Wyndham
Stewart Island/ $79,518 423 35 74
Rakiura
Wallacetown $57,072 276 14 128
Winton $316,325 1,128 116 411

Additionally, it is also important to note that the boundary for the rate also significantly impacts
on the differential. This is evident in the likes of Otautau where the boundary is very broad and
includes predominantly rural properties with a significant land value (as they are currently set as a
RID), which has resulted in a very low rural differential.

For consistency in application, it would be ideal to set differentials for all the CB rates on a
consistent approach across the district (ie 2.0 x for commercial and 0.25 x for rural), however
staff recognise that many of these towns are small and that the commercial operations are not
causing significant impact or receiving significant benefit from the services/activities being
provided. By including a standard differential of say 2.0 x for commercial in all communities, it
may also discourage commercial operation from establishing businesses in these towns.

This is a significant issue which needs further discussion and consideration in relation to the
impact on the individual communities, and we are not in a position to finalise such analysis in
time for the CB 2018-28 LTP budget confirmation meetings.

However, staff would like to address Riverton/Aparima and Tuatapere as curtently they have
two of the three categories and it is unclear if you are a commercial land type which rate you pay.
Staff are proposing that a Commercial category is added and the discussion will be about which
differential to use.

Staff have presented a report on these proposed changes at the various CB/CDA meetings
during October. Riverton, Stewart Island, Otautau and Waikaia have resolved to move to a UTR.
Tuatapere resolved to move to a UTR however opted to retain a differential of 1.0 for
residential/commercial and 0.2 for rural. Mossburn CDA resolved to retain the current RID
approach for their local rate, on the basis that they felt it was unfair and also that they needed
more information and an opportunity to consult with the community before making the decision.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Set and assess all Community Board/Community Development Area sub-
committee rates as a Uniform Targeted Rates, with differentials as required, noting that
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Mossburn Community Development Area sub-committee do not support this approach
(Recommended)

Advantages Disadvantages
« Everyone within each community pays the |+ Changes to the amount most ratepayers in
same amount. these five communities will pay for their
local rate in 2018/19.

- Rating methodology across the district for
local rates is consistent. « Council will over-rule recommendation
from Mossburn CDA in setting their local

« The impact on individual ratepayers of rate for 2018/19 and beyond.

changes is easier to calculate and explain.

« Minimises risk to Council in setting and
assessing rates.

« Simpler to administer.

Option 2 - Retain current approach to individual

Advantages Disadvantages
« No substantial changes in the local rates set | « Rating units paying much more/less than
on properties. others for no greater benefits in their
community.
« No changes to the rates database are ty
required. « Properties with higher value pay more rates.

« Properties with lower values pay less rates.

Value-based General Rates by Land or Capital Value

Value-based general rates are currently set based on capital value. Alternative methods are to set
them based on land or annual value. It is suggested that Council not consider annual value as the
Southland rental market is small and this value is currently not recorded in Council’s rating
valuation database. Both neighbouring councils, ICC and GDC, set general rates based on capital
value.

It is important to recognise that rates have both a service use and taxation component to them.
As noted above it is appropriate to use the general rate where there are public good benefits to
the district as a whole. As such they are more in the nature of a tax and hence will have some
relationship to ability to pay. In the case of rates, this is linked to property values.

The advantages and disadvantages in summary are:

. Land value has the advantage of consistency of rates across similar types of land and is
well understood, but has the disadvantage of not taking into account the use of services
or the ability to pay. Land values also tend to fluctuate more and do not take full account
of the ratepayer base by excluding improvements.

. Capital value is easier to calculate given market sales information, is well understood,
reflects the total investment in the property and is considered a better proxy for ability to
pay but may not take into account the use of services.
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. Annual value is closely aligned with capital value but is not well understood. It can only
work well where there is an active rental market. The public are also less familiar with the
annual value system.

84  The graph below compares the % share by property category for current land value and capital
value based general rates.

Category % share of value based general rates
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85  The following pie graphs show the spread of rates with each valuation method by property
category.
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General rate using Land Value by Category
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Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Continue to set and assess the General Rate on Capital Value (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

. Status quo. « None.

« Ratepayers understand capital value and it
fairly charges those with large operations
on land.

Option 2 - Change the General Rate to be set and assessed on Land Value.

Advantages Disadvantages
« None.  Explaining the change to ratepayers as rates
would shift significantly.

Economic Development Rate

Council contribute approximately $1.8 million each year to Venture Southland to fund tourism,
economic growth and community development. The four Southland councils have been
consulting on options to create a new council controlled organisation to lead regional
development activity in the future. There is an argument to suggest that the primary recipients of
district development activities are the commercial, industrial and rural sectors of our district.

In reviewing how other councils across New Zealand rate for similar services across the district,
many have an Economic Development rate charged to different land uses, which often excludes
residential on the basis that they don’t cause or benefit directly from these activities.

Cutrently, Council plans to rate $1,800,000 for 2018/19 for district development activities as patt
of the UAGC, which equates to approximately $115.00 per rating unit.

The following table outlines the potential changes if Council were to establish an Economic
Development rate, which was charged to all sectors other than residential:
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18/19 18 /19 Units  18/19 Proposed
Budget Rate (GST excl)

(GST excl)
Current UAGC $6,325,332 15,652 $404.12
Revised UAGC $4,525,332 15,652 $289.12
Economic Development $1,800,000 5,046 $356.72

This would create a rate decrease to all residential rating units of $115.00 (GST exclusive) and an
increase to all other rating units of $242.72 (GST exclusive). This would have no impact on 30%
cap on rates collected from targeted rates as it is still collecting the same value of rates, however

from different ratepayers.

Alternatively, Council could shift the economic development costs (or a portion of these costs)
to the general rate (rather than the UAGC) and look to impose a differential (see further
discussion in the section below).

In addition, staff note that over the past few years Council has, from time to time, discussed
potential options of funding activities Council provide (ie AMCT, Catlins seal extension project,
public toilets etc) via a charge or rate on the visitor industry. The Stewart Island Visitor Levy is an
example of such an approach.

Other than the Stewart Island Visitor Levy, Council currently has no other mechanism for
charging visitors to use such facilities, other than to impose fees and charges. It is often
uneconomic to impose such fees given the costs associated with monitoring and collection of
such income.

Consideration could be given to whether it would be appropriate for some or all of these costs to
be incorporated into an Economic Development rate.
Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Do not establish an Economic Development Rate, and continue to rate for Venture
Southland as a component of the Uniform Annual General Charge (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Status Quo. « Some sectors are benefiting significantly
more from the rate than others, however

» No changes required. they are all paying the same.

Option 2 - Establish a rate for Economic Development.

Advantages Disadvantages

« Decrease to residential rates. « Due to a low commercial/industrial base it
would have to go over all other land use
categories (including dairy and pastoral
farming).

« Land use sectors that benefit from
Economic Development would pay.
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Differential on the General Rate

A differential is a factor which can be applied to a rate based on the provision or availability of
services. Where Council’s propose to assess rates on a differential basis they are limited to the list
of matters specified in Schedule Two of the Local Government (Rating) Act (LGRA) 2002.
Council is required to state which matters will be used for what purpose, and the category or
categories of any differentials. The predominant differential used across NZ is Land Use.

Council currently do not have a differential on the general rate, and all land uses pay the same
rate. In reviewing other councils across the district, some councils apply a differential to their
general rate.

Staff consider that there is no need to introduce a differential on Council’s current rating
approach, however as noted above, if it is proposed to move Economic Development/Tourism
costs from the UAGC to the General Rate, in addressing the cause and benefit of the services, it
may be appropriate to consider applying a differential as one way of funding these services.

The following table outlines the potential changes if Council were to establish a differential on
the general rate to fund Economic Development and tourism activities:

Differential 18/19 18/19 Capital 18/19

Budget Value Proposed

Rate (GST

Excl)

General Rate $9,487,999 20,2306,554,924 $0.00046885
The General Rate with Economic Development costs included

Residential 100% $1,077,666 2,765,946,450 $0.00038962

Other 150% | $10,210,332 17,470,608,475 $0.00058443

Applying a differential to the general rate will result in an increase for those non-residential
properties with a higher value.

It is also important to note that moving economic development and tourism costs to be funded
from the General rate rather than the UAGC, would cause a significant decrease in Council’s
total targeted rates (which are legislatively capped at 30%) of approximately 3.9%.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Confirm that no differential be applied to the General Rate (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Status Quo. « None.

« No changes required.

Option 2 - Establish a differential on the General Rate.

Advantages Disadvantages
« Target more costs on to non-residential « Another layer of complexity for ratepayers.
sectors

« Assumes non-residential sectors have a
better ability to pay.
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UAGC set by Rating Unit or SUIP

Council’s UAGC is currently charged per rating unit. A rating unit is normally equivalent to a
property or valuation assessment. An alternative method is to charge per Separately Used or
Inhabited Part of a Rating Unit (SUIP). GDC currently sets their UAGC on SUIP and ICC set
their UAGC on a rating unit, which is consistent with Council’s current approach.

Council currently defines a SUIP as follows (Annual Plan 2017/2018):

SUIP - this means any part of a rating unit used or inhabited for residential purposes by the owner or any other
person who has the right to use or inhabit that part for residential purposes by virtue of a tenancy, lease, licence or
other agreement. Examples of a SUIP are any building or part of it which is separately used or inbabited for
residential purposes. For the purposes of this definition, vacant land which is not used or inhabited for residential
purposes is not a SUIP.

The following are additional examples of rating units with more than one separately used or inhabited part:

. Single dwelling with flat attached

. Two or more houses, flats or apartments on one Certificate of Title (rating unit)
. Business premise with flat above

. Farm property with more than one dwelling.

The objective of using SUIP’s is to charge rates to each separate residential building, regardless of
the legal title structure.

Staff note that further to the Council workshop on 26 September 2017 and the recommendation
earlier in this report, staff are proposing to amend the SUIP definition for the 2018-2028 LTP to
exclude all references to residential purposes.

The advantages and disadvantages of setting the UAGC based on rating unit or SUIP in
summary are:

. Using rating units to charge for the UAGC equates to one charge per ratepayer and
contiguous properties would not be liable.

. Using SUIP’s to charge for UAGC’s equates to one charge per household/separately used
part. With a significant rural sector in Southland setting rates on SUIP will impose
additional costs on this sector where it is not uncommon for there to be multiple dwellings
on a rating unit.

. In totality, there is very little difference in the district in the number of rating units (15,633)
compared to SUIPs (15,485).
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UAGC by Unit vs SUIP

Assessments
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Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Continue to set and assess the UAGC per rating unit (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

. Status Quo « None
« No changes required to the rating database.

. Simple to apply and maintain.

Option 2 - Assess the UAGC per SUIP.

Advantages Disadvantages

« None « Number of units the rate is set on is similar
in either approach, however a share of the
burden if charged on a SUIP, is moved
from residential/lifestyle to dairy sector.

. No significant benefit for Council or the
ratepayer from the change.

District Library Funding

At the Council workshop on 27 April 2017, a paper was discussed around moving funding of all
library activities to being district funded by way of the UAGC.

In summary, this paper proposed to fund all library activities across the district from the district
general rate (UAGC). Council indicated at this time that they were comfortable with this
approach, however they wanted further information provided on the rating impacts.

Currently, libraries are funded by a mix of district and local rates. The district portion is currently
funded entirely from the General Rate (specifically the Uniform Annual General Charge
(UAGCQ)), which means everyone paying the rate pays the same amount, opposed to being
collected by rate in the dollar on capital value.

7.2 Revenue and Financing Policy Review Page 44



109

110

111

Council

23 November 2017

Based on the 2018/19 budgets this approach will result in an additional $302,083 being added to
the UAGC. Allocated across 15,652 assessments, this will result in an approximate increase of
$19.30 per assessment. Lumsden, Otautau, Riverton, Te Anau, Winton and Wyndham local rates
will all reduce by the associated value noted below. The estimated impact on individual
properties within each of the communities is also indicated below.

This proposed approach will result in every assessment across the district paying approximately
$86.81 (GST excl) towards the district library service, up from $67.51 which they are currently
paying.
District Local District Local Local # Indicative
Funded Funded Funded Funded assessme decrease in
nts local rate per
assessment
(GST excl)
Lumsden 40% 60% $9,593 $14,389 341 $42.20
Otautau 60% 40% $17,552 $11,702 685 $17.08
Riverton 33% 67% $19,422 $39,433 1,457 $27.06
Stewart 100% - $16,877 - -
Island
Te Anau 18% 82% $29,897  $137,173 2,265 $60.56
Winton 33% 67% $306,327 $73,756 1,632 $45.19
Wyndham 38% 62% $15,709 $25,630 1,070 $23.95
Total 32% 68% | $145,377 | $302,083

Consideration must also be given to the fact that this proposed approach result will increase
Council’s percentage of revenue collected by targeted rates, which is restricted under legislation
to 30% of total rates income. The proposed approach will result in an additional $127,007
($51,135 CB/CDA rates plus $75,872 ward rates) being collected from a targeted rate.

Analysis of Options
Option 1 - Fund 100% of all library services across the district from the UAGC
(Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Consistent approach to library funding

across the district.

Library services are changing and how we
use them are, rating adjusting to usage.

Reduction in some local rates where there
is a currently a contribution to the local
library.

« Increase in the UAGC applicable to all

ratepayers.

Additional rates to be collected from
targeted rates, and thus subject to the 30%

cap.
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Option 2 - No change to current rating approach for libraries.

Advantages Disadvantages

- No changes required. . Inconsistency in library funding and rating
across the district.

. Similar benefit received across the district

but some pay more than others.

District Wastewater

Council staff recognise that wastewater is an area that is funded differently across the country,
and thus considered it timely that Council revisit the way it funds district wastewater activities in
preparation for the 2018-28 L'TP.

Council’s current funding approach for wastewater is as follows:

. A tull charge per SUIP for any residence that is connected or able to be connected but
not connected,

. A half charge for any non-contiguous vacant land within the boundary which are able to
be connected but are not connected, and

. A full charge per pan/urinal for all other property that is connected or able to be

connected but not connected.

In considering the options for residences, a fixed charge per SUIP or rating unit is common
practice across NZ. The important point to note in relation to Council’s current rating of
residences is that given we have a wide rural base, a number of our rating units have multiple
dwellings on them and thus it is more appropriate that we are rating based on SUIP as each of
these residences put additional demand on the wastewater assets/setvices and therefore receive
additional benefit.

In considering the options for non-contiguous vacant land, the majority of Council’s across the
country charge 50% of the full rate, however some charge as much as 75%. The higher
availability charge can be appropriate where there are significant capital investment/fixed costs,
such as those which arise where there has been a significant upgrade of a wastewater system,
involved with delivery of the service.

In considering the options for all other property, there are multiple approaches to wastewater
rating, as the majority of the properties in this category are commercial operations and typically
have multiple pans. Commercial and industrial properties can also create additional load which
impacts on the costs of treating wastewater generated by these properties. Hence, there is both a
load and volume aspect to the treatment of wastewater from commercial and industrial
properties.

In reviewing 24 other Council’s mechanism’s for rating wastewater (see attachment E) we note
that many are currently rating on a per pan/urinal basis for other property which is an approach
legally allowed in accordance with section 16 of the LGRA 2002. However, it is noted that a
number of Council’s rate for wastewater by charging a minimum number of full charges and then
apply a % of the full rate for each pan/urinal thereafter.
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In considering the cause and benefit aspects of this activity and the users, consideration should
be given to both the volume and load aspects as these have an impact on the assets/services and
also the benefit received and hence what is paid. Council staff suggest if Council was to consider
amending how it collects wastewater rates for other property that it consider the option of
applying 1 full charge for the first 2 pans/urinals and a 50% chatge per pan/urinal thereafter.

Council’s current approach is summarised as follows:
18/19 Units Differential 18 /19 | 18/19 Proposed
Charged Proposed Rates
Rate (GST Incl)
Full Charge 9,222 1.00 $452.12 $4,169,338
Half Charge 939 0.50 $226.06 $212,270
Totals 10,099 $4,405,106
The impact of the above proposed option is summarised as follows:
Differential 18/19 18/19
Proposed Proposed
Rates (GST
Incl)
Full Charge (residences¥*) 0,473 1.00 $512.58 $3,317,925
Half Charge (Vacant Land) 939 0.50 $256.29 $240,656
For all other units”:
Fixed amount per rating unit 825 1.00 $512.58 $422,878
Charge per pan after the second 1,653 0.50 $256.29 $423,647
pan
Totals 9,890 $4,405,106

*Residential includes land use categories of residence, lifestyle, dairy and farming
~Other includes commercial, industrial and other.

The impact of the proposed change in rating approach, would shift a proportion of the liability
from commercial, industrial and other ratepayers to the residential and vacant land owners,
equivalent to an additional $60.46 per SUIP and $30.23 per vacant section.
Analysis of Options
Option 1 - Continue to rate for wastewater using the current approach, being:
i) A full charge per Separately Used or Inhabited Part for any residence that is
connected or able to be connected but not connected,

ii) A half charge for any non-contiguous vacant land within the boundary which are
able to be connected but are not connected, and

iii) A full charge per pan/urinal for all other property that is connected or able to be
connected but not connected (Recommended).
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Advantages Disadvantages
« No changes to current rating approach or . Commercial/industrial/other do not
database required. generate consistent load/volume of

wastewater. Approach may not recognise
properties that do not generate a significant

. Easy to understand/administer, one unit = load and volume that is inconsistent with a
one charge. pan measurement approach.

« Recognises that commercial/industrial « May discourage
properties can also create additional load commercial/industrial/other development
which increases wastewater treatment costs. in the district.

Option 2 - Amend the current approach to rating other property
(commercial/industrial/other) category for wastewater, to set 1 full charge for the first 2
pans/urinals and a 50% charge per pan/urinal thereafter. No change from current approach
to wastewater rating for residences and non-contiguous vacant land.

Advantages Disadvantages

. Reduction in rates to . Rates increase to residential and vacant land
commercial/industrial /other sectors. owners.

. Differential applied to 3 and additional « Increased risk associated with more
pans recognises that these pans/urinals are complex rating approach.

ically not utilised to full capacity. . . .
typreatly pacity . Significant changes required to the rating
database.

Water Structures

Council has a number of water structure assets located including harbours, jetties, boat ramps,
retaining walls, Riverton Focal point etc. Currently, these are all funded from the local rate in
which they are situated (ie via CB, CDA Subcommittee or ward rates). In some instances they
also receive other funding by way of rental income, fees and grants. This additional income is
used to fund both operational and capital expenditure where appropriate.

Based on the discussion held with Council at the AMP meeting on 10 August 2017, the intention
for the 2018-2028 LTP is that the funding of these activities continues on the same basis,
primarily being from local rating (CB/CDA/Ward) and local reserves where available. An
alternative approach is that these assets be funded district wide.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Continue to rate for water structure activities from the relevant local rates
(CB/CDA/Ward) (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« No changes required. « Increasing costs are burdening
communities.

« Local users pay for local assets.
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Option 2 - Rate for water structures activities from the UAGC.

Advantages

Disadvantages

communities.

« Costs spread over a bigger rating base,
therefore reducing the impact on
individuals within the impacted

« Ratepayers paying for assets specific areas
which they may never use or benefit from.

« Will further increase the costs collected
from targeted rates, and may result in a

breach of the 30% cap.

Rates funding of Resource Management activity

Council’s resource management activity ensures our environments are managed in a way that
ensures land use is appropriate and there is sound planning around development. This is done
through the provisions outlined in the District Plan and resource consent processing.

Within Council there are three separate BU’s that contribute to this activity, of which the level of
rates funding is high as outlined in the table below.

Proposed Income

18/19

Proposed Rates
18/19

Rates % of Total
Income

10275 Resource $918,423 $614,600 67%
consent processing
10280 Resource $292,376 $292,376 100%
Planning/Policy
11943 Allocations- $267,862 $267,862 100%
Resource Planning
TOTAL $1,478,661 $1,174,838 79%
Resource Consent Processing
. the resource consent processing activity primarily is providing a service to those in the

community who are undertaking development in the district and in the end it is the

developers who are causing the need for this service to be provided and who are also

benefiting from this service.

there is a public good aspect to having a consent processing activity, however the benefit

to the wider community is less than to those who directly use the service. It is therefore

important that the customers pay an appropriate share of the costs for provision of this
service by way of fees and charges.

additionally, staff in the team provide advice and support to a number of agencies and

working groups across the District which adds to the wider public benefit as well as

undertaking a significant amount of work which is not recoverable on an hourly rate

(such as LIMs, customer enquiries, building consents etc).

cost Recovery in the Resource Consent Processing area is a challenging matter for a

number of reasons:

o staff have no control over the number of resource consent applications received
and their nature. Larger scale development activity in the District has been
subdued in recent times, and it is these larger scale developments which generate
significant departmental income.
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o recent changes to the Resource Management Act and the Southland District Plan
have reduced the complexity of the resource consent process, and the number of
times when applications need to be publicly notified. While this is good for the
customer and the ease of doing business, it impacts on the ability of the
Department to recover revenue.

o the main costs in this department are staff costs. Council’s Section 17A Service
Delivery Review identified the staffing levels in this department as relatively high
in comparison to some other councils. Essentially, the only way to significantly
reduce costs in the department would be to reduce statfing numbers. This would
create challenges with ensuring that Council can maintain an appropriate level of
capability within the team.

o under the RMA, and most of the other regulatory statutes which Council
administers, there are rights of appeal. A party exercising their democratic and
statutory right to appeal can expose Council to significant additional legal and
consultant costs- typically $30,000 minimum in the case of an Environment Court
appeal which proceeds to a hearing and often six figures. Even if Council is
successful in defending an appeal and successfully seeks costs, cost awards are
typically only 0-40% of the costs sought by councils across NZ in such situations.
It is extremely rare to see decisions where councils recover the full costs of the
process from appellants.

reducing the rates funding of this activity to 50% would require an additional $153,017 to

be collected from fees and charges. In calculating this based on all staff being 75%

chargeable for 44 weeks of the year, it would require an increase in the hourly rate of

approximately $25. However, this is not an achievable target on the basis that current
consent information and economic conditions indicate that Council only processes
around 300 consents per annum, which on average take 6 hours per consent.

a more realistic short term target would be to fund this activity 60% by rates and 40%

from other revenue sources. In order to achieve this, hourly charge out rates would need

to increase by $30 per hour. This is on the basis of 300 consents per annum at 6 hours
per consent. This would increase an average consent cost from $720 ($120/hout) to
$900 ($150/hout). Staff note that the cutrently houtly charge of $120 has been in
existence since 1 July 2012 and therefore it is overdue for review.

please note, the budgets for this activity need to be further reviewed and amended to

reduce the rates funding to approximately 60%.

staff recognise that this is an area where it would be desirable to achieve more user fees,

but recognise in order for this to occur they need to further consider and undertake

analysis of costs and revenue streams. Staff consider it would be beneficial to undertake
this work in preparation for the 2021-2031 LTP.

Resource Planning/Policy

The resource planning/policy activity is where the costs are captured surrounding the
development of the District Plan. As this is a legislative requirement to have such policy
and the benefit is received by the district as a whole, it is appropriate that this BU is 100%
funded from rates.
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Allocations

. The allocations for resource planning are the internal costs from within Council that
support this function (such as customer support, finance, I'T) who are primarily providing
a service to those in the community.

Analysis of Options
Option 1 - increase the Resource Management hourly fee to $150.00 (GST excl) per hour to
reduce rates funding of the Resource Consent Processing activity (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Those causing the need for the services and | » Increase in costs, may deter development.
directly benefiting, pay for such services.

Option 2 - Retain the current level of rates and user fees for Resource Management activity.

Advantages Disadvantages

« No changes required. « Ratepayers pay a high share for an activity
that predominantly benefits specific
ratepayers.

Environmental Health Rates Funding
Council’s environmental health activity manages issues that may affect human health including

alcohol licensing, food safety, noise control, regulation of hazardous substances etc.

Within Council there are three separate BU’s that contribute to this activity, of which the level of
rates funding is high as outlined in the table below:

Total Income 18/19 Rates 18/19 Rates % of Total
Income

10267 $155,273 $103,177 66%
Environmental
Health
10268 Alcohol $234,771 $23,927 10%
Licensing
10269 Health $162,790 $16,416 10%
Licencing
TOTAL $552,834 $143,520 26%

When the Section 17A review was recently undertaken for the Environmental Health group of
activities, the recommendations included consideration of a level of funding towards the public
good aspect of health licensing

It is also noted that the extent of cost recovery required will impact significantly on the customers
paying for licensing services. For example, Councillors may recall that when significant increases
in alcohol licensing fees were proposed to reflect the Sale and Supply of Alcohol Act provisions
and default fees structure under the associated regulations, the Council heard strong submissions
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from the hospitality sector that these fees would be unaffordable and unsustainable for their
businesses,. This resulted in the Council recalibrating these fees based on a 70% private, 30%
rates funded ratio.

In considering the section 101(3) requirements Council must consider each of these business
units individually.

Environmental Health

The environmental health activity is where costs are captured surrounding noise
complaints, littering, nuisance complaints, freedom camping etc. Council receives a
contribution to this activity from DOC in relation to the costs associated with freedom
camping and some additional revenue is received in relation to assistance provided with
consents. The only associated fee revenue with this activity is if infringement notices are
issued where this is provided for by the relevant statutes, however this is not currently a
significant revenue stream. Overall the people who create the need for this activity are
often not ratepayers and often not identifiable. In addition these services provide a
benefit to the wider community in ensuring Southland is clean, healthy, and hazard-free
place. Itis therefore appropriate that this activity be funded from rates to the extent that
external funding is not available. Currently, this equates to approximately 66%.

Additional revenue could potentially be generated in this business unit if the Council took
a harder regulatory approach in some areas, with Freedom Camping being an obvious
example. Southland District has opted to take a largely educational / “please move along”
approach to freedom camping enforcement to date, whereas in contrast some councils
are issuing several hundred thousand dollars per year of infringement notices. While a
firmer approach may generate additional revenue, it could also generate negative backlash
from customers/ recipients of such actions.

Alcohol Licensing

The alcohol licensing activity is where the costs are captured surrounding the sale and
supply of alcohol in the community. Although it is the licenced premises selling the
alcohol that cause the need for this activity and also benefit from it, there is a public good
benefit from ensuring it is done in a responsible manner and is appropriately monitored.

Health Licensing

The health licensing activity is where the costs are captured surrounding the licences and
monitoring/inspections for hairdressing, Food Act 2014 compliance, camping grounds
etc in the community. Although it is the businesses providing goods and services in these
industries that cause the need for this activity and also benefit from it, there is a public
good benefit from ensuring it is done in a responsible manner and is appropriately
monitored. Staff therefore consider that it is appropriate that Council consider funding
the public good aspect of this activity from rates, and propose 10%. This equates to
approximately $16,279 additional rates per annum.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Increase rates funding for Health Licensing to 10% of total costs (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

Fees and charges can remain the same, no « Minor increase in rates
increase required.
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« Ratepayers contributing to the public good
share of this activity.

Option 2 - Retain 0% rates funding for Health Licensing.

Advantages Disadvantages
« Direct users pay for 100% of the costs of « Increase in Fees and charges for health
this activity. licensing.

« No contribution from the ratepayer for the
public good aspect of this activity.

AMCT Funding

At the Finance and Audit Committee meeting on 6 September 2017, the Committee discussed
options for funding the cost of the project to date. Currently the costs have all been accumulated
in a negative reserve.

At this meeting the Finance and Audit Committee recommended to Council the following:

(d) Recommends to Council that the decision on how to fund the net cost to date of §4.6 million incurred to
develop the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail be made as part of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan.

() Recommends to Council that options to be consulted on for funding include:

7) The preferred option is funding by way of loan over 30 years, with loan repayments collected by
way of the Uniform Annual General Charge.

i) Funded by the Strategic Asset Reserve, with no repayments of the reserve.

i) Funded 50% by way of a loan over 30 years, with repayments collected by way of the Uniform
Annual General Charge and 50% funded by the Strategic Assets reserve, with no repayments of
the reserve.

() Recommends to Council that the decision on how to fund the §4.6million of the Around the Mountains
Cycle Trail costs be included as a separate issue in the 2018/2028 Long Term Plan consultation
document as prescribed in terms of Section 93C of the Local Government Act 2002.

(¢)  Recommends to Council that it amends the Revenue and Financing Policy to include funding of the loan
repayments for the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail from the Uniform Annnal General Rate.

It is important to note that these are recommendations only and the funding of the project costs
to date is still to be discussed by the AMCT Subcommittee and the final decision is at the
discretion of Council. Council is considering this matter at its meeting on 23 November 2017.

At 30 June 2017, the balance of costs for this project was $4.6 million. Annual repayments on a
loan over 30 years at an interest rate of 4.65% per annum (current rate per 18/19), equates to
$285,214 per annum. This amount spread over the units eligible for the General Rate UAGC
(15,652) equates to $18.22 (GST excl) per rating unit. Currently, the UAGC is $400.80 (GST
exclusive), so this would increase it by 4.5% to $419.02 (GST exclusive) per rating unit.
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Analysis of Options

Option 1 - That the Uniform Annual General Charge include the repayment of the loan for the
funding of the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail as resolved by Council separately on the 23
November 2017 (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Spreads the burden of the capital costs « Rates increase to all ratepayers across the
across the life of the asset. district.

« Shares the cost across a wide rating base, « Increases the rates collected by targeted rate
therefore reducing the impact on individual and therefore may result in a breach of the
ratepayers. 30% cap.

Option 2 - Fund the Around the Mountains Costs via Strategic Asset Reserve with no
repayments to the reserve

Advantages Disadvantages

« No direct impact on rates « Reserve funds are diminished and no
longer available for future projects.

« Interest on reserve is no longer available to
offset rates.

Option 3 - Fund 50% of costs to date by way of a 30 loan with repayments via UAGC and 50%
via Strategic asset reserve with no repayments to the reserve.

Advantages Disadvantages

 Limited rates increase. « Reserve funds are partially diminished and

. Spreads the burden of the capital costs no longer available for future projects.

across the life of the asset. . Partial interest on reserves is no longer

. : available to offset rates.
« Shares the cost across a wide rating base,

therefore reducing the impact on individual | . Increases the rates collected by targeted rate
ratepayers. and therefore may result in a breach of the

30% cap.

Development and Financial Contributions

At the Council meeting on 18 October 2017, Council approved the draft Development and
Financial Contributions Policy for consultation as part of the 2018-2028 LTP.

The development contribution part of the policy is in remission. However, Council are
continuing to use development contributions collected historically, to fund capital works.

Financial contributions are continuing to be collected in accordance with the requirements of the
Resource Management Act 1991, however we note that from 2022 changes to the legislation may
mean that these can no longer be collected.

This draft policy is consistent with the status quo in regards to Development and Financial
contributions and therefore no changes are required in the Revenue and Financing Policy.
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Metered Waters

Council staff from the Water and Wastewater Services (WWS) department have advised that
some non-residential properties within the district are rated for metered water. These properties
are typically identified and notified to the WWS department during building or resource consent
process, however where staff become aware of non-residential properties whose consumption is
significant, this is also basis for changing the ratepayer to a metred supply.

Currently, Council’s Funding Impact Statement (Rates) does not explicitly include which
properties are eligible for water meters. Staff believe this needs to be corrected for the 2018-2028
LTP. The proposed content to include in the Funding Impact Statement (Rates) is currently
being reviewed and will be finalised prior to the LTP supporting information being approved.

Being eligible for metered water results in the ratepayer paying a fixed meter charge of $147.83
(GST excl) per meter per annum, plus a rate per cubic metre consumed (currently $0.93 GST
excl), instead of the district water rate of $396.32 (GST excl) per annum (for 2017/2018 year).

Staff note that the fixed meter charge has been consistent since approximately 2009, and the
cubic metre rate also consistent across the district since 2014/2015. Staff have undertaken a
review of the meter water charges and are proposing that these be increased to $170.43 (GST
excl) for the fixed meter charge and $0.96 (GST excl) for the cubic meter rate from 1 July 2018.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Clarify eligibility for metered water supply in the Funding Impact Statement
(Rates) and increase fees from 1 July 2018 to $170.43 (GST exclusive) for the fixed water
meter charge and $0.96 (GST exclusive) for the cubic metre water rate (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages
o Increased fees to offset costs and reduce « Risk associated with ensuring the metred
rates funding water eligibility is adhered to

« Transparency to ratepayers around eligibility
for metered water

Option 2 - No changes to Funding Impact Statement (Rates) or water metre charges.

Advantages Disadvantages
« No changes required « More funding from rates required
« Fees held constant « Uncertainty for ratepayers if they are eligible

for metred water or not

Differential Rating (Meridian)

The rating of ECNZ/Meridian properties has a long history. There are three properties within
the district with hydro-electric assets all owned by Meridian. A historical agreement was initially
reached between Council and Meridian from 1990 to 1995, when Council agreed a base rate of
$150,000 plus the district rate increase per annum. In 1998 Council changed this approach to
apply a differential rate to the 3 properties, which achieved a similar outcome to previous years
and this approach remained until 2012.
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In 2012, Council undertook a review of the differential being applied to Meridian, and after much
discussion with the corporation and their legal representatives, Council opted to remove the
differential. The key points in the consideration were as follows:

. in 1995 Meridian’s rating liability was 0.99% of total rates, in 2012 it was 0.66%, removing
the differential would see it revert to 0.99%

. Council was satisfied that it’s targeted rating structure and uniform targeted rates mitigate
the exposure to over rating of Meridian.

. the LGRA 2002 does not provide for individual agreements with ratepayers.

. the LGRA 2002 allows differentials to be based on land use, permitted or controlled

activities, land area, provision of service, where the land is situated and values specified by
the Valuer General. If a differential was to be based on the ratepayer of Meridian and it
being a power station, they believed this could be challenged by those not receiving the
heavily discounted differential on general rates.

. Council believed the removal of the differential would generate a level of reasonableness
between, service, benefit and cost and balancing the inequity faced by ratepayers other
than Meridian.

These comments were further supported in the response to Meridian by Council on its
submission on the 2012-2022 LTP. In summary the points included in the response supporting
the removal of the differential were:

. there was no direct cost-benefit relationship in rates to Council services available due to
the element of public benefit.

. Meridian receives the benefit of a differential within the land use classification of “Other”
in regards to the Roading rate, which without it, would see its contribution increase
significantly.

. examples received of other lower South Island hydro-electric generation sites indicate
Council’s level of rating in comparison to capital value without a differential was not
unreasonable.

As a general note, since its development, the windfarm at White Hill has always been rated on its

tull capital value.

Meridian submitted on the 2015-2025 LTP, proposing that a rating differential in favour of them
be reintroduced. Their rationale for this proposal was based on section 101(3) of the LGRA
2002, being that Meridian received significantly disproportionate services compared to the rates it
pays based on the fact that its capital value is high but its operational footprint has minimal
impact on the District. They considered that Council should use s13(2)(b) of the LGRA 2002 for
them which states:

“A general rate may be set at differential rates in the dollar of rateable value for different categories of rateable land
under section 14”

In considering Meridian’s submission on the 2015-2025 LTP Council considered the following
factors:

. Council needs to establish that Meridian is different in some way that means the
application of a differential is appropriate

. Meridian contends that its operational footprint is such that they receive services
disproportionately to other ratepayers, however they did not state how they established
this compared to other ratepayers
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re-establishment of a differential would require significant consideration as to the
methodology behind how it was applied and calculated.

Additionally, staff noted the following points for Council’s consideration in relation to this
matter, all of which are still relevant factors to support a consistent approach to rating Meridian
in the future

Council must comply with the LGA 2002 and the LGRA 2002 in regards to its financial

management. Section 101(1) of the LGA requires a local authority to manage its
revenues, expenses, assets, liabilities, investments and general financial dealings prudently
and in a manner that promotes the current and future interests of the community

Under section 102 Council is required to adopt a range of funding and financial policies,
including a Revenue and Financing Policy and Liability Management Policy. Under
section 103, a Revenue and Financing Policy must detail how a local authority plans to
fund its operating and capital expenditure from the range of sources listed section 103(2).
The policy must also show how Council has had regard to the factors in section 101(3) in
making these decisions.

Case law has made it clear that each of the five factors identified in section 101(3) must
be given equal consideration. In this regard Potter J' referred to section 101(3) as a
“critical filter” when noting that:

“...the consideration required in respect of each activity to be funded must extend to and include each of
the five factors in s 101(3)(a) in each case. The factors are clearly stated to be cummulative, not alternatives
or options for consideration and determination by a council. .. the statutory processes required by the Act
do not permit the Council to single out and adopt a causation or exacerbator-pays approach at a policy
level. ... While I accept that s 101(3) does not direct councils to any particular ontcome, all the critical
Sactors in s 101 (3) must be weighed and factored in, in respect of “each activity”. ... All the factors must
be considered, weighed and evaluated, in reaching funding determinations in respect of each activity.”

Council can demonstrate the application of Section 101(3) of the LGA through its
Revenue and Financing Policy (and supporting Activity Analysis) and through the wide
use of rate types it has and the tools it uses to collect these rates. Section 101(3), states,
the funding needs of the local authority must be met from those sources that the local
authority deems appropriate after consideration of the identified factors. Council’s
Revenue and Financing Policy outlines these funding sources and the policy overall
explains that in deciding who should pay for an activity, asset or service it is more
complex than simply allocating costs to primary users. Some activities result in benefits
for the wider community as well as individuals who use them. For example, recreational
facilities contribute to vibrant thriving communities and have impacts on community
health, well-being and sustainability. It further adds that Council also considers people
should not be excluded from using a service or engaging in an activity because of
affordability. For these reasons, Council has decided to fund several activities using a
general rate or a combination of targeted and general rates. Meridian gains a not
insignificant level of benefit from these activities particularly given the scale and
importance of their activities within the district.

152 Currently Council has over 150 rate types. The rate types it uses and the percentage collected
from these rating tools is outlined as follows:

" Neil Construction and Others v North Shore City Council (CIV 2005-404-4690)

7.2

Revenue and Financing Policy Review Page 57

Item 7.2



Item 7.2

Council
23 November 2017

Share | Sharte of

of total total
17/18 18/19
rates rates
Roading Rate (model based on exacerbator, then based on Capital 30.9% 27.1 %
Value, excludes UTR component of Roading rate)
Fixed charges (maximum of 30%) 23.8% 27.0%
Service rates (Fixed charge for water, sewerage, rubbish, recycling, 22.8% 23.0%
waste management, water/sewerage loans etc)
RID on Capital value (General rate and 35% of waste management 19.8% 22.0%
rate)
RID on Land value (Local rates) 2.7% 0.9%

The impact of rates on the community is also a major consideration of Council. The
Rates Inquiry Panel noted that rates are a hybrid tax, a mixture of user pays and a tax on
property as the “public good” element of services provided to the general public that are
available for use but may or may not be used by a specific ratepayer. As such there will be
no direct relationship between services and rates paid. In considering who should pay
Council considers the over-arching concept of affordability, it does this in looking at its
costs and also in the way it allocates these costs, such as via the rates that it sets. The
report of the Local Government Rates Inquiry noted that councils are failing to
adequately consider the affordability of rates increases for some residents, and noted that
councils need to undertake more analysis of affordability issues when deciding on total
expenditures to be financed from rates and on the rating mechanisms to be used to
spread the burden. In fact the Rates Inquiry Panel went as far as to recommend that the
differential rates and UAGC’s be removed as they tended to be set arbitrarily without
explicit justification in terms of the services to be funded. They favoured the capital
value system because of the close relationship between capital values and household
incomes. They noted that Council should, in fixing overall rating policies, have regard
both to services consumed and to ability to pay and noted that in considering who
benefits has two parts which need to be considered (ie the benefits received and the
ability to pay).

To apply a differential, Meridian noted in its 2015-2025 LTP submission that Council
needed to demonstrate that there is a different level of service or the cost of providing
the service to one group is different than the cost of providing the service to others.
Meridian justified the application of a differential for them on the basis that the service it
gets compared to the rate it pays is disproportionate compared to other ratepayers given
its high capital value. Meridian does not attempt, howevert, to provide a financial and/or
economic analysis to support its position.

For context, Meridian’s rate represents 1.02% of the total rates proposed to be collected
for 2018/2019.

The capital value of Meridan’s properties currently represents 3.72% of the total capital
value of the district.

Below is a table of the rates (GST inclusive) that Meridian pays compared to the next top
10 ratepayers, sorted by capital.
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N
Meridian share of total rates collected N
1.20% E
v
1.00% o
0.80%
0.60%
0.40%
0.20%
0.00%
18/19  17/18  1§/17 15/16  14/15  13/14 1213  11/12
Ratepayer Total  Roading Service/Loan | General | Other Total
Capital rate rates rate | rates rates
Value
Meridian 722,300,000 | $106,169 | $26,698 - | $364,001 | $331 | $497,199
Energy
Industrial 150,000,000 | $207,293 | $5,614 $43,976 | $75,997 | $424 | $333,305
Other Utilities 131,000,000 - $4914 - $66,436 $71,350
Pastoral 70,000,000 $39,067 | $2,579 - | $35227 | $4,164 | $81,037
Farming
Industrial 48,000,000 $66,396 | $1,857 - $24,667 |  $622 | $93,542
Commercial 17,300,000 $25,723 $726 $69,114 $9,217 | $793 | $105,574
Accommodation
Commercial 11,700,000 $17,426 $519 $43,199 $6,399 | $827 | $68,371
Accommodation
Dairy Farming 9,760,000 $9,112 $448 $39,883 $5,423 | $852 | $55,318
Commercial 7,450,000 $11,130 $363 $45,408 $4,260 | $776 | $61,937
Accommodation
Mining 6,000,000 | $113,070 $309 $811 $3,531 $323 | $118,044
Commercial 2,000,000 $3,055 $162 $50,493 $1,518 |  §$758 | $55,985
Accommodation
. The total rates shown are those that Meridian is paying is on all properties under the
name of Meridian Energy Limited and excludes White Hill as that is owned by MEL
White Hill Limited. “Other Rates” represents local rates and the regional heritage rate.
. From the table you can see that Meridian is paying a reduced roading rate, based on the
modelling system Council uses for distribution of that rate. They are also not liable for
any service rates that are targeted to various ratepayers and the element of Other Rates is
minimal generally due to these being local rates that are generally a fixed amount.
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The majority of the rate is the general rate which is collected based on capital value. While there
are variations between the different rates applying to different properties the above table does
not suggest that the overall rates being paid by Meridian are significantly disproportionate to
those being paid by others with high capital values.

Based on these considerations, Council opted to rate Meridian without applying a rating
differential from 2015. There was no indication to Meridian that this matter would be further
investigated or considered in the future.

In undertaking this review, officer’s also contacted other Council’s with power stations to
understand their current rating approaches:

Power % of | 2017/18 Differential
station CV | total CV Rates

(GST

excl)

Southland $722,300,000 3.84% | $414,852 | 1.17% | No differential, other than
District 0.3 on RID component of
Council roading rate
Clutha $39,200,000 0.53% | $21,874 | 0.09% No differential rate for
District power stations
Council
Waitaki $736,438,000 10% | $772,980 | 2.56% A differential on Civil
District Defence/Roading and
Council Lakes Camping rates of
(53% and 741.25%
respectively)
Central $787,520,000 8.62% | $825,746 | 3.13% Apply an individually
Otago calculated differential to
District ensure annual rates increase
Council is exactly the same as the
“ overall district increase in
properties) rates.

The question of whether a level of rating is appropriate, is a decision for Council to make having
regard to the relevant statutory process and factors that it is required to consider. Provided it
follows an appropriate process it is for the Council to make the subjective judgements inherent in

this process.

Meridian, like all ratepayers, has an obligation to contribute towards the costs of the Council.
The Council can demonstrate through its Revenue and Financing Policy and the rate types and
tools it uses that it has carefully considered its obligations under the LGA 2002 and LGRA 2002.
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Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Confirm that no differential be applied to the general rate for Meridian Energy
(Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages
« No changes required. « Meridian pays a high share of the general
rate.

« All ratepayers pay the same.

« No increase to others due to a differential.

Option 2 - Include a differential on the general rate for Meridian Energy.

Advantages Disadvantages
« Meridian pays a lesser general rate. « All other ratepayers’ general rate will
increase.

« In contradiction to the legislation which
requires differentials to be set on land use,
permitted or controlled activities, land area,
or provision of service, not individual
ratepayers.

« Could be subject to challenge as legislation
does not allow for agreements with
individual ratepayers.

Roading Rate Model

As part of the 2015-2025 LTP Council implemented a revised roading rate model which
endeavours to collect the roading rate at a level which is representative of the impact their use has
on the networks maintenance and repair.

As this model has been utilised for neatly three years it was appropriate that it be reviewed in
preparation for the 2018-28 LTP. Anthony Byett presented a review of the roading rate model at
the Council LTP workshop on 10 August 2017. In this presentation he discussed the following
key points:

. level of rates being collected from the heavy vehicle portion of the model
. tonnage data per sector

. rate per tonne for the heavy vehicle charge

. minimum tonnage levels

. appropriate level of uniform annual charge (access fee).

In response to these discussions and feedback, he has provided Council with his recommend
model for 2018-2028 LTP as follows:
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Current 17/18 Proposed 17/18 Variance
Heavy vehicle $1.20 per tonne $1.05 per tonne $0.15 per tonne
$4,472,000 $4,183,000 ($289,000)
UAC $60.28 per rating unit | $80.02 per rating unit | $19.74
$938,000 $1,245,000 $307,000
General RID 0.439/$1,000 CV 0.438/$1,000 CV 0.001/$1,000 CV
$8,441,000 $8,423,000 ($18,000)
TOTAL $13,851,000 $13,851,000 -

Other Use Factor Current 17/18 Proposed 18/19 Variance
Dairy 1.1 1.15% 0.05
Forestry 1.1 1.2 0.1
Farming (non- 1.0 1.15 0.15
dairy)

All others 1.0 1.0 -

* Please note that subsequent to the workshop on 19 October, Mr Byett has amended his
recommendation to increase dairy other use factor to 1.15, from 1.10 on the basis that distance
travelled should not form part of the Roading Rate Model. His reasons for distance travelled not
being included were:

- any distance used would not be well measured/evidence-based,

- the impact of the shorter trip length for dairy was a small effect anyway, and

- this sort of differentiation was not used anywhere else in the rating system.

Minimum tonnage  Current 17/18 Proposed 18/19 Variance

Industrial 200,000 tonnes 230,000 tonnes 30,000 tonnes

Commercial 200,000 tonnes 230,000 tonnes 30,000 tonnes

Mining 212,602 tonnes 230,000 tonnes 17,398 tonnes
(actual)

Consistent with the current model, the differential factor of 0.3 has been applied to the other
industry sector for general RID component of the roading rate model.

The impact of the proposed changes on the overall roading rate collected from each industry
sector (based on 2018/19 proposed rates) is as follows:

7.2 Revenue and Financing Policy Review Page 62



Council
23 November 2017

17/18 Actual 18/19 Proposed 18/19 Proposed
Total $ % Total $ % Change

Dairy $ 5192 37.5% 8 4,956 36.1% -$235 -1.4%
Forestty | $ 778 5.6%| $ 765 5.6% -$14 -0.1%
Farming (4 § 4,865 351%( $ 4,809 35.0% -$56 -0.1%
Industrial | $ 399 29%| $ 401 2.9% $1 0.0%
Commerc| $ 388 2.8%| $ 397 2.9% $9 0.1%
Residential] § 1,213 8.8%[ $ 1,361 9.9% $148 1.2%
Lifestyle | $ 617 4.5%| $ 657 4.8% $39 0.3%
Other $ 136 1.0%| $ 138 1.0% $2 0.0%
Mining $ 263 1.9%| $ 249 1.8% -$13 -0.1%

$ 13,851 100%| $ 13,732 100%|-$ 119 0%

Alternatively, Council have provided three alternative options which are as follows:
1. Leave the model consistent with 2017/2018 (ie make no changes)

2. Use Mr Byett’s model prosed at the workshop on 19 October, whereby dairy other use factor
remained at 1.10

3. Use the recommended model, however increase the heavy use charge to $1.10 per tonne
(from $1.05)

The impact of these options on the various sectors are included in Appendix 1 for your
information.

Staff note that a fixed uniform charge has been incorporated into all revised model of $80.00
(GST exclusive) per rating unit. Historically this component of the model was calculated as 10%
of the total roading rate excluding the heavy use factor, however it is considered an access charge
to the network and therefore more appropriate to be set at a fixed rate.

Modelling on the impact for different value properties will be available in the Council meeting,.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Accept the proposed Roading Rate Model, where the uniform targeted rate is
fixed at $80.00 (GST exclusive) per rating unit, heavy use rate is $1.05 (GST exclusive) per
tonne, minimum tonnage applied to each relevant sector is 230,000 tonnes and other use
factors are 1.15 (dairy), 1.2 (forestry) and 1.15 (farming non-dairy) (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Clarification to all ratepayers how we « Residential sector gets an increase in rates.
calculate rates.

« Evidence to support each component of
the model.
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« Model endorsed by independent expert.

« No unjustified manipulation of the model

Option 2 - Adjust the Roading Rate Model with variations

Advantages Disadvantages
« Council can adjust the model as « Rationale for adjustments may be
appropriate. unsupported.

Option 3 - Make no changes to the Roading Rate Model

Advantages Disadvantages

« No changes to the model required. « Model is potentially outdated based on
more recent information.

Setting the General Rate

General rates are appropriate for funding activities or providing services where there is a
significant public good element or where a private good generates positive externalities or
benefits for the district community. General rates can also be appropriate in situations where
funding a capital project, where imposing the cost on those who would benefit from the project,
would otherwise place too great a burden on them.

The General rate is currently split into two rating mechanisms
(a) rate in the dollar on capital value and

(b)  Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC).

How Council collects the rate is outlined in the Revenue and Financing Policy, and driven by the
activity, typically where there is a high public good aspect of the service and widespread benefit.
In assessing which component of the rate funds each activity consideration is given to section
101(3) requirements, specifically who gives rise to the need for the service and who benefits from
the service as well as consideration of ability to pay.

Currently the general rate is derived on the following basis:
Categories General Uniform  18/19 Budget | 18/19 Budget
Rate Annual  General Rate UAGC
General
Charge
Building Regulation 100% $334,537
Civil Defence and 100% $419,261
Rural Fire
Council Offices and 85% 15% $3,993,994 $704,823
District Support
Development and 100% $2,381,088
Promotions
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District Heritage 100% $62,604
Library Services 100% $1,248,103
Public Health Service 100% $211,486
Regional Initiative 100% -
Representation 100% $1,707,812
Strategy Policy and 90% 10% $4,017,969 $4406,441
Planning

Roads and Footpaths 100% $285,214
Total $8,765,761 $7,047,571

Council no longer uses the categories noted above and it is appropriate that these be revised to
align with the groups of activities in the LTP, however as there are only four groups of activities
that effect the general rate, this would have an overwhelming effect on the allocation. It is
recommended to use the sub-activities under the groups of activities for deriving the general rate.

Category Activities General UAGC 18/19
Rate Budget
General
Rate
Bulldlng Building Control 100% $334.537
Regulation
Civil Defence Civil Defence &
and Rural Fire | Emergency 100% $419,261
Management
Council Offices | Community Housing 85% 15% $28,306 $4,995
2‘ District Council Facilities 85% 15% $1,163 $205
upport
PP District Support 85% 15% | $3,633,611 $641,226
Parks and Reserves 85% 15% $319,189 $56,327
Work Schemes 85% 15% $11,726 $2,069
Development District 0
and Promotions | Development 100% $1,800,000
Grants and 100% -$114,165
Donations
Public Toilets & $695,253
Dump Stations 100%
District Grants and 0
Heritage Donations 100% 362,604
Library Services | Library Services 100% $1,248,103
Publ.lc Health Dog and Animal 100% $33.983
Services Control
Environment Health 100% $177.503
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Re‘g‘lor‘lal Grant§ and 100% i

Initiative Donations

Representation | Representation & 100% $1,707,812
Advocacy

Strategy & Representation and 90% 10% $303,524 $33,725

Planning Advocacy
Resource 90% 10% | $1,057,450 |  $117,494
Management
Strategy and 90% 10% | $2,656,995 |  $295,222
Communications

Roads and Roads and 0

Footpaths Footpaths 100% $285.214

$8,765,761 | $7,047,570

As shown above, all of the activities have a one to one relationship with the old categories except
two; Grants and Donations and Representation and Advocacy. At the workshop in October,
Council indicated that it was comfortable with the majority of the methodology, however
directed staff to consider funding 100% of grants and donations from the UAGC and 25% of
both district development and representation and advocacy activities from the general rate.
These proposed changes applied to 2018/19 draft rates are indicated in the table below.

Activities

General
Rate

UAGC

18/19 Budget
General Rate

Building Control 100% $334,537

Civil Defence & Emergency 100% $419,261

Management

Community Housing 85% 15% $28,3006 $4,995
Council Facilities 85% 15% $1,163 $205
District Support 85% 15% $3,633,611 $641,226
Animal Control 100% $33,983
Environmental Health 100% $177,503
Library Services 100% $1,248,103
Parks & Reserves 85% 15% $319,189 $56,327
Public Toilets 100% $695,253
Resource Management 90% 10% $1,057,450 $117,494
Strategy & Communications 90% 10% $2,656,995 $295,222
Work Schemes 100% $13,795
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Roads & Footpaths (around the 100% $285,214
Mountains Cycle Trail loan
repayments only)

$9,411,777 | $6,401,555

It is also important to note that the UAGC is currently included in Council’s 30% cap on rates
collected by UAGC/targeted rates. A significant change in the UAGC may tesult in Council
breaching this cap, and consideration needs to be given to this matter in conjunction with the
various other proposed targeted rates changes.

Council indicated at the October workshop that total targeted rates increasing to around 27.5%-
28.5% for 2018/2019 and beyond was approptiate.

Based on the recommended options included in this report and the draft rates proposed
Council’s targeted rates are approximately 27.0% of total rates for 2018/19.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Revise the categories and share of categories between General rate and UAGC as
per the table above (Recommended).

Advantages Disadvantages

« Staff have clarification on how to set the . None
general rate.

« Uses current sub-activities.

Option 2 - Make no changes to current methodology for calculating general rate and UAGC.

Advantages Disadvantages
« None . Categories being used are no longer
relevant

. Based on historical data

Affordability

As noted earlier in this report, one of the key matters required by legislation to be considered in
assessing how rates are to be set, is ability to pay, ie affordability (s101(3)b). Additionally, this is
also a key target in Council’s financial strategy.

In 2007, the Shand Report addressed the issue of affordability of rates in New Zealand and
concluded with the recommendation that rates start to become unaffordable if they exceed 5% of
total household income.

Council have undertaken a comparison of the 2016/17 rates and the household income levels
across our district as per the 2013 census. Please note the rates are SDC only, ie exclude
Environment Southland and the household income has been inflated for two years (1 July 2014
to 30 June 2010) at the Labour Cost Index (LCI) rate (being 1.6% and 1.5%) to get to an
indicative level for 2016/17. Additionally, it is important to note that this data is for owned
residential households only.
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A summary of this comparison is included below:

Community 16/17 SDC Rates Indicative 16/17 Rates as a % of
(GST incl) Household Income Household Income
Ohai $2,119 $40,012 5.30%
Wyndham $2,637 $60,637 4.35%
Tuatapere $2,365 $55,274 4.28%
Manapouri $2,443 $58,265 4.19%
Nightcaps $2,100 $50,737 4.14%
Riverton $2,485 $63,215 3.93%
Te Anau $2,596 $68,990 3.76%
Otautau $2,281 $63,731 3.58%
Balfour $2,057 $58,471 3.52%
Lumsden $2,280 $68,681 3.32%
Winton $2,297 $70,124 3.28%
Edendale $2,559 $81,571 3.14%
Athol $1,255 $42,693 2.94%
Stewart Island $1,004 $67,134 2.84%
Waikaia Town $1,206 $45,375 2.66%
Mossburn $1,803 $72,599 2.48%
Riversdale $1,748 $74,249 2.35%
Wallacetown $1,890 $82,293 2.30%
Woodlands $1,171 $75,384 1.55%
Gorge Road $1,344 $90,646 1.48%
Garston $1,580 $119,830 1.32%

The data illustrates that across our District for the 2016/17 year, Council’s rates ate within the
5% threshold across all communities other than Ohai, however staff do note that an additional 4
of the 21 communities are above 4.0%.

It is also important to recognise that there is no benefit for the community in analysing historical
data when considering affordability. Council needs to be undertaking such an analysis as part of
its annual and long term planning processes. In this way it can form a subjective view as to the
overall affordability of the rates that it is forecasting will need to be set in the future.

The graph below illustrates the average rates for Council over the 10 years from the 2015-2025
LTP based on the forecast rating units as published in the 2015-2025 LTP

(page 151). This graph illustrates a total of 32.7% increase over the 10 year period (average of
3.27% per annum).
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Average SDC Rates Forecast in 2015-2025 LTP
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Additional information will be tabled at the meeting to give you further analysis of affordability
across the district. Staff will endeavour to show the impact of such changes on the average rate,
however it is important that Council recognise that given the complexity and vast range of rates
set for various services, that this is only an indication and actual results will vary depending on
the property location, value and services being received (ie water, sewerage, wheelie bins etc).

As noted earlier, rates include a taxation component. The larger share of rates which are charged
on a uniform basis the higher the burden of rates on urban ratepayers and in many of the smaller
communities within our district, this is where there are areas of concern regarding ability to pay.
Alternatively, setting rates via a RID on property value, Council can assume a correlation to
ability to pay (ie those with higher value properties, typically have a better ability to pay).

Factors to Consider
Legal and Statutory Requirements
Per Schedule 10 of the Local Government Act 2002 the Revenue and Financing Policy is

required to be included in the Long Term Plan.

Council must consider the requirements of Section 101(3) of the Local Government Act 2002
when determining how each activity is to be funded:
Community Views

Once the draft Revenue and Financing Policy and Activity Funding Needs Analysis document
have been revised and approved by Council, it will be available for public consultation in
February/March 2018 as part of the 2018-2028 LTP process.

Costs and Funding

The final policy will affect how Council is financed and may require changes to levels of funding
from the various funding sources available to Council.

7.2 Revenue and Financing Policy Review Page 69

Item 7.2



Item 7.2

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

Council
23 November 2017

Policy Implications

In developing its Revenue and Financing Policy, Council should have regard to its Financial
Strategy and how it might want to give effect to that strategy.

The Revenue and Financing Policy and Activity Funding Needs Analysis has been updated to
incorporate the recommended options included in this report and any other known
inconsistencies.

Assessment of Significance

The revenue and financing policy is a critical Council policy as it outlines the way in which
Council collects its $70-$80 million in total revenue each year to fund the services it provides to
the community. It is a requirement of legislation that this policy be reviewed and publicly
consulted on every three years. Changes to this policy effect the entire community in regard to
how much they are required to pay in rates and other fees and charges, and thus this matter is
considered significant.

Recommended Option

The recommended option (Option 1) in relation to each matter is identified in the issues section
of this report.

Next Steps

Following approval of the recommendations at this meeting staff will finalise the draft Revenue
and Financing Policy and Activity Funding Needs Analysis.

A statement of proposal will be prepared for adoption at Council on 13 December 2017.

The draft Revenue and Financing Policy will be consulted on simultaneously with the Long Term
Plan Consultation Document in February/March 2018.

The Revenue and Financing Policy and Funding Impact Statement (Rates) will be independently
reviewed by Simpson Grierson lawyers during the consultation period and any necessary changes
incorporated into a staff submission.
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APPENDIX 1

Sector impact analysis for Roading Rate Model

18/19 18/19 17/18 Actual 18/19 Current 18/19 Oct model 18/19 Proposed 18/19 Alternative

# propetties| Sector CV $M Total $ %| Total $ % Total $ % Total $ %| Total $ %

Dairy 817 6,086( $ 5,192 37.5%| $ 5,181 37.7%| $ 4,888 35.6%| $ 4,956 36.1%| $ 5,001 36.4%

Forestry| 176 126 $ 778 5.6%]| $ 795 5.8%| $ 765 5.6%| $ 765 56%|$ 796 5.8%

Farming (non—dai:y) 2,943 9,424( $ 4,865 35.1%| $ 4,786 34.9%| $ 4,858 35.4%| $ 4,809 35.0%| $ 4,736 34.5%

Industrial 336 311 $ 399 2.9%]| $ 396 2.9%]| $ 403 2.9%]| $ 401 2.9%]| $ 409 3.0%

Commercial 455 280] $ 388 2.8%] $ 387 2.8%]| $ 399 2.9%| $ 397 29%| % 406 3.0%

8,122 1,670

Lifestyle 2478 1,077| $ 617 4.5%( $ 609 4.4%)| $ 662 4.8%)| $ 657 4.8%| % 645 4.7%

Other 294 897| $ 136 1.0%| $ 133 1.0%)| $ 140 1.0%| $ 138 1.0%)| $§ 135 1.0%

Mining 18 15( $ 263 1.9%| $ 248 1.8%| $ 249 1.8%| $ 249 1.8%| $ 261 1.9%

15,638 19,887 $ 13,851 100.0%| $ 13,732 100.0%| § 13,732 I 100.0%| § 13,732 100.0%]| $ 13,732 100.0%|

18/19 Current 18/19 Oct model 18/19 Proposed 18/19 Alternative
p
Change Change Change Change

8100 02% $304]  -1.9% $235°  14%|  -$190  -1.1%
$167  02% $137 0.0% $14"7 -01% $18 0.2%
5787 -03% 577 03% 856" -01%| 8129 -0.6%
$37  0.0% $37  0.0% $17 0.0% $10 0.1%
-$1 0.0% $107  01% $97  01% $18 0.2%
$167 0.0% $1577  12% $148°  1.2% $130 1.0%
$87  0.0% $457  04% $397  03% $28 0.2%
$3 0.0% $47  0.0% $2 0.0% -$1 0.0%
$157  -0.1% $137  01% $13"7  -01% -$2 0.0%
$119 $0 $119 -$0 -$119 so|  -s119 $0
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APPENDIX 2

List of frequently used abbreviations

Abbreviation

AMCT Around the Mountains Cycle Trail
AMP Activity/Asset Management Plan
BU Business Unit

CB Community Board

CDA Community Development Area
Cv Capital Value

DOC Department of Conservation
GDC Gore District Council

ICC Invercargill City Council

LGA Local Government Act

LGRA Local Government Rating Act
LTP Long Term Plan

LV Land Value

RID Rate in the Dollar

suIpP Separately Used or Inhabited Part
UAGC Uniform Annual General Charge
UTR Uniform Targeted Rate
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Attachments

A Detailed Listing of budgeted hall rates for 2018/2019 I

B Hall Rating Boundaries &

C Southland Pool Sites and Pool Rating Boundaries &

D Proposed rating boundary changes §

E Targeted rate funding of sewerage and treatment and disposal of sewerage - Survey of 24

local authorities

F Extract Part 6 Local Government Act 2002 I

G DRAFT Activity Funding Needs Analysis LTP 2018-2028 §

H DRAFT Revenue and Financing Policy 2018-2028 LTP (without track changes showing) §
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Detailed Listing of budgeted hall rates for 2018/2019

Unit
Charge

(GST Excl) _

suIrP

Net Rate
Totals
(GST
Excl)

Reserve
at 30
June 17

" Aparima Hall Waiau Aparima 2,622
Athol Memorial Hall Mararoa Waimea 52.17 137 7,148 6,054
Rate
Balfour Hall Mararoa Waimea 34.65 280 9,703
Blackmount Hall Waiau Aparima 50.00 48 2,400
Browns Hall Winton Wallacetown 19.38 182 3,528 1,540
Brydone Hall Waihopai Toetoes 44.62 64 2,878 -262
Clifden Hall Waiau Aparima 43.66 84 3,711 25,886
Colac Bay Hall Waiau Aparima 48.78 151 7,366 10,420
Dacre Hall Waihopai Toetoes 37.39 95 3,552
Dipton Hall Mararoa Waimea 43.63 196 8,552 22,328
Eastern Bush Hall Waiau Aparima 68.60 30 2,058
Edendale-Wyndham Waihopai Toetoes 14.57 665 9,692 151,539
Hall
Fiordland Community Mararoa Waimea 35.62 1,897 67,584
Centre
Five Rivers Hall Mararoa Waimea 49.29 81 3,992 13,835
Fortrose Domain Waihopai Toetoes 25.00 63 1,575 3,508
Glenham Hall Waihopai Toetoes 41.33 57 2,356
Gorge Road Hall Waihopai Toetoes 44.06 255 11,236
Heddon Bush Hall Waiau Aparima 60.00 57 3,420
Hedgehope/Glencoe Winton Wallacetown 60.00 96 5,760
Hall
Hokonu Hall Winton Wallacetown 7,319
Limehills Hall Winton Wallacetown 55.57 184 10,226 10,321
Lochiel Hall Winton Wallacetown 31.78 148 4,704
Lumsden Hall Mararoa Waimea 31.30 337 10,550 8,505
Mabel Bush Hall Winton Wallacetown 43.60 75 3,270
Manapouri Hall Mararoa Waimea 32.37 297 9,615 18,795
Mandeville Hall Mararoa Waimea 41.23 45 1,855
Mataura Island Hall Waihopai Toetoes 23.70 53 1,256 4,616
Menzies Ferry Hall Waihopai Toetoes 35.00 45 1,575 2,221
Mimihau Hall Waihopai Toetoes 47.83 51 2,439
Mokoreta/Redan Hall Waihopai Toetoes 78.25 72 5,634 10,685
Mossburn Hall Mararoa Waimea 62.19 246 15,299
Myross Bush Hall Waihopai Toetoes 26.69 74 1,975
Nightcaps Hall Waiau Aparima 69.80 185 12,913 4,951
Ohai Hall Waiau Aparima 51.95 201 10,442 10,204
Orawia Hall Rate Waiau Aparima 52.78 110 5,806 5,559
Orepuki Hall Rate Waian Aparima 57.63 139 8,010 5,425
Oreti Plains Hall Winton Wallacetown 68.45 121 8,283 21,407
Otahuti Hall Winton Wallacetown 27.44 50 1,372
Otapiri/Lora Gorge Hall Mararoa Waimea 135.00 76 10,260 30,835
Otautau Hall Waiau Aparima 25,405
Riversdale Hall Mararoa Waimea 47.02 363 17,091
Ryal Bush Hall Winton Wallacetown 36.73 122 4481 5,419
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Seaward Downs Hall Waihopai Toetoes 37.65 60 2,259
Stewart Island Hall Stewart Island 62.31 376 23,399
Rakiura
Thornbury Hall Winton Wallacetown 60.35 94 5,673 7,215 <L
Tokanui/Quarry Hills Waihopai Toetoes 51.87 122 6,328 7,050 -
Hall S
Tuatapere Hall Waiau Aparima 36.23 367 13,298 20,588 E
Tussock Creek Hall Winton Wallacetown 31.32 84 2,631 671 -
Tuturau Hall Waihopai Toetoes 41.23 36 1,484 g
Waianiwa Hall Winton Wallacetown 60.00 119 7,140 14,137 o
Waikaia Recreation Mararoa Waimea 48.31 294 14,204 E
Waikawa Community Waihopai Toctoes 26.22 132 3,460 16,736 o
Centre '\’
Waimahaka Hall Waihopai Toetoes 60.00 93 5,580 £
Waimatuku Hall Winton Wallacetown 32.43 52 1,686 o
Wairio Community Waiau Aparima 33.74 84 2,834 el
Centre =
Wallacetown Hall Winton Wallacetown 43.48 334 14,522
Winton Hall Winton Wallacetown 16.17 1,357 21,988
Wreys Bush Hall Waiau Aparima 81.23 27 2,193
Wrights Bush Hall Winton Wallacetown 26.68 60 1,601
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Targeted rate funding of sewerage and treatment and disposal of sewerage survey of
24 local authorities

Local Authority Calculation of rate Charge for Charge for multiple

for connected connectable pans(non-residential
property property only)

Item 7.2 Attachment E

Ashburton DC Fixed amount per SUIP | 50% of the connected 33% of the connected
rate charge beyond the third pan
applies to Ashbuston,
Methven and Rakaia
Auckland CC Fixed charge per meter - _
{through Watercare Services)
Carterton DC Fixed amount per SUIP | 50% of the connected Charge for every pan
rate beyond the first
Clutha DC 1. District Upgrade support
- used to investigate new
and improving schemes
2. Fixed amount per
scheme per SUIP
3. Loan Rates - used to
fund capital cost of
certain schemes
Far North DC 1 Fixed amount per 100% of the connected | 60% of the connected
SUIP per rate charge beyond the second
. pan (capital and operating)
scheme(capital)
2. Fixed amount per
SUIP across all
schemes (operating)
Gore DC Fixed amount per SUIP | 50% of the connected 100%s for eack: beyond the
rate second par, except for
education institutions and
short-term accommodation
Grey DC Fixed amount per SUIP | 50% of the connected | 25% for each beyond second
rate pan for hotels, motels and
schools.
Hauraki DC Fixed amount per rating | 50% of the connected 80% for each beyond the
unit rate second pan, except for

schools (13%),
accommodation (40%} and
racing/ showgrounds (25%)

Horowhenua DC Fixed amount per rating vnit | 50% of the connected Differential based on
based on whetherx property 1s nmumber of pans after 2

rate
connected ot capable to
connect
Kaipara DC Fixed amount per SUIP 75% of the connected 50% for each beyond second
(resident.ial)/ per ratingunit | oo.0 pan.
{(non-residential)
Manawatu DC 1. Fized amount per pan 50% of the connected
2. Volumetric charge rate
(being 80% of the
water consumed)
Marlborough DC 1. Landvalue —

differential based on
location (capital)

2. Fixed amount per
SUIP (operation)

Masterton DC 1. Fixed amount per SUIP
(connected only)

2. Capital value —
differential based on
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Local Authority Calculation of rate Charge for Charge for multiple
for connected connectable pans{non-residential
property property only)

land use
(connected/connectabl
&)

Matamata-Piako DC Fixed amount per pan 50% of the connected 70-100% of the
(except Waharoa) rate connected charge

beyond the fourth pan

New Plymouth DC Fixed amount per SUIP 48-83% of the connected

rate beyond the second pan

Southland DC Fixed amount per SUIP 50% of the connected

rate
Tarama DC Fixed amount per SUIP 33% of connected between 4
and 12

Tasman DC Fixed amount per pan 75% of connected charge
{operating) beyond the first, 50%

beyond the tenth

Thames-Coromandel DC Fixed amount per SUIP 75% of the connected 50% of the connected

rate charge beyond the first pan

Timaru DC Fixed amount per pan 100% of the connected rate
beyond the first pan

Waitaki DC Fixed amount per pan per 50% of the connected rate 100% of the connected rate
scheme where applicable beyond the first pan

Wanganui DC Fixed amount per SUIP 50% of the connected rate 50% of the connected rate
(residential)/ per rating unit (smaller schemes only) beyond the first pan
(non-residential)

Whangarei DC Fixed amount per SUIP 65% of the connected rate

beyond the first pan

In all cases, the coverage of targeted rate funding 1s imited to connected propetties and in some cases,

connectable properties.

Out of the 24 local authotities that set a targeted rate for wastewater, 17 set the rate as either as a fixed
amount per SUIP and/or rating unit, two local authorities set the rate as a fixed amount per pan and one
sets the rate as a combination of a fixed amount and capital value.

More than half of the local authorities set a rate for connectable propetties at 50% of the connected
charge. Kaipara and Thames-Coromandel set the rates at 75% of the connected charge and Far Notth
100% of the connected charge.

In terms of multiple pans, seven local authorities do not charge at all, three local authorities set a charge at
100% of the connected charge. The remaining 12 local authorities set a charge at below 100%, with 2 number
setting a charge between 33 to 83% of the connected amount. Six of the local authorities charge for each

pan, whereas eleven local authorities charge for the third and beyond number of pans.
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Extract Part 6 Local Government Act 2002

Reprinted as ar

Part 6 5 102 Local Gevernment Act 2002 1 July 2017
102 Funding and financial policies
(1Y A local authority must, in order Lo provide predictability and certainly about
sources and levels of funding, adopt the funding and financial policies listed in
subsection (2).
(2)  The policies are—
(a)  arevenue and financing policy: and
(b}  aliability management policy: and
(¢} an investment policy; and
(dy  apolicy on development contributions or financial contributions; and
(c) a policy on the remission and postponcment of rates on Maori frechold
land; and
(f)  in the case of a unitary authority for a district that includes 1 or more
local board areas, a local boards funding policy.
(3) A local authority may adopt either or both of the following policies:
(a)  arates remission policy:
(b}  arates postponement policy.
4 A local authority—
(a)  must consult on a draft policy in a manner that gives effect to the re-
quirements of section 82 before adopting a policy under this section:
(b}  may amend a policy adopted under this section at uny time after consult-
ing on the proposed amendments in a manner that gives effect to the re-
quirements of section 82.
(5)  However, subscetion (4) does not apply to
(a)  aliability management policy:
(b} an investment policy.
Section 102: substituted, on 27 November 2010, by section 19 of the Local Government Act 20402
Amendment Act 2010 (2000 No [24),
Section 102(2)e): amended, on 8 August 2014, by section 37(1) of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (20014 No 55).
Section 102(2)10: inserted. on 8 August 2014, by section 37(2) al the Local Government Act 2002
Amendmen Act 2014 (2014 No 35).
Section 102(4): replaced, on 8 August 2014, by section 37(3) of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2014 (2014 No 55).
103 Revenue and financing policy
(1} A policy adopted under section 102(1) must state—
(a)  the local authority's policies in respect of the [unding ol operating ex-
penses [rom the sources listed in subsection (2); and
(b}  the local authority’s policies in respect of the funding of capital expend-
iture from the sources listed in subsection (2).
108
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Reprinted as at

| July 20017 Local Government Act 2002 Part & s 104

{2y “The sources referred to in subsection (1) are as follows:

(a)  general rates, including—
(i) choice of valuation system; and
(iiy  differential rating; and
(iii) uniform annual general charges:
(b}  targeted rates:
(ba) Tump sum contributions:
(c) fees and charges:
(d)}  interest and dividends from investments:
(e)  borrowing:
(f)y  proceeds from asset sales:
(g}  development contributions:
(h} financial contributions under the Resource Management Act 1991:
(i) grants and subsidies:
(j) any other source.

(3y A policy adopted under section 102(1) must also show how the local authority
has, in relation to the sources of funding identified in the policy, complied with
scetion 101(3).

(4y  Tf a local authority amends its revenue and financing policy under section
93(4), only a significant amendment to the policy is required to be audited in
accordance with sections 93D(4) and 94.

Compare; 1974 No 66 5 1220
Section 103(1): amended. on 27 November 2010, by section 204 1) of the Local Government Act
2002 Amendment Act 2010 (2010 No 124),
Section 103(2)(ba): inserted, on 28 June 2006, by section 1514y of the Local Government {Rating)
Amendment Act 2006 (2006 Mo 28).
Section 103(3): amended, on 27 November 2000, by section 2002) of the Tocal Government Act
2002 Amendment Act 2010 (2010 No 124).
Section 103(4): added. on 27 November 2010, by section 20(3) of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2000 (20010 Mo 124).
Section 103(4): amended. on & August 2014, by section 75 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 20014 (2014 No 35).
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ACTIVITY FUNDING NEEDS ANALYSIS
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SOUTHLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

X
INTRODUCTION

In determining how activities are funded the Council is obliged to share the costs of
delivering services across different users including across generations. In deciding how to
fund each activity, the Council takes into account:

. Community Outcomes - Community Outcomes are defined under the
Local Government Act 2002 as “the outcomes that a local authority aims to achieve
in meeting the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions”.
The contribution that each activity makes to Outcomes is assessed.
This assessment takes into account the relevance of the activity to the Outcomes as
a whole, the number and range of Outcomes it contributes to and the strength of its
contribution towards the Outcomes overall.

. The beneficiary pays principles - the distribution of benefits between the
community as a whole, identifiable parts of the community and individuals,

. The intergenerational equity principle - the period during which the benefits are
expected to occur,

. The exacerbator pays principle - the extent to which actions, or inactions, of
individuals or groups contribute to the need to undertake the activity, and

. The costs and benefits of funding the activity distinctly from other activities.

After making these individual activity considerations, the Council also considers the overall
impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the community. The decisions that
it has made about revenue liability on an activity-by-activity basis have been reviewed taking
into account the wider impacts on the community as a whole. In undertaking this
assessment Council have considered the legislative requirements around the maximum
rates collected via targeted rates (30%) and the impact increasing the cap has on residential
ratepayers in small urban communities. Council have also compared average rates and
household income levels across communities to understand affordability in the district. This
analysis resulted in Council reviewing the share of the activities funded by the general rate
and the Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) component of the General Rate. Council
have reduced the funding of District Development and Representation and Advocacy
activities from 100% UAGC to 75%, with the remainder being funded from the general rate.
This has assisted in reducing the level of targeted rates to address affordability and shift a
portion of the rates burden to those with a better ability to pay.

For operational expenditure, funding portions contributing to each activity are expressed as
ranges, from low to high. These ranges equate to the following percentages:

Low: 0-33 percent
Medium: 34-66 percent
High: 67-100 percent.

Capital expenditure funding contributions are identified. The proportion of capital costs
funded from each source will vary depending upon the nature of each capital works project.

Activity Funding Meeds Analysis DRAFT 2 r17/8/18226
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COMMUNITY SERVICES

1.

Community Assistance

Council provides funding for scholarships, grants and donations so that District
residents have access to community based grant funding and to help finance cultural,
social and recreational services. The Council runs work schemes, which provide
people who have been sentenced to community service with the opportunity to work
on a range of ‘public good’ projects throughout the Southland District. In particular,
the scheme provides people who have been sentenced to community service with a
way of completing their sentences.

Community Outcomes

The Community Assistance activity primarily contributes to the Council outcome
Proud Connected Communities and Resilient Communities. Through providing
financial assistance the activity contributes to these outcomes by empowering and
providing support for community groups and individuals to undertake their activities.

Who Benefits

These benefits are distributed around the community, such as to individuals
(sponsorship recipients), and sports, recreational and other groups. There is also
benefit to the wider community, as grants generally support activities where there is a
broader benefit. Individuals on courses also experience a benefit.

Period of Benefit

The period of benefit varies between projects, but is often lengthy, particularly where
community facilities are built, or a scholarship is granted. Strengthening communities
also has a long-term benefit.

Who Creates Need

Individual groups of the community create the need for this activity by seeking
assistance.

Separate Funding

The majority of this activity is rated for alongside other development and promotion
activity, including the community development activity. These activities have similar
outcomes. All of the activities have widespread benefits across the District, and there
is little additional benefit to be gained from separately rating the activity.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates Low
Fees and Charges
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Low
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low

Activity Fundina Needs Analvsis 3 UATIRMAZZR
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The District-wide programmes for community assistance development are best
funded by the General Rate, which recognises the broader benefits to the District as
a whole.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources Yes Yes

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service,
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone in the District benefits from providing Community
Assistance.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected. Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of
assets over time, and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when
required.

2. Parks and Reserves

The Parks and Reserves activity involves providing and maintaining areas of
beautification and parks and reserves. Beautification includes plantings, garden plots
and hanging baskets, mowing of grassed areas and having trees and hedges. Parks
and reserves also include areas such as walking tracks, green spaces, playgrounds
and sportsfields.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 4 141218787
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Community Outcomes

Parks and Reserves primarily contribute to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to these
outcomes by enhancing the visual appeal of townships and providing safe well
maintained areas for people to relax, socialise or participate in recreation and
sporting activities. Parks and Reserves contribute to the social and economic well-
being of the community and make the District a more desirable place to live and visit.

Who Benefits

Local communities where reserves and open spaces are located are the primary
beneficiaries as they have the best access. The community as a whole also benefits
from having an appropriate reserve network available across the District.

Period of Benefit

The Council is committed to providing open spaces to its communities and continues
to add to its stock of reserves land as appropriate. The life of a park or reserve is
extensive, though the gardens and/or playground equipment require regular
maintenance. Council will continue to provide parks and reserves for the foreseeable
future.

Who Creates Need

This activity is required under the Reserves Act 1977. There is widespread demand
from across the community for the provision of open spaces and reserves. A number
of user groups and individuals can be seen as having a particular interest in the
activity.

Separate Funding

The activity is rated for separately via a Targeted Rate as this enhances
transparency for local ratepayers. However, a General Rate will be applied to
Council facilities which benefit the District as a whole. Furthermore, a user pays
system may impede access and is not always practicable.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates High
Fees and Charges Low
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
Activity Funding Needs Analysis 5 ri14/12/18787
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

This activity is funded mostly by a Local Targeted rate reflecting the availability of
Parks and Reserves to everyone in local communities. A General Rate is collected
for Parks and Reserves outside local targeted areas and/or that has significance for
the District. Fees and charges may apply where groups enjoy exclusive use to Parks
and Reserves at certain times. These vary between grounds and over time.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No Yes
Financial Contributions No Yes
Grants and Subsidies Yes Yes
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the Targeted rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone in the Local Communities benefit from providing
Parks and Reserves. As and when they become available, Grants and Subsidies are
used to maintain and replace assets.

Development and financial contributions are used for funding the additional capacity
portion of capital projects and effects mitigation associated with new developments.
New development may be required to pay development or financial contributions for
open spaces.

Capital expenditure for additional capacity can provide benefits for both new
development arriving in the Long Term Plan period and future development arriving
after that. The Council considers it appropriate to recover the costs associated with
this expenditure over the time period in which the growth is occurring.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 6 141218787
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Cemeteries

The Cemeteries activity involves providing burial and interment facilities for the
21 cemeteries administered by the Council. The activity also involves ensuring
interments are carried out to an acceptable standard, cemetery grounds are
maintained and accurate records of interments are kept.

Community Outcomes

Cemeteries primarily contribute to the Council outcome of Proud Connected
Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by ensuring our communities
are healthy and by providing appropriate facilities where family and friends can
remember others. This activity also has the secondary outcome of contributing to
Resilient Communities, as it provides a record of a community’s history and
heritage for people interested in their ancestry.

Who Benefits

The estate and family of deceased persons, residents, and the public at large benefit
from the provision of cemeteries.

Period of Benefit

The historical value of cemeteries is long term, though access to the historical
records would deteriorate over time without ongoing activity. The activity must be
ongoing to ensure public health benefits.

Who Creates Need

People in the District create this need. This activity is a requirement of the Burial and
Cremation Act 1964.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding this activity separately from other activities
except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of other activities.
There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it separately. The actual
rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to reduce
collection costs. Funding is from Targeted Rates in the local areas of service.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates
Targeted Rates Med
Fees and Charges Med
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Low
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
Activity Funding Needs Analysis 7 ri14/12/18787
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

This activity is funded mostly by Fees and Charges reflecting that the main benefit is
experienced by the user of the service. However, there is benefit to the local area in
a well maintained cemetery, both in terms of maintaining its historical value, and
amenity values. Therefore the remaining maintenance costs are funded by the local
community via a Targeted Rate.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No Yes
Grants and Subsidies Yes No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the local targeted rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone enjoys some benefit of providing Cemeteries.
As and when they become available, Grants and Subsidies are used to maintain and
replace assets.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 8 141218787
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Community Facilities
The Community Facilities activity covers Council offices, buildings, community O
! : ; ; . L
centres and water structures. Buildings include depots, offices, libraries and other [
miscellaneous buildings. v
Water structures include Riverton Harbour wharves, boat ramps, navigation aids and =
five wharves at Stewart Island. The Council provides 32 individual community v
centres/halls in the District for use by community groups and individuals. The )
operation of these halls is generally carried out by individual hall sub-committees, E
Community Boards or Community Development Area Subcommittees. These groups
manage bookings and use of the halls and work with SDC Property staff regarding ﬁ!
maintenance of the buildings involved. ™~
Community Outcomes qE)
=

Community Facilities primarily contributes to the Council outcome of Proud
Connected Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by enabling
communities to be more socially connected, and having healthier more active
communities. Community facilities has a secondary cutcome, contribution to having
Resilient Communities. This is achieved by enabling communities to have a
stronger local identify and connection, and by fostering the social, cultural and
economic wellbeing of our communities.

Who Benefits

The large number of people who use community centres and water structures directly
benefit from these community facilities, and there is also a wider community benefit
to providing these facilities, such as making Southland a desirable place to live, and
enabling people to be socially connected.

Period of Benefit

The benefits of these facilities will continue to occur into the foreseeable future.

Who Creates Need

People who use halls and travel by boat create the need for community facilities,
although there is a wider community benefit when people have access to these
facilities.

Separate Funding

The activity is rated for separately via a Targeted Rate as this enhances
transparency for local ratepayers. However, a General Rate will be applied to
Council facilities which benefit the District as a whole.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates Med
Fees and Charges Med

Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Med
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 9 ri14/12/18787
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

This activity is funded mostly by Local Targeted rates which reflects that particular
Community Facilities are available to people in specific communities. A General
Rate is collected for Community Facilities outside local targeted areas and/or that
have significance for the District. Fees and charges may apply where groups enjoy
exclusive use to Community Facilities at certain times in recognition of the private
benefit that they receive. The level of user pays is limited by the demand for the
facilities, affordability, and availability of alternative facilities.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies Yes Yes
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the local targeted rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone within the local community enjoys some benefit of
providing Community Facilities. As and when they become available, Grants and
Subsidies are used to maintain and replace assets.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 10 141218787
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5. Community Housing

Council has 69 individual housing units available for rental in Edendale, Lumsden,
Nightcaps, Ohai, Otautau, Riversdale, Riverton, Tuatapere, Winton and Wyndham.
These units are let primarily to those persons who receive national superannuation.
The units are inexpensive and the small size suits those that are unable to maintain
large properties. Rents from tenants are used to maintain and upgrade the units as
required.

Community Qutcomes

Community Housing primarily contributes to the Council outcome of Proud
Connected Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by providing
good quality affordable housing to a group with specific needs and by allowing
people, where possible, to remain socially connected, living in their local community.

Item 7.2 Attachment G

Community Housing also has a secondary outcome, contributing to having Resilient
Communities. This is achieved by contributing to the social wellbeing of
communities and by fostering a strong local identity and connection.

Who Benefits

These benefits are distributed between the tenants, the families of tenants (as the
units allow them more freedom) and the community who benefit from having a range
of age-groups in their town.

Period of Benefit

The housing units have a life of approximately 50 years. While Council currently
maintains the facilities, decisions on future replacement will be made at the time that
the units need to be replaced.

Who Creates Need

The need is created by the section of the community looking for affordable housing.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting the rate
separately. The rating mechanisms used to collect these will therefore be
amalgamated with other activities to reduce the costs of collection.

Direct user fees and charges are collected from tenants as they are readily
identifiable.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges High
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

This activity is funded mostly by Fees and Charges, reflecting that the main benefit is
experienced by the user of the service. It is appropriate that some of the costs of this
activity are met from the General Rate, rather than rentals, as not all costs relate to
individual tenants, for example policy development, responses to central government,
and fielding general enquiries.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies Yes No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

6. Library Services

The library service includes 12 local community libraries, spread across the District, a
mobile library service, educational programmes and activities and access to a range
of library and information resources via the Internet. A reciprocal membership
agreement known as the SouthLib consortium gives all residents reciprocal
membership to any library in the lower South Island. The provision of library services
is considered a core service of local government.

Community Qutcomes

The Library Service activity primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud
Connected Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by providing
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people with quality places to enjoy reading, listening, viewing and interacting. This
enables people to have better access to information, to have better connections to U]
history and local identity, to be more socially connected, and it makes the District a
more desirable place to live and visit. Library Services also contributes to a 'E
secondary outcome of promoting Resilient Communities, by fostering the social (7]
and cultural wellbeing of communities, and having better history and heritage E
preservation. -
|5
Who Benefits 3
wd
Individuals who use the library benefit from this service, as does the community as a <L
whole, through spill over benefits. All people in the District are able to use libraries o~
through online services. *
N~
Period of Benefit &
The benefits to individuals in accessing information and learning are long term. .8
The life of the assets (books, computers etc) varies. -
Who Creates Need
Library members and other users are the primary driver of the need to undertake this
activity.
Separate Funding
There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would however, be an increased cost in collecting the rate
separately. The rating mechanisms used to collect these will therefore be
amalgamated with other activities to reduce the costs of collection.
How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:
ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity
Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges Low
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low
Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure
The low proportion of fees and charges reflects the benefit to individuals of this
activity but recognises the limits to the extent that a contribution can be obtained from
this funding source. The funding obtained from the General Rate recognises the
public benefits of libraries and that they are available to everyone in the District and
takes account of affordability concerns. This funding arrangement is seen as the
most equitable way of ensuring most people can access the library at little or no
charge, which is considered to be important for this activity.
Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:
Activity Funding Needs Analysis 13 ri14/12/18787
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ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the intention of the
Council to ensure that everyone enjoys and has availability to all of the District
libraries.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

7. Public Toilets

The Council provides and maintains 70 public conveniences and six dump stations
across the District. These facilities are located along key travel routes and at
strategic locations such as reserves, beaches, playgrounds and other public
gathering places. Most toilets are standalone, however, some are provided in
conjunction with other locally owned buildings like garages.

Community Outcomes

Public conveniences primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by providing facilities to
appropriately deal with human waste from visitors and residents. This facilitates
having healthy communities and enabling people to enjoy the natural environment.
Public Conveniences also contributes to a secondary outcome of Resilient
Communities in the District by having a sustainable approach to the environment,
and by fostering social wellbeing.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 14 141218787

7.2  Attachment G Page 98



Council 23 November 2017

Who Benefits

Public conveniences benefit residents and visitors through the provision of facilities,
as well as the broader public through public health benefits.

Period of Benefit

The life of individual facilities varies, but is around 20 to 40 years.

Who Creates Need

Visitors to the District and people living in the District, create the need for these
facilities.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would however, be an increased cost in collecting the rate
separately. The rating mechanisms used to collect these will therefore be
amalgamated with other activities to reduce the costs of collection.

Item 7.2 Attachment G

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges Low
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Low

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The Council considers that this activity benefits the community as a whole by
ensuring that the public and visitors have access to Public Toilets. Funding by the
General Rate reflects that there is district-wide benefit.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies Yes Yes
Reserves Yes Yes
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ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the public benefit
associated with this activity. Some types of special reserves and/or retained
earnings will be used to fund capital expenditure as appropriate. These will be used
only for the purpose for which they were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

8. Airports
The Council owns and manages the Te Anau Airport Manapouri site. The Te Anau
Airport Manapouri functions for all aircraft including heavy aircraft and includes a

function centre as part of the airport for hire.

Community Qutcomes

The Airports activity primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome
by providing a transportation service to local tourism operators, industries and
residents. It also provides an alternative transportation option in the event of an
emergency. This facilitates the communities being more socially connected and
having everything they need to live, work and play. This activity also facilitates the
communities’ social and economic wellbeing, and it makes Southland a more
desirable place to live.

Who Benefits

The Te Anau and Manapouri communities, and visitors to the area, benefit from
moving goods and people in and out of the area.

Period of Benefit

The airport facilities deliver long-term benefits.

Who Creates Need

The user of the airport and the local community.
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Separate Funding

As there are economic benefits to the ward as a whole, Targeted Rates will make a
contribution towards the operating and capital costs. The use of a separate targeted
rate enhances the transparency of the cost of the facilities.
How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:
Funding portion

General Rates

Targeted Rates High

Fees and Charges Low

Interest and Dividends from Investments

Item 7.2 Attachment G

Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The Council considers that this activity benefits a targeted area of the community
surrounding the Airport, as the local residents will be the ones who benefit directly.
Funding by the Local Targeted rate reflects that there is local community benefit.
There is a small amount of Fees and Charges collected reflecting that those who use
the airport should be contributing towards the operating costs. Recoveries from this
source are, however, insufficient to cover the full operating costs.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes Yes
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.
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Funding for capital expenditure by the targeted rate reflects the intention to ensure
that those who are receiving the benefit of the Airport contribute towards the Airport
activity.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Electricity Supply

Stewart Island Electricity Supply Authority (SIESA) is responsible for the generation
and supply of electricity to consumers on Stewart Island/Rakiura, the development of
renewable power generation and promotion of energy efficiency on Stewart
Island/Rakiura. SIESA also undertakes waste collection and operation of the
Rakiura Resource Recovery Centre.

Community Qutcomes

Electricity Supply primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by generating and supplying
electricity which is essential for business, industry and residential needs. The activity
also contributes to a secondary outcome of having Resilient Communities by
fostering the economic and social wellbeing of people on Stewart Island/Rakiura.

Who Benefits

Residents, businesses, and visitors on Stewart Island/Rakiura benefit from this
activity.

Period of Benefit

Solar panels and wind turbines have a life of approximately 20 years, diesel turbines
four to six years. The reticulation assets (electricity lines etc) have a life of over
40 years. Reducing dependency on diesel, and increasing renewable energy
sources will have long term environmental benefits.

Who Creates Need

Residents, businesses, and visitors on Stewart Island create the need for this activity.

Separate Funding

The beneficiaries are clearly identifiable and have exclusive use of the services and
therefore a user pays approach is applied. There is no rating input to this activity.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges High
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infingement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure
Fees and charges are applied as the users of Electricity are the ones who directly O
benefit from Council providing this activity and they also create the need. 'E
v
Capital expenditure will be funded as shown: E
ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity 's
General and Targeted Rates (including No No 3
depreciation -
| p S [1 tributions N N <
ump sum Lontriputions (¢] o] N.
Fees and Charges No No N
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No E
Borrowing Yes Yes g
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Some types of special reserves and/or retained earnings will be used to fund capital
expenditure as appropriate. These will be used only for the purpose for which they
were collected.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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DISTRICT LEADERSHIP

1.

Representation and Advocacy

The Council encourages decision-making at a range of levels - centrally by the
Council and at local levels, through Community Boards, Community Development
Area Subcommittees and other Committees. This is to assist, as far as practicable,
that those paying for and receiving services are also making the decisions about
those services. The Council also seeks input from young people in the District
through the Youth Council and supports other representative groups such as the
Milford Community Trust.

The Council also plays a strong advocacy role in representing local interest by way of
submissions, deputations and lobbying to regional and central government and other
relevant agencies. The Council is proactive in ensuring there is appropriate
representation on national working parties and organisations so that a southern
and/or rural voice is heard. Key aspects of the activity include three-yearly elections
for the Mayor, Councillors, Community Boards and Community Development Area
Subcommittees and six-yearly representation reviews to determine the
representation structure.

Community Outcomes

Representation and Advocacy primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud
Connected Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to
these outcomes by empowering and enabling local people (via Community Boards,
Community Development Area Subcommittees, Water Supply Committees and Hall
Committees) to make decisions regarding the facilities and services where they live
and to plan for the future.

Who Benefits

The whole community benefits from this activity, including residents and ratepayers.
It ensures people can have input to establishing the policies of Council, and there is
representation from the different communities of interest.

Period of Benefit

The benefits generally occur within the immediate period in which the service is
delivered. Advocacy on specific issues may, however, have long term benefits for
the community.

Who Creates Need

Much of this activity is required under the Local Government Act 2002. No particular
actions or inactions drive the need to carry out this activity other than the overall
demand for democratic representation.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding this activity separately from other activities
except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of other activities.
There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it separately. The actual
rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to reduce
collection costs.
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How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown: O

wd

Funding portion c

: v

General Rates High E

Targeted Rates Low =

Fees and Charges g

Interest and Dividends from Investments s

Grants and Subsidies Low :

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source '\'

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure qE)

The Mayor and Councillors role is to provide leadership and make decisions affecting =

the District on behalf of all residents and ratepayers. As such, the Council considers
that this part of the activity should be funded by the General Rate. Costs of the
Community Boards and Community Development Area Subcommittees are funded
from local targeted rates.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by General Rate is based on the same rationale as
that for operational expenditure.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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Community Futures

Council supports collaborative partnerships with the community and key
agencies/stakeholders in the District that add value to its communities.

This includes Council’s investment in community partnerships, community and
economic development and providing quality visitor experiences, both for the district
and the Southland region as a whole.

In conjunction with other Southland Councils, Council also supports the Southland
Regional Development Strategy that outlines an Action Plan for moving the regional

development activity forward.

Council also collect a Stewart Island/Rakiura Visitor Levy which is used to better
provide services, facilities, and amenities for Island visitors.

Community Qutcomes

Community Futures primarily contributes to the Council outcomes of Proud
Connected Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to
these outcomes by enhancing the quality of life for people in the District, and by
helping ensure the Southland District is made up of strong communities that take a
sustainable approach to social and economic wellbeing.

Who Benefits

All of the people in the District benefit from the Community Futures activity, including
business, community groups, agencies and visitors.

Period of Benefit

Many of the Community Futures activities will have a lasting benefit, particularly
where they empower communities to plan for the future and where they are
facilitating infrastructure development.

Who Creates Need

All businesses, individuals, agencies and visitors in the District create the need for
the activity.

Separate Funding

Some projects do have benefits for individuals, or defined groups. However as a
whole, Community Futures activities directly benefit a wide range of individuals and
groups, and there are strong spill over benefits from economic development and
stronger communities for the District as a whole.

A full user pays system would not be affordable for vulnerable groups in our
community, and would be inconsistent with the overall purpose of advancing
development of the district and region as a whole.

Stewart Island/Rakiura Visitor Levy funding is separate from all other Council
activities.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
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General Rates High
Targeted Rates

Fees and Charges Low
Interest and Dividends from Investments

Grants and Subsidies Low

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The Council considers that this activity benefits the community as a whole by
ensuring community partnerships and economic and visitor development across the
District. Funding by the General Rate reflects that there is district-wide benefit.

Capital expenditure - no capital expenditure funding is required for this activity.

District Support

District Support covers the operation of eight offices as a first point of contact for
residents and ratepayers. The main office is located in Invercargill and Area Offices
are located in Lumsden, Oban, Otautau, Riverton, Te Anau, Winton and Wyndham.
Many of Council's services are provided through the office staff, including general
enquiries, receiving payments, rate rebate applications, dog registrations, fire
permits, interments, requests for service and licensing. Staff provide secretarial
support for Community Boards, Community Development Area Subcommittees,
Committees of Council and other CCOs. All of the Area Offices, except the
Invercargill, Te Anau and Stewart Island Offices are co-located with local libraries, in
line with Council's ‘one stop shop’ concept.

Community Outcomes

District Support primarily contributes to the Council outcome of Proud Connected
Communities.

The activity contributes to this outcome, as providing local offices throughout the
District is more responsive to people’s needs.
Who Benefits

All of the people in the District, including ratepayers and residents who live in the
areas around each office, benefit from District Support. Benefits are also received by
the organisations that Council acts as an agent for, or provide accommeodation for.

Period of Benefit

Benefits from this activity only last as long as the services are provided.

Who Creates Need

All of the people in the District create the need for this activity. Elements of this
activity are also required under the Local Government Act 2002, such as support for
Community Boards. The need for this activity is also driven by the large area
serviced by the Southland District Council.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding this activity separately from other activities
except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of other activities.
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There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it separately. The actual
rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to reduce
collection costs.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates Low
Fees and Charges
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Low
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The Council considers that this activity benefits the community as a whole and that it
is therefore appropriate that it is funded via the General Rate.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Confributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by rates and fees and charges is based on the same
rationale as that for operating expenditure. Use of depreciation reserves reflects the
inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the need to set aside funds for their
replacement when required.
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Corporate Support
Corporate Support includes Council's strategic planning and policy processes,
communication and engagement as well as a portion of internal functions such as

people and capability (HR), finance and information management.

Community Outcomes

Corporate Support primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. This activity contributes to these
outcomes as it ensures that a strategic approach is taken to ensure that people in the
District have everything they need, now and in the future. Corporate support also
enables the community to engage in decision-making, and it empowers citizens.

Who Benefits

The whole District benefits from long-term and robust plans and activities that meet
the needs of the community.

Period of Benefit

The plans have long term implications for Council business, and the community.

Who Creates Need

This activity is a legislative requirement (Local Government Act 2002, Resource
Management Act 1991).

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding of this activity separately from other activities
except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of other activities.
There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it separately. The actual
rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to reduce
collection costs.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges Low
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infingement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The Council considers that this activity benefits the community as a whole, it is
required for all councils via legislation and that it is therefore appropriate that it is
funded via the General Rate.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by rates and fees and charges is based on the same
rationale as that for operating expenditure. Use of depreciation reserves reflects the
inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the need to set aside funds for their
replacement when required.

5. Forestry

Southland District Council operate a sustainable forestry business, undertaking
forestry establishment, silviculture and harvesting. Council aims to successfully grow,
harvest and market plantations of forests to provide the best possible return. The
provision of a return relates to the maintenance of an alternative income stream to
offset rates. The estate is spread across four forests with a total legal area of 1,840
hectares. The majority of the estate is of freehold ownership, and is overseen by a
forestry committee made up of elected Councillors.

Community Qutcomes

Forestry primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and it has a secondary outcome of Resilient Communities. This
activity contributes to these outcomes as it helps make rates more affordable for
people in the District — making it a more attractive place to live. The sustainable
management approach that is taken also considers the impact on the environment
and the wellbeing of our communities in the future.
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Who Benefits

The whole District benefits from the Forestry activity.

Period of Benefit

Council's sustainable forestry activity provides benefit over a long period of time.
Plantations are typically harvested around 30-40 years after planting, taking into
consideration market demand, potential returns etc.

Who Creates Need

In so far that people in the District want affordable rates, all of the people in the
District create this need.

Item 7.2 Attachment G

Separate Funding

This activity is self-funded. There is no rating input to this activity.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source High

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

Forestry is a long term investment for Council and therefore it is appropriate that the
operating costs are funded directly from the proceeds of harvesting.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including No No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes Yes
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No
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Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Forestry assets are a long term investment and Council replant trees as they are
harvested to ensure a sustainable revenue stream for the future. Council's funding
decision on capital expenditure will depend on the expected harvesting profile of the
asset and accordingly if existing or future ratepayers will benefit. Funding by
borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a share
of the cost of assets.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

Emergency Management focuses on ensuring that communities are prepared for
emergencies and that they are able to respond to and recover from these when they
do happen. Specific actions include public education and ensuring a pool of trained
personnel. The activity also involves reducing the potential risks which may occur to
people and property through lifelines planning and monitoring; and planning for the
uncertainty of climate change. The activity is delivered through Emergency
Management Southland (EMS), which is a shared service between SDC, ES, ICC
and GDC. Governance is undertaken via the Southland Civil Defence and
Emergency Management Group Joint Committee.

Community Qutcomes

Emergency Management primarily contributes to the Council outcomes of Proud
Connected Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to
Proud Connected Communities by establishing plans to ensure people are connected
and safe in an emergency. The activity contributes to Resilient Communities by
building capacity to effectively prepare, respond to, and recover quickly from
emergency events. This includes considering the impact of the environment on the
wellbeing of our communities.

Who Benefits

Benefits are distributed between those affected by the emergency, ratepayers and
the public in general.

Period of Benefit

The Council has a statutory obligation to provide Emergency Management services.
The benefits will therefore continue to be provided for the foreseeable future.

Who Creates Need

This activity is required under the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act
2002. Not all emergencies are created by human actions or inactions. However, to
the extent that people demand a safe living environment, they create a need for the
activity.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities, except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would however, be an increased cost in collecting the rate
separately.

The activity is therefore funded from the General Rate.
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How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding
portion

General Rates High

Targeted Rates

Fees and Charges

Interest and Dividends from Investments

Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other

source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

The primary focus of this activity is to protect people. Although particular groups or
areas may benefit more from this activity more than others in any particular
emergency situation, the Council has taken the view that this activity protects
everyone in the District in the same way that an insurance policy does.

The fairest way is to charge everyone in the District using the General Rate.

Capital expenditure - no capital expenditure funding is required for this activity.

REGULATORY SERVICES

1.

Building Control

The Building Control activity involves the regulation of building work through
processing and issuing consents, carrying out inspections and certifying work to
ensure that buildings are safe and sanitary. The activity also involves the inspection
of amusement devices to ensure they have appropriate barriers and are sited safely.
In 2007 Council became an accredited Building Consent Authority and, to remain
accredited, the Council is regularly externally audited in terms of its processes and
competencies.

Community Outcomes

Building Control primarily contributes to the Council outcome of Proud Connected
Communities. Building control contributes to this outcome by improving public
safety, reducing health risks, improving the standard of living and quality of life.

Building control also contributes to a secondary outcome of Resilient Communities
by ensuring the buildings are sustainable and by considering the impact of building
activities on the environment in the future.

Who Benefits

The benefits are distributed between individual building owners, potential purchasers
and all members of the community (who are assured that buildings are constructed to
a recognised standard).

Period of Benefit
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The Council has a statutory obligation to ensure a function for processing and issuing
building consents is available in the District. The benefits of the activity are therefore
expected to continue into the foreseeable future. The Council also has a statutory
obligation to carry out building enforcement so this component will continue into the
foreseeable future.

As buildings often have a life of 50 years, the period of benefit from this activity is
extensive.

Who Creates Need

Those involved in construction and renovation, and all members of the community,
create the need for this activity; it is also required under the Building Act 2004, the
Building Code, and the Machinery Act 1950.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it
separately.

The actual rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to
reduce collection costs.

It is practical to collect fees and charges separately as and when the service is
required.

Summary
How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges High

Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

Although there is a public good element, the major benefit is to the user of the
services and hence fees and charges for building consenting are in the high range.
The rates portion reflects the public good associated with providing this activity.
Funding by a District rate recognises that everybody benefits from a safe building
stock in the District. The portion funded by a District rate based on land value also
reflects the benefits of the service in relation to the value of properties.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity
General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)
Activity Funding Meeds Analysis 30 r14/12/18787
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Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges Yes No (U
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No 'E
Borrowing Yes No v
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No _E
Development Contributions No No g
Financial Contributions No No _1:
Grants and Subsidies No No <
Reserves Yes No h!
Other sources No No E

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure g

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone in the District benefits from providing Building
Control.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Resource Management

The Resource Management activity involves the development and review of the
District Plan (which sets out the objectives, policies and rules and methods for land
use and development in the District), monitoring compliance with the District Plan
and the processing of resource consent applications.

Community Outcomes

Resource Management primarily contributes to the Council outcomes Proud
Connected Communities and Resilient Communities The activity contributes to
these outcomes as it facilitates people having a good quality of life, and it ensures
the sustainable management of natural and physical resources in a way that retains
the unique values and character of the District.

Who Benefits

These benefits are distributed between the applicant (who has the legal certainty to
proceed with their activity), and the general public (who are assured that the
environment is managed).

Period of Benefit

Protecting the environment has long term benefits, but ongoing activity is required in
order to maintain these.

Who Creates Need
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People undertaking both rural and urban development create the need for this
activity, as they use resources including land, and this use needs to be managed in a
sustainable manner for the District as a whole. There is also a legal requirement for
this activity (Resource Management Act 1991).

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would, however, be an increased cost in collecting it
separately.

The actual rating mechanisms used will be amalgamated with other activities to
reduce collection costs.

It is practical to collect fees and charges separately as and when the service is
required.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates High
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges Low

Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infingement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

As the applicant benefits directly, the applicant should pay for the costs of receiving,
processing, hearing and deciding on an application, and also for the full costs of
monitoring.

The remaining portion of costs will be funded from the general rate which reflects the
Council view that this activity benefits the community as a whole by ensuring that the
community continues to develop in a sustainable manner.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes No
Proceeds from asset sales No No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
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Reserves Yes No
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the intentions of the
Council to ensure that everyone enjoys the benefits from a well-planned District.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Animal Control

The Dog and Animal Control service involves registering dogs, investigating
complaints about dogs and wandering stock, formulating and enforcing animal
control policy on issues relating to animal welfare, other statutory responsibilities
such as dealing with nuisance dogs, as well as promoting responsible dog
ownership. There are around 13,000 dogs registered in Southland.

Community Outcomes

Dog and Animal Control primarily contributes to the Council outcome of Proud
Connected Communities and it also contributes to the secondary outcome of
Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to these outcomes by reducing
risks to public safety, and by enhancing animal welfare.

Who Benefits

The general public and dog owners benefit from this activity.

Period of Benefit

Education and enforcement activity has a relatively short period of benefit unless it is
ongoing. Benefits of micro-chipping dogs are for the lifetime of the animal
(approximately 10 years).

Who Creates Need

Animal owners who do not restrain/contain their animals appropriately create the
need for this activity. The general public, who have an expectation and desired
standard for animal care and control, also create this need.

Separate Funding
It is convenient and practical to collect fees and charges for this activity.

Additional costs funded by Council are not significant enough to merit a separate rate
and are collected via the General Rate.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:
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Funding portion
General Rates Low
largeted Rates
Fees and Charges High
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Low
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

For all components of this activity, fees and charges should be recovered where
possible. It is practical to identify and charge dog owners. However, attempting to
recover costs from persons creating nuisances with their animals is not practicable.

The remaining components can be funded by the General Rate as the activity is
considered to benefit the whole community. The benefits of this portion of the activity,
ie, the provision of animal control infrastructure (such as rangers) accrue evenly
across the District, as they are a form of nuisance control, and therefore use of
uniform annual general charge is appropriate.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes Yes
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges Yes No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding
by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by the General Rate reflects the fact that it is not
always possible to recover the cost of enforcement activities.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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Environmental Health

Environmental Health is concerned with all aspects of the natural and built
environment that may affect human health. Key activities include registration and
inspection of licensed premises, noise control, alcohol licensing, insanitary
conditions, hazardous substances, freedom camping and litter and the regulation of
the bylaws relating to the keeping of animals and trading in public places.
The activity also undertakes school water and pool testing and provides advice on
environmental health, particularly during the resource consent and building consent
process. The Council also carries out a range of education and information activities.

Community Outcomes

The Environmental Health activity primarily contributes to the Council outcome
Proud Connected Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by
ensuring that activities that may affect public health are managed in an appropriate
and sustainable manner.

Who Benefits

Food and Beverage Premise Regulation

Individuals benefit from knowing that the food and beverages they purchase are from
premises that are operating in accordance with current standards, and there are also
wider community benefits such as public health and ecenomic impacts.

Nuisance Control

The control of nuisances including noise, hazardous substances, infectious disease
and pests, benefits the wider public.

Period of Benefit

Individual initiatives or activities may have only a small period of benefit, however the
maintenance of the activity creates a healthy environment that becomes ‘business as
usual’ and so has a level of ongoing benefits.

Who Creates Need

Suppliers of food and alcohol create the need for this activity, as their businesses
must be monitored.

There is a legal requirement for undertaking this activity (Sale and Supply of Alcohol
Act 2012, Health Act 1956, Food Act 2014, Resource Management Act 1991,
Hazardous Substances and New Organisms Act 1996, Psychoactive Substances Act
2013 and related regulations and bylaws).

Those responsible for creating nuisances and those dealing with hazardous materials
create the need for this activity.

Separate Funding

There would be no benefit in funding the rating portion of this activity separately from
other activities except that the funding would be easier to distinguish from that of
other activities. There would however, be an increased cost in collecting the rate
separately. The rating mechanisms used to collect these will therefore be
amalgamated with other activities to reduce the costs of collection.

It is more convenient and practical to collect fees and charges separately as and
when the service is required.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
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Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates
Fees and Charges High

Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

For all components of this activity, fees and charges should be recovered where
possible. It is practical to identify and charge licences. However, attempting to
recover costs from persons creating nuisances and infringing bylaws is often not
practicable. The remaining components are funded by the General Rate as the
activity is considered to benefit the whole community.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown;

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes No
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes No
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service
benefits existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity
benefits future ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will
therefore reflect this split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.
Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users
pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by General Rate is based on the same rationale as
that for operational expenditure.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time,
and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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ROADS AND FOOTPATHS

Council administers and maintains the District's roading and bridging network (some 5,000
km of network), excluding State Highways and National Park roads [maintained by the
New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) and DOC]. Council also provides footpaths,
streetlights, carparks and noxious plant control. In addition Council contributes to the Total
Mobility Scheme.

The NZ Transport Agency provides substantial funding for the Roading activity. The Council
expects that this funding will continue to be made available in the future.

Council also administers and maintains the Around the Mountain Cycle Trail in Northern Southland
Stage One of the trail was completed at the end of the 2014

Community Outcomes

Roads and Footpaths primarily contribute to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to these outcomes by
helping people have safe, convenient and efficient travel. The activity also contributes to
these outcomes by providing a reliable transportation network, improved social wellbeing
and connectedness, and healthier and more active communities. Roads and footpaths also
support industry, enables tourism and economic development, and the activity delivers value
for money.

Who Benefits
All of the people in the District benefit from this activity.

Certain roads provide access to individuals, or small groups of people, rather than the
community at large. The Council must weigh up the costs and benefits of significant
expenditure on roads that can be seen to benefit very few people.

Period of Benefit

As local roads are vested in the Council under statute, this activity will continue to occur into
the foreseeable future. As a result there will be an ongoing operating cost associated with
maintaining the existing network.

The design life of the roads is 25 years, though the life of some sections can be up to
50 years. Structures (such as bridges) are designed to last at least 40 years.

Who Creates Need

All the people in the District create the need for this activity, as there is an expectation that
people will be able to use transport services. Freight of goods is a significant generator for
the need for the level of this activity, particularly in maintenance and upgrade of the roads,
as trucks do the most structural and pavement damage.

There is also a legal requirement for this activity (Local Government Act 2002,
Land Transport Management Act 2003, Government Roading Powers Act 1989).

Separate Funding

The majority of the Roading and Transport activity is rated for distinctly, as this activity is a
financially significant part of Council activity, and a distinct rate best-supports a user pays
approach. The degree to which user pays is applied, is limited by the availability of
information and the cost of applying a targeted rating system. A sectoral approach is used,
as the best compromise between administrative cost and user pays. The repayment of the
capital cost associated with the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail is segregated from roading
funding and separately funded from the general rate.
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How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates Low
Targeted Rates Med
Fees and Charges
Interest and Dividends from Investments
Grants and Subsidies Med

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure

General costs of having the roading network (basic maintenance, drainage etc) have benefit
to all users, though some benefit from the network more than others.

Costs are allocated to particular sectors, by allocating an amount per tonne, to take into
account that some sectors are causing more damage to the roading network.

Local services, ie streetworks and plant control, benefit the local community/land owners,
and should therefore be funded from Targeted Rates, or grants.

Given that it expects that NZTA funding will be available for the foreseeable future, the
Council considers it appropriate not to fully fund from rates the depreciation on the
subsidised portion of roading works. As a result, the net cost to the ratepayer will be less
than the full replacement cost.

Subsidies are applied to this activity as and when they are available. The balance is funded
mainly by District-wide targeted rates recognising the widespread nature of the benefits of
the roading network. This is funded by a targeted rate collected from a uniform targeted rate
per unit and a rate in the dollar on capital value.

A differentiated land value rate is applied to recognise the impact that different land uses,
and the heavy vehicle movements that they create, have on Council's roading network. A
summary of the model used for collecting the rates to fund roading is included in Appendix
A. A portion is also collected through local targeted rates to reflect those townships that
have footpaths and therefore those that use them contribute to the upkeep.

Funding for repayment of the loan associated with the Around the Mountain Cycle Trail
capital expenditure is from the General Rate based on the same rationale as that for
operational expenditure.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No

Fees and Charges No No

Interest and Dividends from Investments No No

Borrowing Yes Yes
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Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No (U
Financial Contributions No Yes 'E
Grants and Subsidies Yes Yes qé
Reserves Yes Yes <
Other sources No No g
wd
Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure E
Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service benefits o~
existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity benefits future '\°
ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will therefore reflect this
split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding by borrowing provides E
intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a share of the cost of assets 3

Financial contributions are used for funding the additional capacity portion of capital projects
and effects mitigation associated with new developments. New development occurring in
particular growth areas may be required to pay a roading contribution for that part of the
network.

Funding for capital expenditure by Targeted Rate is based on the same rationale as that for
operational expenditure. As and when they become available, Grants and Subsidies are
used to maintain and replace assets.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the
need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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SOLID WASTE

Solid waste management is focused on the controlled disposal of waste (kerbside collections
and transfer stations), reducing litter and illegal dumping and promotion and advocacy of
waste minimisation.

Council provides kerbside collection service for rubbish and recyclables picked up on
alternative weeks to all townships within the District and voluntary collection to properties on
collection routes in rural areas. Stewart Island/Rakiura is serviced by a weekly kerbside
refuse bag, recycling and food scrap collection. There are also seven waste transfer
stations for disposal of rubbish, greenwaste, hazardous waste and collection of recyclables,
11 recycling drop-off centres and two greenwaste only sites located around the District.

Regional waste is transported to the regional landfill operated by AB Lime at
Kings Bend (near Winton) for disposal. SDC is also a member of WasteNet Southland (joint
committee of the ICC, SDC and GDC) which provides the mechanism for councils in the
region to work together collectively on waste issues, including delivering solid waste services
and waste minimisation activities.

Community Qutcomes

Solid Waste Management primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to this outcome by
providing controlled, convenient and reliable waste disposal options therefore reducing
littering and illegal dumping which have a negative impact on the environment.

Who Benefits

The benefits are distributed between the people who use the service and facilities, and the
District as a whole when the environment is kept clean and waste is minimised.

Period of Benefit

There are both short-term benefits to solid waste management (rubbish is not on the street),
and long-term benefits (recycling of waste, and minimising harm to public health).

Who Creates Need

All residents and visitors to the Southland District create the need for this activity. All
residents and visitors also create the need for education about waste minimisation.

There is a legal requirement to provide this activity (Health Act 1956, Resource Management
Act 1991, Local Government Act 2002, Waste Minimisation Act 2008).

Separate Funding

The distinct rates and fees structure is designed to create transparency about the costs of
this activity and to ensure that beneficiaries contribute towards those costs.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
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Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:
Funding portion O
\ o
(General Rates c
Targeted Rates High GE’
Fees and Charges Low e
Interest and Dividends from Investments g
Grants and Subsidies Low _.":,'
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source <
(o]
Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure ™~
Services relating to landfills are funded entirely through the General Rate because the E
District as a whole benefits rather than any identifiable person or group. A targeted rate 3

relates to the collection of wheelie bins recognising that the benefit of these services
primarily falls to the individual, and that their actions (ie, generating rubbish) are creating the
need for the service.

User fees and charges are used to collect waste delivered to landfills.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from assel sales Yes No
Development Contributions No No
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies Yes Yes
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service benefits
existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity benefits future
ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will therefore reflect this
split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding by borrowing provides
intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by rates and fees and charges is based on the same
rationale as that for operating expenditure. Use of depreciation reserves reflects the
inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the need to set aside funds for their
replacement when required.
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STORMWATER

There are 28 towns in the District that have reticulated stormwater infrastructure that is
owned and maintained by the Council. These public stormwater systems manage the
disposal of surface water and ground water flows, to protect property, public safety,
accessways and public health. A number of other smaller towns have partial services such
as open ditches and drains and soakholes and the Council manages open water courses in
several rural catchments.

Community Outcomes

Stormwater primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected Communities
and it has a secondary outcome of contributing to Resilient Communities. The activity
contributes to these outcomes by preventing rainfall from causing flooding, hence protecting
land and property, and ensuring safety and accessibility. It also protects the environment
and public health by controlling the level of pollutants and sediments in stormwater
discharged to waterways or coastal areas used for recreation and food gathering.

Who Benefits
Property owners and people who use the area benefit from flood protection, the local
community benefits from environmental, health, and economic outcomes.

Period of Benefit

The Council is committed to the ongoing supply of this service, as it is an essential part of
enhancing the quality of life for residents and visitors. Both existing, new and future
ratepayers will benefit from the activity over time.

On average, stormwater reticulation systems have a life of 70 years, though this will vary.

Who Creates Need

While the need for this activity is not created by the activity of people or groups alone,
urbanisation exacerbates the effects of weather events, by altering the natural flow of water
while impermeable surfaces (such as roofs, parking areas, roads) generate more run-off
than would naturally occur. Hence, those who live in urban areas exacerbate the need for
this activity.

There is a legislative requirement to maintain services under the Local Government Act
2002, once they have been established.

Separate Funding

The beneficiaries for local systems are clearly identifiable. The beneficiaries are the people
in the townships and all the people with properties in the town. As the activity is a relatively
small proportion of local expenditure it is generally incorporated into Targeted Rates. Some
communities have, however, opted to rate for it separately.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates
Targeted Rates High
Fees and Charges
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Interest and Dividends from Investments

Grants and Subsidies (U}

Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source 'E

Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure qE)

Local stormwater systems are funded through local rates. Rural roading stormwater 's

systems are funded through the roading rate. 3

A high portion of rates is applied equally to those who receive the service and who benefit E

directly through a targeted rate. (\!

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown: E
ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity 3

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No -

depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions No No

Fees and Charges No No

Interest and Dividends from Investments No No

Borrowing Yes Yes

Proceeds from asset sales No No

Development Contributions No No

Financial Contributions No No

Grants and Subsidies No No

Reserves Yes Yes

Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service benefits
existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity benefits future
ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will therefore reflect this
split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers.

Funding by borrowing provides intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a
share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by Targeted Rate is based on the same rationale as that for
operational expenditure. Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of
assets over time, and the need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.

Activity Funding Needs Analysis 43 ri14/12/18787

7.2

Attachment G

Page 127



Item 7.2 Attachment G

Council

23 November 2017

WASTEWATER

The Wastewater activity involves collecting, treating and disposing of sewage from
residential  properties, business  properties and public sanitary facilities.
The Wastewater system also deals with non-domestic liquid wastes (often known as trade
wastes). Eighteen towns within the District are reticulated with Council owned and
maintained infrastructure.

Community Outcomes

Wastewater primarily contributes to the Council outcomes of Proud Connected
Communities and Resilient Communities. The activity contributes to these outcomes by
protecting public health from the spread of disease and reducing the effects of wastewater
discharges into the environment.

Who Benefits

Residents, businesses and visitors benefit from the provision of wastewater services.
The need for this activity is driven by high density communities, where on-site wastewater
systems are not effective disposal methods for public health and/or environmental reasons.

Period of Benefit

Except in very restricted circumstances, the Local Government Act 2002 does not allow the
Council to divest itself of ownership of its wastewater services. The benefits of the activity
will therefore continue to occur into the foreseeable future.

The life of the sewerage schemes varies, maintenance is crucial, and the lives of individual
components varies, On average, wastewater plant/treatment assets have a life of
approximately 45 years, and reticulation of 74 years.

Who Creates Need

There is a legal requirement under the Health Act 1956 and the Local Government Act 2002
to maintain existing systems.

Wastewater treatment and disposal costs are partially driven by higher environmental
standards than in the past, as well as non-human influences such as rainfall. These factors
are outside of the control of individuals or groups. However, human actions or inactions also
do play a role. The people creating wastewater in urban areas contribute to the need for
Council to carry out this activity.

All members of the District have an interest in (and generate a demand for) a clean,
unpolluted environment and the recreational, visual and public health benefits that come
from having a managed approach to the treatment and disposal of wastewater.

Separate Funding

There is a high degree of private benefit in wastewater, therefore a level of user pays is
appropriate. Consistent with a user pays approach; this activity is rated for distinctly. It also
enhances transparency about the service ratepayers are receiving and paying for.
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How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287
Operating expenditure will be funded as shown: E
Funding portion 5
General Rates &
Targeted Rates High -s
Fees and Charges 3
Interest and Dividends from Investments E
Grants and Subsidies (\!
Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source Low N~
Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure qE)
b

The wastewater activity provides a degree of public benefit through economic development
and public health, therefore, capital works, and operational costs for all schemes are shared
across all users.

A high portion of rates is applied equally to those who receive the service and who benefit
directly through a targeted rate. Rates are collected based on properties capable of
connection which are within the scheme rating boundaries.

Capital expenditure will be funded as shown:

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeled Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions Yes No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No Yes
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service benefits
existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity benefits future
ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will therefore reflect this
split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding by borrowing provides
intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a share of the cost of assets

Funding for capital expenditure by Targeted Rate is based on the same rationale as that for
operational expenditure.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the
need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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WATER SUPPLY

The Council operates 12 drinking water supplies (10 urban and two rural) and nine untreated
water supplies for rural use (stock and irrigation). This includes capital works and
maintenance of systems.

Community Qutcomes

The Water Supply activity primarily contributes to the Council outcome Proud Connected
Communities and it also has the secondary outcome of contributing towards Resilient
Communities. It contributes to this outcome by reliably providing people with safe drinking
water as well as water to clean with. This and the firefighting capability of the water supply,
helps improve public safety. This activity takes a sustainable approach that considers the
social and economic wellbeing of local communities.

Who Benefits

Benefits are distributed to the community as a whole. Residents have access to a safe
water supply that they do not have to maintain themselves. The local economy benefits
through tourism (safe water supply encourages tourists), industry and agriculture (water
supply certainty).

Period of Benefit

Except in very restricted circumstances, the Local Government Act 2002 does not allow the
Council to divest itself of ownership of its water supply services. The benefits will therefore
continue to occur into the foreseeable future.

The life of the water supply assets varies, maintenance is crucial and the life of individual
components varies. On average water plant/treatment assets last for 36 years, and water

reticulation assets for 65 years.

Who Creates Need

The people who are considered to create need for this activity include the individuals and
groups who require connection to the service to ensure supply of safe water for household or
business use. This is on the basis that these people demand the service.

Once established, there is a legislative requirement to maintain water supplies under the
Local Government Act 2002 and the Health Act 1956.

Separate Funding

There is a high degree of private benefit in water supplies, therefore a level of user pays is
appropriate. Consistent with a user pays approach; this activity is rated for distinctly. It also
enhances transparency about the service ratepayers are receiving and paying for.

How will the activity be funded in the Long Term Plan 2018-20287

Operating expenditure will be funded as shown:

Funding portion
General Rates
Targeted Rates High
Fees and Charges
Interest and Dividends from Investments

Grants and Subsidies
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Fines, infringement fees, local authority fuel tax and any other source
. . . : O
Summary of appropriate funding sources for operating expenditure -
There is also an element of public good for drinking water supplies, through public health 5
and to a lesser extent, economic spinoffs, therefore the District as a whole makes a E
contribution to urban supply capital works, and operational costs for all urban schemes are e
shared across all urban users. [¥)
]
A high portion of rates is applied equally to those who receive the service and who benefit .|":-'
directly through a targeted rate. <
(o]
Rates are collected based on properties capable of connection which are within the scheme |\°
rating boundaries. E
Capital expenditure will be funded as shown: .8

ILOS and Renewal Additional Capacity

General and Targeted Rates (including Yes No
depreciation)

Lump Sum Contributions Yes No
Fees and Charges No No
Interest and Dividends from Investments No No
Borrowing Yes Yes
Proceeds from asset sales Yes No
Development Contributions No Yes
Financial Contributions No No
Grants and Subsidies No No
Reserves Yes Yes
Other sources No No

Summary of appropriate funding sources for capital expenditure

Capital expenditure that replaces existing assets or increases the level of service benefits
existing ratepayers. Capital expenditure that provides additional capacity benefits future
ratepayers. The Council's funding decision on capital expenditure will therefore reflect this
split of benefits between existing and new ratepayers. Funding by borrowing provides
intergenerational equity by ensuring that future users pay a share of the cost of assets.

Funding for capital expenditure by Targeted Rate is based on the same rationale as that for
operational expenditure.

Use of depreciation reserves reflects the inevitable deterioration of assets over time, and the
need to set aside funds for their replacement when required.
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APPENDIX 1

Roading Rate Model
To be inserted once proposed methodology approved by Council.
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Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

The Revenue and Financing Policy sets out how the Council funds each of its activities and why it funds
them in the way it does. The Council is required by Section 102 of the Local Government Act 2002 to
have this Policy, among others, in order to provide predictability and certainty to residents and ratepayers

about the sources and levels of funding.

The purpose of the Revenue and Financing Policy is to describe how Council funds its operating and
capital expenses from the funding sources available to it and why it chooses the various mechanisms to
fund the operating and capital expenditure of the Council.

The Act requires that the Revenue and Financing Policy is included as part of the Long Term Plan.
Other funding and financial polices required by Section 102(2) of the Act do not need to be included as
part of the Council’s Long Term Plan.

2. Policy Details

2.1 Our Funding Approach

In determining how activities are funded, Council has considered the requirements of the

Local Government Act 2002 Section 101(3). The Council 1s obliged to share the costs of delivering
services across different users including across generations. In deciding how to fund each activity,
Council takes into account:

The community outcomes to which an activity primarily contributes

The distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, identifiable parts of the
community and individuals

The period during which the benefits are expected to occur

The extent to which actions, or inactions, of individuals or groups contribute to the need to

undertake the activity
. The costs and benefits of funding the activity separately from other activities.
It then considers the overall impact of any allocation of Lability for revenue needs on the District.

Deciding on who should pay for an activity, asset or service is more complex than simply allocating costs
to piimary users. Some activities result in benefits for the wider community as well as specifically for the
individuals who use them. For example, recreational facilities contribute to proud connected communities
and have impacts on community health, well-being and sustainability. Council also considers that people
should not be excluded from using a service or engaging in an activity because of affordability. For these
reasons, Council has decided to fund several activities using a general rate or a combination of targeted
and general rates.

For a full analysis of Section 101(3) of the Local Government Act 2002 requirements for each activity,
please refer to the .Adtivity Funding Needs Analysis, which can be found on Council’s website

(www.southlanddc.govt.nz).
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2.2  Description of Funding Mechanisms

2.2.1 Types of Expenditure

Broadly speaking, Council has two types of expenses: operating expenditure and capital expenditure.
Operating expenditure is used to fund the ongoing day-to-day activities and services of the Council.

Capital expenditure is money spent in acquiring or upgrading a business asset such as equipment or
buildings. The Council has three categories of capital expenditure spread across its activities:

. Renenals - Defined as capital expenditure that increases the life of an existing asset with no increase

in service level.

- Inereased Level of Service (ILOS) - Defined as capital expenditure that increases the service level
delivered by the asset.

- Additional Demand (AD) - Defined as capital expenditure that is required to provide additional
capacity necessary to accommodate growth, in whole or part under Council’s Development and
Financial Contributions Policy.

2.2.2 Funding Mechanisms

Council uses different funding sources for different types of expenditure. The Council funds its
expenditure using the funding mechanisms outlined below.

User Fees and Charges

User Fees and Charges apply to individuals or groups who are directly using a Council service. Where user
fees and charges apply, there is a direct benefit to an individual. When a decision is made to fund an
activity through user fees and charges, the beneficiaries must be able to be identified and charged directly
for the service they receive. The Council also considers issues like the affordability of user charges or how
they compare to the market rate for services. In some cases, user fees and charges may be balanced with
other funding sources. This may occur where the Council believes that setting a charge too high will
reduce the use of a service and therefore diminish its value to the community and impose a greater cost on

ratepayers.
Rates
There are two main types of rates:
. Rates with general effect:
o General Rate
o Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC); and
- Targeted Rates

A General Rate is a rate assessed across all rateable properties in the District based on a property valuation
system. It is used to fund those services where Council believes there is a public benefit to the whole of

the community across the District.

A Uniform Anmial General Charge (UAGC) is a rate assessed across all rateable properties in the District.
It is used to fund those services where the Council believes there 1s an equal public benefit across the
District.

For clarity, the portion of General Rate and the Uniform Annual General Charge will be based on the

percentages indicated below. The category correlates to the relevant sub-activities within each of Council’s

nine activity groupings.
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Category General Rate Uniform Annual

General Charge T
Building Control 100%0 -’
Civil Defence & Emergency Management 100% qc)
Community Housing 85% 15% E
Couneil Facilities 85% 15% -5
District Development 25% 73% g
District Support 85% 15% <
Animal Control 100% f':'
Environment Health 100% E
Grants & Donations 100% 3
Library Services 100%
Parks & Reserves 85% 15%
Public Toilets 100%
Representation & Advocacy 25% T3%
Resource Management 90% 10%
Roads & Footpaths 100%
Strategy & Communications 90% 10%
Work Schemes 100%

When using the General Rate, the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 only allows a choice of

one valuation system from three options:

1 The annual value of the land; or
2 The capital value of the land; or
3 The land value.

Council has chosen to set a General Rate which is assessed on a capital value basis. The general rate is not
set on a differential basis. Couneil has a Uniform Annual General Charge which is assessed per rating unit.

A Targeted Rate is a rate set for a specific activity or group of activities. Some targeted rates are charged to

all ratepayers in the District. Targeted Rates can be set in a number of different ways including:

. Capital Value

. Land Value

. Value of improvements

. Property Location (Rating Boundary)

. Land Use (as defined by Council’s Valuation Service Provider)

. Per Rating Unit (Fixed Charge)

. Per Separately Used or Inhabited Part of a Rating Unit (Fixed Charge)

Page | 2

7.2 AttachmentH

Page 137



Council 23 November 2017

Item 7.2 Attachment H

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

. Per supply of service (bins, water, sewerage etc).

Financial and Development Contributions

The Council's Policy on Development Contributions and Financial Contributions sets out the conditions
in which contributions are required and the method used to calculate them. Development Contributions
are currently in remission under this policy, due to Council’s desire to encourage growth in the District.

This position will be reviewed again in conjunction with the 2021-2031 Long Term Plan.

Financial Contributions are underpinned by the Operative District Plan. Development Contributions
required under the Local Government Act 2002 are generally used to fund growth related capital

expenditure on infrastructure provided by the Council as part of its normal capital works programme.

Financial Contributions are required under the Resource Management Act 1991. They are imposed to

address the effects of activities for which resource consent is sought.

Although Council can require both development contributions and financial contributions, it cannot

require both from the same development for the same purpose.
Grant and Subsidies

Grants and Subsidies are funding received from other agencies, usually for a specific purpose. As such,
they are used to fund those purposes.

Orther sources including Rescrves
These are funds for specific purposes.

. Retarned earnings are used to fund operating or capital expenses at Council's discretion, an example

is depreciation reserves.

- Reserves will be used to fund either operating or capital expenses according to the policy applying to
those reserves. These ate typically classified as local reserves (where reserves are for the benefit of
specific communities), or district reserves (where reserves are held for the benefit of the wider
district).

Investment Interest/Dividends and Interest on Reserves

Net Investment interest and dividends are used to reduce the amount of General rate and,/or Uniform

Annual General Charge rate required.

Interest on reserves is calculated on the average balance of each reserve during the year. Interest is
allocated at a prescribed interest rate (typically based on the Reserve Bank rates for six month term
deposits over a 12 month period). Both positive and negative reserves get interest charged or applied.

For the majority of reserves held by local communities, this interest is added to the reserve, which has no
impact on the rate requirement, these reserves are usually positive and are set aside for future projects. For
the majority of District reserves, the interest is allocated to the relevant business unit, which in turn will

reduce the rates required or increase the rates required if the reserve has a negative balance.
Borrowing

Borrowing is not a source of revenue itself. Rather it is a 'bridging’ mechanism to assist with the financing
required for the construction of long term assets. Debt arising from borrowing still needs to be repaid
from other sources of revenue (eg rates). The use of debt allows Council to enjoy the asset in the present
while paying the debt back over time. Borrowing is usually called upon to fund capital works and assets
built or provided now before future new consumers use those services. It is used to ensure fairness or

intergenerational equity so that cucrent ratepayers pay for the services they use now, and future ratepayers

Page | 3

7.2  AttachmentH Page 138



Council

23 November 2017

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

pay their share too.
Lump Sum Contributions

Lump Sum contributions are where ratepayers agree to pay a capital (or lump sum) payment towards
meeting the cost of providing a particular asset in their community (eg upgrading of a water supply) rather
than paying for these capital costs via an annual targeted rate.

These contributions will be used to fund the retitement of debt for specific capital activity from time to
time.

Proceeds from Asset Sales

Proceeds from asset sales are the monies received from selling physical assets, such as plant and
equipment. They are initially used to repay borrowings associated with that asset. Any remaining proceeds
will be used to fund a replacement asset or fund other capital expenditure within an activity that was
funded by the same funding source of the asset sold.

Depreciation Reserves

Depreciation reserves are funds in which the probable replacement cost of equipment is accumulated each
year over the life of the asset, so that it can be replaced readily when it becomes obsolete. These reserves
are used to fund both the renewal and increased level of service categories of capital expenditure.

2.3 Application of Funding Mechanism to Expenditure

Capital Expenditure

Increased

Operating Additional Level of
Funding Mechanism Expenditure Capacity Service Renewals
User Fees and Charges v v V%
General Rates (incl. UAGC) v v v
Targeted Rates v v v
Financial Contributions v
Development Contributions v
Grants and Subsidies v v v
Other Sources, including Reserves v v v v
Investment Interest/Dividends v v v v
and Interest on Reserves
Borrowing v v v
Lump Sum Contributions 4 * vk Vs
Proceeds from Asset Sales v v
Depreciation Reserves v v

* Application depends on how the activity to which capital expendituce relates is funded.
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2.4  Funding of Activities

The Council has considered how to apply the available funding mechanisms to its activities. The following
table is a summary of this approach. A copy of the detailed assessment, titled Aetivity Funding Needs Analysis

is available on Council’s website (www.southlandde.govt.nz).

For operational expenditure, funding portions contributing to each activity are expressed as ranges, from

low to high. These ranges equate to the following percentages:
Low: 0-33 percent Medium: 34-G6 percent High: 67-100 percent

Capital expenditure funding contributions are also identified. The proportion of capital costs funded from

each source will vary depending upen the nature of each capital works project.
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Activity Group

Community
Services

Activity

Community
Assistance
(includes: Grants
and Donations,
Work Schemes)

Funding of Operating Expenditure

Fees and
Charges

General
Rates
(including
UAGC)

Targeted
Rates

High Low

Grants
Subsidies
and Other
Funding
Sources

Med/Low

Funding of Capital
Expenditure

General rate,
Targeted rates,
Borrowing, Asset
Sales, Depreciation,
Reserves, Other
Sources.

Catchment(s)**

District

Detail and Rationale

District Grants are funded via
General rate (high) in recognition
of the broad public benefits
provided.

Local Grants are funded via
Targeted Local Rates (low).

All in the District benefit from
Council providing this activity as
it contributes to the social and
economic well-being of our
cominunities.

Grants subsidies and other
funding Sources - (med/low).
Funding is sourced from the users
of the work scheme service with
some government grants
provided.

Capital expenditure relates to
work schemes.
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Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
T Expenditure
id General Targeted Feesand Grants
c Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies
v (including and Other
E UAGC) Funding
-5 Sources
< Communuty Parks and Low High Low General Rate, District, Area of | District reserves are funded from
z Services Reserves Targeted Rates, Service General Rate (low) in recognition
< Borrowing, of the district wide public benefits
o Development and provided by these reserves.
'\° Fiﬂﬂllf_liﬂl ) Targeted Local Rates - (hagh).
Contubutions, Each community decides whether
E Grants and Subsidies, to charge their local rate on the
3 Reserves. basis of a fixed charge per rating
— unit or a rate in the dollar on land
value.
Each community funds its own
parks and reserves in recogmtion
of the local benefit.
Some limited user fees (low) are
received from groups that occupy
Council reserve,
Community Cemeteries Ned Med Low Targcted Rates, Area of Service Targcted Local Rate (med). Each
Services Borrowing, Financal commuuuty decides whether to
Contributions, charge their local rate on the basis
Grants and Subsidies, of a fixed charge per rating unit or
Reserves. a rate in the dollar on land value.
This allocation recognises broader
commuuuty benefits from having
a local service,
Fees and Charges (med) for the
direct costs of burial and other
associated costs through
mternment fees. This recognises
the private benefit to the users of
Page |7
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Activity

Funding of Operating Expenditure

General
Rates
(including
UAGCQ)

Targeted
Rates

Fees and
Charges

Grants
Subsidies
and Other
Funding
Sources

Funding of Capital
Expenditure

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Catchment(s)**

Detail and Rationale

these facilities.

Grants and Subsidies (low) may
be recerved from time to time and
used for this actrvity.

Commuuuty
Services

Community
Facilities
(includes: Council
Buildings,
Commuunity
Centres, and
Water Structures)

Low

Med

Med

Med

General and Targeted
Rates, Borrowing,
Grants and Subsidies,
Reserves.

District for
Council
Facilities /
buildmgs and
Area of Service
for Community
Centres.

Council Facilities /Buildings are
funded via General rate (low)
recognising the district functions
performed by Council.
Commuumnty Centres funded via
Targeted Rate (med) recognising
the benefit to local communities.
Fees and Charges - (med) are
received from users of the
facilities in the form of rental
charges

Grants and Subsidies (med) may
be received from time to time and
used for this activity.
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Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
T Expenditure
id General Targeted Feesand Grants
c Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies
v (including and Other
E UAGC) Funding
-5 Sources
< Communuty Community Low High General Rate, District General rate - (low) in recognition
z Services Housing Borrowing, Asset of broader social benefits
< Sales, Grants and associated with this activity.
(o] Subsidies, Reserves. Fees and Charges - (high) for
'\° direct operating costs funded
from tenant rent. These recognise
E the private benefit provided to
3 tenants.
- Community Library Services High Low Low General Rate, District General Rate (lugh)
Services Borrowing, Asset This reflects that this service
Sales, Reserves. provides a benefit that is available
to all ratepayers.
Fees and Charges - (low) Service
fees for library activities.
Other funding (low) mcludes fines
for late return and contributions
to library activities.
Commuunuty Public Toilets High Low Low General Rate, District General Rate (high) reflecting the
Services Depreciation, widespread public benefits
Borrowing, Grants associated with thus activity.
and Subsidies, Fees and Charges - (low) charges
Reserves. for maintenance of high level of
service facilities.
Other funding (low) mcludes
grants, subsidies and
contrbutions to public toilets.
Page | 9
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Activity Group

Commuuuty
Services

Activity

Airports

Funding of Operating Expenditure

General
Rates
(including
UAGCQ)

Targeted
Rates

High

Fees and
Charges

Low

Grants
Subsidies
and Other
Funding
Sources

Funding of Capital
Expenditure

Targeted Rate,
Borrowing, Reserves.

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Catchment(s)**

Area of Service

Detail and Rationale

Local Targeted rate fixed charge
per rating unit - (area of service) -
(lugh) recognising that the
economuic benefits primarily flow
to the local commumnity.

Fees and Charges - (low)
operating costs aim to be funded
via user charges given that they
are readily identifiable.

Community
Services

Electriaity Supply
(SIESA)

High

Borrowing, Asset
Sales, Reserves.

Area of Service

Fees and Charges - (lugh).
Electricity generation,
distribution, general operations
and maimntenance are recovered
through user pay fees applicable
to consumers who are using the

supply.

District
Leadership

Representation
and Advocacy

High

Low

Low

General Rate,
Borrowing, Asset
Sales, Depreciation,
Reserves.

District

General Rate (high).

All mn the District benefit from
Council providing this act:vity and
have the opportunity to contact
their local elected members
and/or Council. Targeted Local
Rate - (low). This 1s used to fund
CDA and Community Board
costs reflecting the local
commumnity benefit of these
services. Other funding sources —
(low) 1s from professional services
provided to external parties.
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Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
T Expenditure
id General Targeted Feesand Grants
c Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies
v (including and Other
E UAGC) Funding
-5 Sources
< District Community High Low Low Not applicable District General Rate (high) reflecting the
= Leadership Futures public benefits that flow from this
<L (includes activity.
(o] Community Fees and charges — (low) are from
'\° Partnerships, the levy charged to visitors to
District Economic Stewart Island.
E Developmeat, Other funding sources — (low) is
3 ViSitOf from grants and subsidies.
— Experiences,
Stewart Island
Visitors Levy,
Museum Services)
District District Support High Low Low General Rate, District, Area of | General Rate (high) reflecting the
Leadership (includes: Targeted Rate, Service desirability of Council providing a
Customer service, Borrowing, Asset district wide customer service
Secretarial Sales, Reserves. centre network. Set as a fixed
support for local charge plus rate in the dollar on
communities) capital walue. All ratepayers
benefit from this activity.
Targeted Local Rate - (low) funds
the costs of providing support to
local Community Boards and
CDAs.
Other funding sources — (low) is
from sundry rental income
received across a number of local
communities.
Page | 11
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Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
Expenditure T
General Targeted Feesand Grants ied
Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies c
(including and Other v
UAGC) Funding E
Sources ﬁ
District Cotporate Support | High Low General Rate, District General Rate - (high) reflecting ©
Leadership (includes: Strategy, Borrowing, Asset the public benefits associated with ,|'|=
Communication Sales, Depreciation, this activity, <
and Engagement, Reserves Fees and charges — (low) are from ~N
People and rental fees and financial service '\°
Capability, cost recoveries.
Information E
Management, ()]
Finance) =
District Forestry High Borrowing, Asset District Other funding — (high) 1s from
Leadership Sales, Reserves. proceeds from harvesting.
Emergency Emergency High Not applicable District General Rate (high). All people in
Management Management the District derive a benefit from
Southland having appropriate emergency
management capabuity in place.
Regulatory Building Control | Low High General Rate, Asset | District General Rate - (low)
Services {includes: Sales, Borrowing, This links the level of
Regulation of Depreciation, development of a property to its
building work) Reserves. lLiability for the targeted rate.
Fees and Charges - (high) are the
man funding source for this
activity reflecting that the users
are readily identifiable.
Page |12
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Activity Group

Activity

Funding of Operating Expenditure

Fees and
Charges

Targeted
Rates

General
Rates
(including
UAGC)

Grants
Subsidies
and Other
Funding
Sources

Funding of Capital
Expenditure

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Catchment(s)**

Detail and Rationale

Borrowing, Asset
Sales, Depreciation,

Reserves

Regulatory Resource High Low General Rate, District General Rate - (high). All
Services Management Borrowing, Reserves. ratepavers benefit from thus
(includes: District activity given the desirability of
Plan, Resource managing land use across the
Consents) dastrict.
Fees and Charges - (low)
recogmises that the users are
readily identifiable.
Regulatory Amnimal Control Low High Low General Rate, Fees District General Rate - (low) - recognises
Services and charges, the public benefit to all ratepayers.

Fees and charges — (high) are
applied to ensure that service
users fund the majonty of this
service as they are readily
identifiable.

Other funding — (low) income is
received from other sources (ie
fines and grants/contiibutions).

Page |13
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Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
Expenditure
General Targeted Feesand Grants
Rates Rates Charges Subsidies
(including and Other
UAGC) Funding
Sources
Regulatory Environmental Low High General Rate District General Rate - (low) recognises
Services Health Borrowing, Asset that there 1s a level of public
{includes: Sales, Depreciation, benefit to all ratepayers from
Registration and Reserves having these activities managed.
mspection of Fees and charges — (high) are
Licenced premuses, applied to ensure that service
noise control, users fund the majonty of this
Liquor licensing, service as they are readily
freedom camping) identifiable.
Roads and Roads and Low Med Med Targeted Rates, District, Area of | General Rate - (low) recognises
Footpaths Footpaths Borrowing, Asset Service that there is a level of public

{Includes: Around
the Mountains

Cycle Trail)

Sales, Development
and Financial
Contrbutions,
Depreciation, Grants
and Subsidies,
Reserves.

benefit to all ratepayers from the
Around the Mountain Cycle Trail.
The General rate only funds the
repavments of the loan associated
with the capital cost of Stage One.
District Wide Targeted Rate -
(med). Fixed charge per rating
unit plus a differentiated rate in
the dollar on capital value. The
district wide rate recogruses the
public benefits associated with
having a district wide
transportation network that
allows for development of the
district as a whole. The
differentiated targeted rate
recognises the exacerbator costs
created by heavy vehicles.

There are also local targeted rates

Page | 14
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Activity Group

Activity

Funding of Operating Expenditure

Fees and
Charges

General Targeted
Rates Rates
(including

UAGC)

Funding of Capital
Expenditure

Grants
Subsidies
and Other
Funding
Sources

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Catchment(s)**

Detail and Rationale

charged to fund local roading
activity (ie footpaths) which
delivers benefits specific to those
local communities.

Other funding — (med) this
activity attracts NZTA funding
for roading maintenance and
capital work.

The funding policy for this
activity 1s applied to the balance
of the rating requirement,
following the NZTA subs:dy.

Page |15
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Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy
Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
Expenditure T
General Targeted Feesand Grants ied
Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies c
(including and Other v
UAGC) Funding E
Sources ﬁ
Solid Waste Solid Waste High Low Low Targeted Rates, Area of Service | Targeted Rate — (high) to fund ©
Management Borrowing, Asset solid waste and landfill ,|'|=
Sales, Grants and rehabilitation costs given the <L
Subsidies, public benefit of this aspect of the o~
Depreciation, activity across the majority of the '\'
Reserves. district (excluding Stewart Island).
In addition there 1s a targeted rate E
based on supply of service for ()
bins as the users are readily g
wdentifiable. Fixed charge per bin.
User charges - (low) collected via
transfer stations as users are
readily identifiable.
Other funding — (low) collected
from grants and subsidies.
Stormwater Stormwater High Targeted Rates, Area of Service | Local Targeted Rate — (high)
Borrowing, reflecting that the benefits are
Depreciation, primanly derived by the local
Reserves. commuuities 1n which the
schemes are located.
Thus activity does not have its
own rate but is collected as part
of the Community Board and
Commumty Development Area
Rates as it 1s not economic to
collect as a separate rate.
Wastewater Wastewater High Low Targeted Rates, Area of Service | District-wide Targeted Rate —
Lump Sum (scheme) (lugh) for operating expenditure
contributions, reflecting the benefits that those

Page | 16
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Activity Group  Activity Funding of Operating Expenditure Funding of Capital Catchment(s)**  Detail and Rationale
T Expenditure
id General Targeted Feesand Grants
c Rates Rates Charges  Subsidies
v (including and Other
E UAGC) Funding
-5 Sources
[+ Borrowing, Asset connected or able to connect
= Sales, Development teceive from the service provided.
< Contributions, Local Targeted rates for capital
o Depreciation, costs funded via lump sum
'\° Reserves. contributions reflecting the
benefit that those connected or
E able to connect recerve.
3 Local Targeted Rate_ for septic
— tank cleaning reflecting that the
beneficiaries of this service are
easily identified. All rates fixed
charged per unit of service. Rating
units outside of the range of
reticulation networks or septic
tank area of service are not
charged these rates. This enables
the costs to be passed onto the
ratepayers that benefit from the
activity. Other funding — (low) 1s
from rentals associated with this
actuvity.
Water Supply | Water Supply High Targeted Rates, Area of Service District-wide Targeted Rate —
Lump Sum (Scheme) (high) for operating expenditure
Contrbutions, reflecting that those connected or
Borrowing, Asset able to connect directly benefit
Sales, Development from the service being provided
Contubutions, by Council. Some water supplies
Depreciation, are metred. Some water charging
Reserves, is via a direct contractual
arrangement with the user.
Page |17
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Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy
* There is a vauety of Targeted Rates

#* Unless otherwise stated. Development Contribution catchments are the same as the capital expenditure catchments indicated in the table

Explanatory Note:
Separately Used or Inhabited Part (SUIP)

A Separately Used or Inhabited Part of a rating unit includes any portion inhabited or used by the owner/a person other than the owner, and who has the right
to use or mnhabit that portion by virtue of a tenancy, lease, licence, or other agreement. Examples of a SUID are listed below: For the purposes of this definition,

vacant land is not a SUIP.
Background

Under the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 charging Separately Used or Inhabited Parts of a Rating Unit is an option for both a Uniform Annual General
Charge and for targeted rates. The following are examples of where, under the Council’s definition of a SUIP, there may be application of multiple charges for

Item 7.2 Attachment H

Separately Used or Inhabited Parts of a Rating Unit:

. Single dwelling with a flat attached

. Two or more houses, flats or apartments on one Certificate of Title (Rating Unit)
. Business premise with flat above

. Commerecial building leased to multiple tenants.

. Farm property with more than one dwelling.

Page |18
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3. Roles and Responsibilities

Party/Parties
Chief Financial Officer

Southland District Council Revenue and Financing Policy

Roles and Responsibilities

Ensure compliance with the Revenue and Financing Policy.

Finance Manager

Implement and monitor the Revenue and Financing Policy in relation
to Funding and Rating.

4, Associated Documents

. Local Government Act (2002).

° Local Government (Rating) Act (2002).

. Development and Financial Contributions Policy (r/17/10/24438).

5. Revision Record

The Revenue and Financing Policy will be reviewed three yearly as part of the Long Term Plan process.

Date Version Revision Description

23 November 2017 Version 1 «Draft version for Council review
«Type Daten «Versionn «Revision»

«Type Daten «Versionn «Revisionn

Page |19

7.2

Attachment H

Page 154



SOUTHLAND
Council DISTRICT COUNCIL

23 November 2017

A

Proposed Fees and Charges for 2018-2028 Long Term

Plan
Record No: R/17/11/27735
Author: Jacobus Meyer, Financial Accountant

Approved by: Anne Robson, Chief Financial Officer

O Decision Recommendation O Information

Purpose

This report presents the draft Schedule of Fees and Charges for the 2018-2028 period for review
and endorsement prior to audit as part of the information which underpins the LTP Consultation
Document. This document will form part of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan Consultation
Document being adopted in February 2018 for consultation.

Executive Summary

As part of the budget finalisation for the 2018-2028 LTP, managers, local committees
(Community Boards, Community Development Area Subcommittees and Hall Committees) have
reviewed the proposed fees and charges for 2018/2019.

These fees and charges are presented to Council for review and endorsement prior to audit and
finalisation for the LTP Consultation Document and supporting information. These will be
adopted for consultation in February 2018.

Recommendation
That the Council:

a) Receives the report titled “Proposed Fees and Charges for 2018-2028 Long Term
Plan” dated 16 November 2017.

b) Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

) Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

d) Endorses the attached draft Fees and Charges Schedule, with any amendments from
this meeting for use in the audit, noting that the final documents will be presented
for adoption in February prior to consultation.
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Background

All councils are required by legislation to adopt a Long Term Plan (LTP) and review it every
three years. The LTP is subject to audit. The draft Fees and Charges Schedule will form part of
the documents that the auditors will review to ensure that Council has fairly represented the
matters and impacts disclosed in the LTP Consultation Document for effective public
participation in the Council’s decision making process.

As part of the budget finalisation for the 2018-2028 LL'TP, managers, local committees
(Community Boards, Community Development Area Subcommittees and Hall Committees) have
reviewed the proposed fees and charges for 2018/2019.

Council has also discussed fees and charges during LTP workshops and Council meetings around
the Revenue and Financing Policy and Activity Management Plans (in particular for the
regulatory activities).

Issues

The majority of changes to fees and charges are related to the increased costs/time associated
with providing the various services:

* Within Building Control the standard hourly fees have not changed, however the time
required to complete the necessary work historically has not been a true reflection of the
actual amount of time taken.

* A number of new fees have also been added for new activities or additional services. New
fees are shown with yellow highlighting within the attached schedule.

* Continual review of these fees will occur over the coming weeks prior to the proposed
schedule for 2018/2019 being presented to Council at the December 2017 meeting. During
this time staff will complete a full review to ensure general fees charged by multiple
departments are consistent across the organisation (ie copying, mileage, scanning, certificate
of title search etc).

Factors to Consider

Legal and Statutory Requirements

Section 150 of the Local Government Act (2002) states that Council can set fees and charges
either through a bylaw or by consulting with the public.

Council has discretion under section 82 of the Local Government Act 2002 as to the approach it
wishes to take for consultation regarding any changes to fees set under section 150.

Community Views

The level and format of consultation recommended is likely to be driven by the nature of the
changes. Depending on the changes, Council may decide consult separately or concurrently with
the LTP either as part of a supporting document for the LTP Consultation Document or via a
separate consultation process.

This will be further considered by staff prior to the preparing the report to adopt of the LTP
Consultation Document and supporting information.
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It is likely that the fees and charges will be consulted on as part of the LTP supporting
information. These will be publicly available on Council’s website during the TP public
consultation period. As a result of submissions received, Council may decide to amend any of
the supporting information documents when it adopts the LTP in June 2018.

Costs and Funding

These are the fees charged to the public to pay for the services provided by Council, and
therefore are revenue for Council.

Policy Implications

The Council’s Revenue and Financing Policy (and supporting Funding Needs Analysis
document) sets out from a policy perspective how Council’s activities are funded and in particular
the different funding mechanisms that will be used to pay for expenditure. The policy indicates
the level of activity funding that is expected to come from fees and charges.

The Policy states that

User Fees and Charges apply to individuals or groups who are directly using a Council service. Where user
Jees and charges apply, there is a direct benefit to an individual. When a decision is made to fund an activity
through user fees and charges, the beneficiaries must be able to be identified and charged directly for the
service they receive. The Council also considers issues like the affordability of user charges or how they
compare to the market rate for services. In some cases, user fees and charges may be balanced with other
Sfunding sources. This may occur where the Council believes that setting a charge too high will reduce the use
of a service and therefore diminish its value to the community and impose a greater cost on ratepayers.

The fees and charges schedule provides the detail about actual fees and charges that will be
applied to Council’s activities.

Analysis

Options Considered

Council could choose to:

* Endorse the proposed Schedule of Fees and Charges for audit (as part of LTP supporting
information)

* Not endorse the proposed Schedule of Fees and Charge for audit (as part of LTP supporting
information)
Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Endorse the proposed Schedule of Fees and Charges for audit (as part of LTP
supporting information)

Advantages Disadvantages

« The proposed Schedule of Fees and « None
Charges has been updated by staff to be
relevant to the cost of Council to undertake
these services.

« Promotes user-pays system for people

using specific Council services.
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« Changes reflect the 2018-2028 costs from
the L'TP budgets.

« The proposed fees and charges can be
reviewed by Audit NZ as part of the LTP
audit.

Option 2 - Not endorse the proposed Schedule of Fees and Charge for audit (as part of LTP
supporting information)

Advantages Disadvantages

« Fees and charges are unchanged for people | . Council would have to retain the current
using specific Council services Schedule of Fees and Charges, last updated
as part of the 2017/18 Annual Plan.

« The Schedule of Fees and Charges would
not be relevant to 2018-2028 and the costs
borne by Council to cover these fees would
have to be funded by another source, such
as rates.

« The updated fees are unable to be reviewed
by Audit NZ.

Assessment of Significance

The review of the fees and charges has not been assessed as significant. The financial impacts of
any of the options listed above will be relatively minor and proposed changes are unlikely to have
a substantial impact on communities or large numbers of ratepayers. However consultation will
be undertaken as part of Councils Long Term Plan process.

Recommended Option

Option 1 — Endorse the proposed Schedule of Fees and Charges for audit (as part of LTP
supporting information)

Next Steps

If recommended the draft fees and charges (incorporating any changes form the meeting), will be

reviewed by Audit New Zealand as part of their audit of the LTP Consultation Document.

The draft fees and charges schedule will then be formally adopted by Council in February 2018 as
part of the supporting documentation for the LTP Consultation Document. The final schedule,
incorporating any changes as a result of consultation, will be adopted in June 2018.

Attachments
A Draft 18-19 Council's Schedule of Fees and Charges for Annual Booklet 16 11 2017 §
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Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges - 2018,/2019 o b B s
(GST incl}
Airport - Te Anau-Manapousi
Landing Feed
Weighs category [1]
< o =2,000
2,001 - 4,000 33450
4,001 - 5,700 $57.50
5,701 - 18,000 411500
10,001 - 20,000 $230.00
20,000 $322.00
[IEm— f17.25
Hanesty Box Landing Fees
< o = 2,000 (no GST) §17.00
2,001 - 4,000 e GST) $34.00
4,001 = 5,700 (e GST) $57.00
Helseopeers (no GST) $17.00
Ovemight Fee
< ot = 2,000 uo charge
2001 - 4200 fa charge
4,001 - 5,700 no charge
5,701 - 16,000 45750
10,001 - 20,000 $115.00
20000 $172.50
Helieopters no charge
Ground Handling Fees
The ground haudling fees mchade nuumay wspection, marshaling, toilet serviciag a: required and secuity cones.
With baggage 2200
Witheut baggage 124150
With baggage (two persone aszist) $339.25
Additiona] person $50.50
Greund porves namt saanes (amimmam sae leur) 17250
After hours eall out fees 480,00
Refuelling Fees
Standd Refueling $57.50
Additioi perian Jes0
Function Centre Fees
Per wghs fee $3350.00
Bond (refandable) 200,00
Opueus coatost clean $200.00

Aleohel Licensing, Gambling Venues

These foes aze et by legishfion. The fees collected aze those contained in the Sale and Supgl of Aleshol (fees) Regalition: 2013
Comaeil bns set different anuoal application fees than these pesseribed by these Regulations in the Coaneil's Aleshel Lizensing Fee-Seting
Eylaw 2015 . Counell may reduee fes categecies for prensises and special licenses under Sectinn &4 and 1873) of the Sale and Supgly of
Alechal (Fees) Regulatiam 2013,

Applicatica for Class + Gauling Vewme Certificate 514,50
Alcohal Contral Bylaw

Application m 2 dispensation under the Alechel Contesl Bl 420700
Ap) oot 2 dispe: "

Alfreice Dining
Adussrranen, applieation fee Cre-off charge $120.00
Dccupation fee caleulated on the aea used pes squaze metre pes Tear $20.00

"The per squaze metre chacge is an anaual fee applied to the applacale acea as at 30 June each vear.
For new agplications vakseguent to thuy date, the squace mete chuege will be applied en a pro-zata bashs 1o 30 June.

Animal Control

Registration - dog (nom-wacking §90.00

Discounts

a) The dog is spayed or aevtered
) The diog is im a fenced oz contrailed property
) Raspenuble crmnes (peosedang te Counsals catenn) & miccechipped dag

2015/2019

(GST incl)

$17.00
$34.00
15700
$17.00

o cazge
ne clazge
e chasgze
5730
$115.00
$172.50
2o clasge

432200
$2+1.50
$330.25
15050
$172.50
450,00

$57.50
15050
$350.00
$200.00
420000

$816.50

$207.00

$12000
$20.00

2017/2018 Changes

(GST incl)

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

jo.00
fo.00

jo.oo

jo.00
fo.00

jo.00

jo.00

fo.00
jo.oo

jo.oo

jo.00
jo.00
fo.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) Comments

.07
.07
.0
a0
.07
.07
.0

.07
.07
.0
a0

.07
.07
.0

.0
a0
.07
.07
.0
a0

.07
.0

.07

.07
.0

a0

.07

a0
.07

.07

.07
.07
0.0
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Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges - 2018,/2019 Explanations / Comments

Registration fee mchusive of (1), (i) and (¢
Registration - working dog
Late segistaticn - all Dogs
A dog impounded by SDC seleased to 8 SDC suthanied eehoming prenides for esthes fovteag or scheusng (aunal sgataaticn saly)

Dog Contral Feer
3] Dog heasig lodgement fee
(=) Lhdtiple dog Licence Som fee fawes itiple-dog sensing b F— itien I

=) Sale of collars

o) Withdrawal af sbaugeaseas bee, pes snbuige st

Microchipping

(a) Micsschipping of a dag registered by SDC

1) Commessanl boeeders that requare more than four pups to be miccochipped per registration vear

Dog Impounding Fees
) Impeunding of dags

b Switeimace of wpounded dog per dar or pat theeal

(e) Euthanasia

Stock Impounding Fees

a) Fees for impounding of stock:

3 Hooe, donkers, avies, suales, catde, deas

Sheep, geans, pigs, and ether steck

i) All +tock less fhn thoee monthe of age

5] Timme taken by Povnd Feepes and, oz Animal Ranger per hour fmehusive of GST)
] Teavel by Pewisd Ieepes and oz Amannl Ranges per kilometie

(d] Soatemance

Hire of manspostation or wmilsr:

Buslding Congenty

MNote:
* Where nulding wock and inspection: vary from the exumple: indicated belov specific fees will be caleulated
+ Matiomal mealti-ase approval applications will have processi ap of the fre deducted

= Iidietae buslding coment fres do not aclade DEHERANZ levars for buldang week equal to o mooe than §20,000.00 42 peejest
vakue

+ Counedl's prefecence & for the wwroiciag of fees at the tme of issuing. The sxeeption beung Cestificats of Acceptince and Altermatie
Sebarien, Whiter applestsons, oe wheee theee i lustory of poss payment, the fees ace 1o be prid at the e of lodging

= Preeesuing time and iigecus

et of thess indieated will be favosced ke additssanl chasges
i be voiced a3 an additiousl chasge. Comyplen poojscts umar requue cakeulitioas and ar 2

+ Coats associnted with seview of 2 F3
TS2 in suppeet of a P31, A P32 design seview stavemen will be sequized for peajects exceecing §1 mullion

+ Fees and clsges diug at submiviica of Fosm § “Application foe Cods Complisace Certficazs” will peevent issuing of the Cods
Compliance Cestifieats
Trocessing time clharge-out rate EC Adminiztration |per hour)

BC Officers (per hour)
Taspection charge-cut rates - allow & wte amval fee pias time on-tite for imspection, compuling feld notes and any pecessary foliowup.  Per 073/ he

Pee 1.0l
Per 1.5/ lars

Indicative Building Consent Fees

Building Work

Fresstanding Selid-Liguid-Gas Fured Hearing Unit

@50 hus — Processng

0.7 hrz - Final inspection

Inbuilt Solid- Liguid-Gas Fired Heating Unit

D50 iy = Prossiang

.75 hrs - Pre-installation

2017/2018

(GST incl)
$30.00
$30.00

507
Fzee

$100.00
$50.00

$9.00
3000

WIL
$30.00 per dog, for the
fifth and subsequent dog

$100.00
$20.00
$40.00

$109.00
17100
$232.00
127800
$260.00

1275.00

$512.00

$30.00 pex dog. for the
fiftn and subsequent dog

10000
{2000
$40.00

6000
fa0.00
$10.00
75.00

$0.77
Actual Cost
Actual Cost

$111.00
$171.00
$232.00
$275.00
438000

131750

$548.50

2017/2015 Changes

(GST incl)
fo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

fo.00
jo.oo

jo.00
fo.00

fo.00
fo.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00

j200
$0.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00

37.50

2015/2019
Changes
(GST incl)
0.0

0.0

0.0

a0
.07

.07
.0

.0
.0
a0

.0
a0
.07
.07
.0

1.8%
Qs
.07

a0
a0

14.2%

T3%

2018/2019 Changes

‘Commenss

Use to be 0.25 hrs - Processing

Use t be 0.25 b - Procesing
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Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges - 2018,/2019

075 bus - Final isspection

Flumbing - Drainage, Swimming - Spa Faol, Fencing, Demclition, Other Minas works
1.33 s - Site-services astesument

50 by = Proctinng

0.75 ls - Final mspecton

Farm Building, Deck, Conservatory, Garage

1.33 s - Site-services assesument

1.08 bty = Prosevatsg

0.73 hs - Fonndation inspection

.73 e - Final mspection

MNate: Matiomal maalti-ase appreval applications to have p i of the fee dechsted

Dairy Shed

1.33 hus - Site-services assessment

1.00 hrz — Prosessing

0.7 hrs - Foundation inspecticn

575 b - Fianl ampection

@73 hus - Drainage insgection

Mate: Mational mealt-use approval applications to kave processing camponent of the fee deducted
Altered Drvelling

1.33 by - Site-seaices aneiment

200 hus — Prossising

.75 hus - Pre-lining inspection

0.75 hre - Final mepection

Relocated Dwelling
1.33 s - Site-services astesument
200 by = Procevg

073 s - Foundation inspeetica
.75 bz - Drainage inspection
0.73 hirs - Final mrpection
Addatian 1o Dwelling

1.33 hus - Site-services assessment
2.00 bz — Prosessng

0.75 hr: - Foundation inspecticn
R YT T re—
1.00 hes - Pre-lining inspectica
.73 lre - Final mspection

TNew Duvelling
= 300m floor avea)
1.33 bes - Site services assesaent
+.00 ez — Frosessng
9.75 hex - Foundation inspecticn
375 by - Pre-floet smpeetion
073 hus - Pre-floct deaimge inpeeticn
1.00 ez - Skeleton inspection
1.00 bixe - Fre-lining inspestion
078 his - Pentlauag s pection
@73 hus - Cladding eption inspection
.75 bz - Drainage aspection
1.00 bre - Finl nspection
Hate: Maneaal aultane sppreral sppleations ta hoce precniung sompearat of the fee deducted

Explanstions/ Comments

P51 design seview
Pre-pour biock inspestion
Pre-cast soncaete inipecton
Pre-ling asspection
Fostdining inspection

Drninage inspecticn
P51 design seview

Pre-pou block inspection
Pre-cast concrete inzpection
Pre-limng imspection
Pestluing s preton

PEL denign savie
Plumibing anpection
Skeleton inspection
Fost-liing inspection
Demaage mpection
Heating uait insgection

P51 design revies:
Heaung wast impection

PS1 design ceview
Fre-pouz block inspection
Skeleton inspection
Plusmbsisg s peston
TWiaterpraof muembrae
Fostdning inspection
Pre-plastes imspection
Half ligh buckwark
Drainage inspection
Heating wmit inspection

PEL devign ceview
Pee-pour bloek inspectica
Flumbing mepecton
Waterproof membe
Pre-plastes mspeetion
Half Ligh brclwark
Hentng wait inspection

2017/2018

(GST incl)

$405.50

727,50

$1,049.00

$1,370.50

$2,591.00

2015/2019

(GST incl)

§5+495

$1,004.43

$1,053.43

31,255.43

L5043

3312843

2017/2015 Changes.
(GST incl)

§51435

313483

$340.80

321843

Jo1643

$la0.83

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes

Changes
(GST incl) Comments

1047

18.5% Previowsly incladed Dairy Shed

Une te ke 0.50 bies - Processing

3044 Showa separately due 1o "Dininage inspection” nst being

sptsaal

Use to be 0.50 hirs - Processing

Use 1o be 1.00 ls - Processing

0.6

Use 1o ke 150 by - Processing

Tze to be 1.50 hrs - Processing

Use 1o be 075 ls - Pre-lining ipection

Utze to be 3.00 lrs - Processing

o Jonger incladed as aa sytion] luspection

Use o be 0.73 brs - Pre-lining impection
e leages incladed as an sptisul smpestion
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MNew Dwelling

300 m focs ares)
1.33 s - Site-semvices assessment
500 his = Praseiung
©.75 hys - Foundation inspecticn
1.00 s - Pre-foar inspection
275 b - Fre-floot domage inspestion
1.50 s - Skeletoa s pection
1.00 hes - Pre-lising inspecticn
.73 hrs - Pose-lining inspection
1.00 hre - Cladeding option in:pection
.75 i - Dinkange spection
1.50 hus - Final iusgecton

ote: Mational malt-use approval
o, ©

= -

1.33 s - Sie-seavices avnevunent
5.00 s — Procesang

0.75 hrz - Foundation inspecticn.
.75 hs - Pre-floar imspestion
1.50 s - Skeletoa s pection
275 hus - Pre-lining inspestion
1.00 hs - Pose-lining inspection
150 hars - Final mepection

DNate: Matioual nsait-ase appraval appli

1o Jare o " of the fee deducted
Crowd, C Wrking
2 Jure § £ the fee deducted

Processing lmits: Oeeupancy = L0D0
TWH and WF, FHC 4, = 3 floon
Tasgection bt~ 4 oo

Specifie design seview chasges

Other Fees and Charges
Service Requited
PRI

PIuL

Site asvice isevineat
LIL

DEH levr

BRANZ levy

Relocatable Building Repoet

Teu Lneques (= 100 )

Anvusement Device Penyat

Esxplanstions/ Comments

P51 design review
Pre-pove block inspection
Phunbsig smpeeton
Warerproof membine
Pre-plaster inspection
Half high bockoork
Heaung wast impection

P51 devign cevies
Pre-ponss block s pectica
Fre-cast concrete inspection
Plumbing mspestion
Witerproal membane
Pue-plastes imspection

Half high brickwark
Heating unit inspection

CP-Eng chargimg matex
[Astual times /iny chazged,
Saandeed mans slige
Fustler informution
Jrmior Enginesr per hour
Senior Engimeer per hovr
Adusn pez o

Travel: pes ke

Fee/Charges Comprises
Prejeect Infonmanen Mamemndum
(PIAL omdy application]

Prepect lufoumauen Lamesndi
(1sswed with consent)

Land Infommation ismomndum
[itsshaddes uagle ttle veacehy

12.01 pez $1,000.00 (foe pooject
vahues aqual te o2 oo thaa
$20,000.00)

41,00 pez §1,000.00 (for progect
vahues aqual te o2 oo thaa
$20,000.00)

Sengle impection clarge + 0,50 he
prostisang (within SDO acea)

Suugle iwnpection charge + .50, e
proseisatg

Suugle wnpection chasge subsidised
b SDE)

2017/2018 2015/20019  2017/2015 Changes
(GST incl) {GET incl) (GST incl)y
$3,474.00 $3,355.42 45143

$2,775.45 IR
22,00 | E=eten) jo.0a
f108.10 $108.10 jo.00
$281.75 $251.75 jo.oo
1368.00 136500 j0.00
413915 13918 §0.00
$0.92] 4092 jo.00
190,00 $190.00 §0.00
$18.00 1800 §0.00
$171.00 $171.00 §0.00
$343.00 $3+3.00 fo.00
4200/ 41k f201 /81 k
$100/ 41k §100/41k
$321.50 $321.50 jo.00
$321.50 $321.50 jo.00
$11.35 $1155 jo.00

2015/2019
Changes
(GST incl)

2%

0.0
a0
.07
L)
.0
a0

.0

.0

.0
a0

a0

a0

a0

2018/2019 Changes

‘Commenss

e te be 400 iy - Procesiag

Utze to be 0.75 hrs - Pre-floar inspection
Mo longer incbaded a3 an optiom] inpection

Use to be 075 hrs - Pre-lining inspection

Use to be 075 lus - Cladding option inspection

Use to be 3.00 hrs - Processing

1No longer included a3 an optiown] inspection
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Amend jswed Bulldisg Coment

Compliance Schedule Statement
Compliance Schedule — Amended
Certificate of Public Use

Certificate of Acceptance

Alternative Sohwton o Wanrer

Sale of Alechol Reviess
Bulding Sttines Repos
Document Filing or Seaschs
‘Certificate of Title Search
Copring charge A+
Copring charge Ad
Copring chasge A2, Al
Coment bardeogy seanuing
Propert: File Retoeral

Commumnity Housing Rents
Edeisdale (56 Semrazd Rand)
Edendale (Fioneer Phice)
Luisides (Tauas Place;
Mighteap:

Chai

Otantan,

Riressdale

Rirerton (111 Hareldock Street)
Riverten (127 Havelock Stoeet)
Toampere

TWasten

Trndham

Comtriburians - Reserves and Reading
Reserves aud roading contributions may be sequised thoough the rescurce consent poocess. If contubutions ase requiced thea ther will be

takiets i with the

Environmental Health
Food businesses:

With deemed Food Control Plans; or
Registered under the Food Hygiens Regulations 1974

Annual Fees

sis the “Fastnesal Contribution’’ wetien of the Prepeied Divtset Pl 2012

Esplanstions/Comments 2017/2018
(GST incl)
Processing time + aov additional Actual cost

imspectans i pretiian

100, he processing 175,00
0,50, e processing §87.50.
Single impection chage + 1.50/hes 495,50
prosesng

Toro mmpection charges + 1 50/hes 730,50

processing (paid on lodging|

{Assessment of other than minar 575,00
altermatives (paid on lodging)

0,33/ he processang $57.00
Pec manthly tepat 00
033/ he procesng 42750
0.33/he processing Actial cost
Fer sheet 1
Pec sheet L5
Pex sheet 5
Fe: comsent $70.00
e file for Mon-Crmer .00
Sangle (pex week) 498,50
Drouble (per week| 496,50
Single (per wreek) 485.50
Diouisie (per week| $95.50
Satgle (pec week) $e5.50
Drouble (per week| 495,50
Simgle (per week) $82.50
Diouie (per wweek| $92.50
Sangle (pes e je250
Dieuble [per week) $92.50
Single (per wreek) 485.50
Diouie (per wweek| $95.50
Satgle (pec v $e5.50
Drouble (per week| 495,50
Single (per wreek) $98.50
Diouisie (per week| $98.50
Satigle (pec $e5.50
Drouble (per week| 495,50
Simgle (per week) $82.50
Diouie (per wweek| $92.50
Sangle (pec week) 485,50
Dieuble [per week) 495,50
Single (per wreek) 485.50
Diouie (per wweek| $95.50

2015/2019

(GST incl)
Actual sost

$675.00

15700
000
13750
Actaal cost

15

$70.00
$1000

9850
408 50
45550
95,50
13850
493 50
45250
19250
18250
fazs0
45550
95,50
13850
493 50
49850
198,50
13850
493 50
45250

250
13850
fo3 50
45550
95,50

2017/2018 Changes

(GST incl)

jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
$10.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
fo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
fo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) Comments

a0
.07
.07

.07
.0
a0

.07
.0
a0
.07

Idew Fee Tradie Hurst - Ien: Fee for non-cnens for file retrieval. There
will be no chiazge to view the fle coline. Fee the same as ICC.

0.0% Oaly dus to chixnge every 2od vear
0.0% Only due to chenge every Zud vear
0.0° Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.
0.0% Caly due to clinnge erery Sod
0.0% Oalr due to change ever
0.0% Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.
0.0% Oaly dus to chiange every Jod v
0.0% Only due to chenge every Zud vear
0.0° Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.
0.0% Oaly due to chxnge every Jod
0.0% Only dus to chenge every 2
0.0° Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.
0.0% Oaly dus to chiange every Jod v
0.0% Only due to change every 2ud v
0.0% Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.
0.0% Oaly dus to chixnge every 2od vear
0.0% Only due to chenge every Zud vear
0.0° Onlr due to change every Zod vear
0.0% Only due to change every Jod vear.

AL
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Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges - 2018 /2019 b T e
(GST incl)
(2] Schedule | food businesses Per Site 4584.00

Per Site $202.00

(i) Schedule 2 food buasines
Penalty for late payments
Applicakle to fees peanealy aftes | [amsn 000
Food businesses operating under the Food Act 2004
With food contral plans of mtional progrmmes

Application fees
) Evabilislusent and sogivtzation of 2 new sngle oz aalti-ste teogslite food ecatrel plus or aauewal pregeamine 136500
Reemewal of egistation of 2 siugle oz nualti-aite teoglate food cousral plu or aatond peograsune. $73.00
A and s2gmi change in cX e §148.00
Verification fees:
All verifeatens, hiited 16 4 s of nve hbeu i ite Pez Sate $511.00
Houly sate after ore houss on site Per bour

Canecellation of verification less than 24 houss' notice

Other registered premises

Annual fees
a) Camping Grovnds $292.00
o) Offennnre traded 120200

Haiedeessers {219.00

d) Sale yaxds $145.00

) Funen] direstors J145.00

£ A Bt salen e cxnpang grovid st the vune propeity, and opeoted by tee same bee
vesafined
Tranuber of Ouwnership
Trrusfer of oveascslup fee for preasses segistesed nader the Healtls (Registation of Precises) Regulations 1966
Penalty for late payments
Applicalie to all regrstontion cenevals aftes | Jamsary $50.00
Compliance fees
On site compliance
For each
re-inypection of a registered premises; ox
airsite follow e of comecure actiom of 4 food busnes epeoating uader the Food Act 2014,

& food buniaess tat i tegateced o Fi48.00

that detenmines that these ace mattess stll outstzoding frous & previous inspection or edfication 144,00
O site complisnce

For office based evakuation of evidence provided of complianee wwith cotrective actions, that determines that there are still matters $75.00
cutstanding

Compliance actvity under the Food Act 2014

Ecamgles inchde a food busisess act operatug uade the sequised appeoral, fuluce to be renfied, fulure to attend to comectve actioss Pes bous {14400

Licence under the Trading in Public Places Bylaw:

2] Ammal fee for tading at sutes, or aur mobile tader. $50.00
) Application to comider » kocation that is not pre-approved, per C it Bonrd ox C ity Development Atea approval soaght. 292,00
Onher Services.

‘Copies of Foad Control Plan documents

a) Simply Safe and Suitable Each

{5) Food Contral Plan Food sentoe and retail Each

&) Toelkit ox ity Eacls 1000
E-coli water sampling fee;

/a) Each samling visit of a food premmsites or camping grovnd that haz a povate wates supplr, for cae sample $50.00
') Each additicual samzle dunng the visitm () abore 25.00
MNuisances

Whece it s been eutablished that s propecty i cansng 4 musance aad the swnes bas faided to abate the susanee, the tiae thea forthe Pec bous $i48.00

Ofsers 1o mrestigate, vat, seseaich, o atend to sonmpoadence adminntabion, dall be clazged at the actual coat ealeulated ax

38300
7780
$153.00

$537.00

$134.00

7780

$307.00
$307.00
$230.00
$133.00
$153.00
$153.00

$133.00

7700

$133.00

$53.00
$307.00

3000
$25.00
000

$50.00
$25.00

$153.00

2017/2018 Changes
(GST incl)

$29.00

$13.00

$200

f1s.00
$4.00
§7.00

$26.00

ja.00
$15.00

jo.00
$25.00

jo.oo
jo.00

2015/2019
Changes
(GST incl)
o

5.1%

&0

5%
53%

+5%

51%

5.0%
51%
30
4.8%
48%
5%

6.0%%

454

8.0°%

31%

=100.0%%

.07
.07

5%

2015/2019 Changes

‘Commenss

Clanged from an houdy nte to 2 fixed fee of §144

An houdy rate lins been introduced, 1o encousage licensess 1
‘e well peepaced fox the venfication aad 1o allosated staff e
Far thie venfanca

A per fre for sraff e required to seschedule a vesfieation

‘This template is new
‘This tempiate is nev
Thet tesviplate by e
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Dispensation under the Keeping of Animals, Poultry and Bees Bylaw
Applicatica for dizpensmaticn.

General hourly rate

All other activities undertaken by Environmenta] Health Staff, thall be charged at the actual cost oaloulated at:

I s for s Lk (I B N TIP} et
e e L

Explanstions/ Comments

Per hour

HALLS AND COMMUNITY CENTRES

Arhol Hall

Hall Fire

Hall Hare (wmter)

Hall aaly/ wappes seom samsnes 2 how
Hall culy, supper soam suummnes + hours
Hall oulr, supper soam sammer § hour:
Hall ol supper roam winter 2 hours
Hall saly wappes seam wiate 4 houss
Hall auly, supper soam winter § hous
All facilities summer 2 hours

All facilities vummer 4 hours

Al faclinies vnimes § loas

All facdizies wintes 2 houss

All facilities winter + hours

All facilities winter & hours

sy

‘Tables

Lacge platter/oren dish

Smnll platters salad bowlds

Cutlery ot srockery

Beoad

Browns Hall

Rusghe Clubs (sensen huse)
Atlletie Soeier

Prvate fanction

Commuanity fnstion

Eoad
Eond (rateprvers)
Beael (after micaight)

Colac Bay Hall
Funeral:

Cabazet, Sociads, Weddings
Bowls - ight

Borls - Afemoon and mght

[me GST)

2017/2018

(GST incl)

$200.00
$250.00
20,00
$32.00
$45.00
$25.00
$40.00
$35.00
$32.00
$45.00
$75.00
$40.00
$35.00
$95.00
.00
4100
$2.00
$L.00
1500
$125.00

165000
$100.00
$100.00

$50.00
250,00

31150
1500
420,00
$220.00
$100.00
160,00

$100.00
120,00
$40.00
$50.00

2015/2019

(GST incl)

$6.00
100
3200
100
$5.00
$125.00

$850.00
$100.00
$100.00

$50.00
425000

$100.00
$12000
$+0.00
450,00

2017/2018 Changes

(GST incl)

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo

2015/2019
Changes
(GST incl)

Q.07
.07
.0
a0
Q.07
.07
.0
a0
Q.07
.07
.0
a0
Q.07
.07
.0
a0
Q.07
.07
.0
a0

.0
a0
Q.07
.07
.0

-100.0%%
=100.0%
-100.07%
-100.0°%
-100.0%%
=100.0%

.07
.0
a0
Q.07

2018/20019 Changes

‘Comments

This fee haz been collected previously tmder "Generl Houry
Rate”, and non las been denrified a5 2 new fee.

Stll avvaiting feedback
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ive Rivers Hall
50,00 jo.00 oo
auiag 100,00 -$Lo0.00 -100.0% Mo fee included fox tlus.
Eﬁu Fercar 10.00 $10.00 100.0%
‘Eoud (o GST) 0,00 0.0%
e Hall [
dary hire & hours 35.00 435,00 -100.0% Still awaiting feedback
darr and night hire 52.00 -$50.00 -100.0%
ke Hall [
All day hie £ oy 30,00 -450.00 -100.0% Sall swanag feedback
All dry and night hize 02.00 -$100.00 -100.0%
Lleeting soom Per bour 10,00 -$10.00 -100.0%
]
Linnehills Hall
All dary hire 5.00 am - 5.00 pm. jo00 0.0° Mo quorm - not faalized 2t
All day and naghtt hice fo.00 0.0%% Mo querian - not foalized vet.
Rusgly Clis 10.00 0.0% He quars - uot Guslized ver
Boaud (e GET) fo.00 0.0% Ne quarse - et Gaalized vet
Lumsden Hall
Futaezaly Ree
E i
dary hire & hours 100.00 $31.00 5%
All dar aad maght hire 3500 3047
Sparts tam. | ED 10.00 0.0%
X oam #1550 44.9%
if required) §150.00 Hew
Hall
fo.00 0.0%
and kitchea j0.00 0.0
Aeeting soom /lbaar Pex balf day 10.00 0.0%
Futaezaly jo.00 oo
Libeasy Pee 7err fo.00 0.0
Plargous [Pex session f0.00 0.0%
Commersial day and evening 10.00 0.0%
Comunarcial feekly 10.00 0.0%
Compnicy Groags dar fo.00 0.0%
ic iy Goaps \Full dary f0.00 0.0
Spotts use pea & houzs fo.00 0.0%%
(= jo.00 oo
‘ables 4000 0.0
Fnln f0.00 0.5
aazer en 000 0.0%
f0.00 ot
Wasmer fo.00 1
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s butter plates, desiest plates, eutlecy $o.15 $0.15 fo00 0.0% wd
inner plxte: .20 jo.00 0.0 =
ch a0 fo.00 0.0
E‘,‘M [0 GET) 00,00 00 000 aos v
' £
Hall
; oy 41200 -100.0% 56 awwiting feedback =
E:m; Pec o 42500 100.0% (V]
aes Pee lous 4500 100,07 m
Tighteaps Hall z
Funesaly fo.00 a0t <
Cabasst, Socials, Weddiags fooo 0.0
ifie Clab Full zeazan jooo 0.0 m
etball and Raghr Clab Per bour fo.00 0.0 o
seem Pec bous fo.00 -1 h
iae of kitelen, wupper soeus and meeting room fos fauston Flat fee 40.00 008
Funeral: for R34 member: and spouses
Bond (no GST) jo.00 0.0 E
v
ey =
—_—
1 fo.00 0.0
jo.00 0.0
Iﬁnﬂy f0.00 a0t
Per bour fo.00 1
(o GST) jooo 0.0
10000 -100.0% Sl awaiting feedback
-§40.00 L0007
t Plains Hall
day hice (8 bouss) 412300 -L00.0% Seill awaiting feedback
(Tezadr) -$16.00 -LO0.
kend Hall Hire -$250.00 -100.0%
eskly Hall Hice 487500 -100.0%
s (2ack) -450.00 -Le0.0%
Jeach) 450.00 L0007
Pana 430000 -100.0%%
m
Funerals -§59.00 -L00.0% Mat specified
Abazets, Sacials, Weddings $17230 -100.0% Mat specified
dar o naght [3 bty and viader) 155,00 New
day hie (omer 3 Jozurs eisher) $115.00 fo.00 0.0
dary and night hize f230 05
Tatershib bowis | -$50.00 -100.0% Mot specified
Spett lange Per mght 4575 -L00.0% MNet specified
Sparts Clubs IEI
Lounge:
Prvate function Resident !7.@' -§6.00 1307
Parvate fanction [Neuterdent 00 42200 239%
Claldea's Disea 41725 -100.0% Mat specified
Pat lck tea, fazewells ot specified
Lleetinge, gifts, aftemoois, cands. -jp.o0 -L00.0% Mot specified
Chwins F‘& (ddational fan for daiage) IW)I f0.00 00
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50,00
o
(ne GET) 02,00
]
Stewnrt Island Trail Pavilion
e
hm}hl
Fanerals
Ems«uu
Dl Hall Fer hour
Lleeting soom Per lioar
Spetts bodies e lisas
Tl
E:dm
e =
Bead e GET)
kﬂlﬂanﬁﬂnﬂ
Al day i & oz
All day and night Lise
Spart: team.
‘Decaromal spoats
Leusiage wappes oam
Sappes seans and lstehea
=
Hall
‘eddings
‘Sparts Team
Hall
day hire & hours 30.00 15000
keennd Hall Hice
(e GET) 03,00

450,00
420,00
420000

f0.00
jo.00
fo.00
j0.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.00

fo.00

jo.00

jo.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.00

jo.00
jo00

j0.00
jo.00
jo.00

-100.0% Stll mwniting feedback
1005
~100, 07

0.0

0.0%
0.0
a0
.07
0.0%
+00.0%
a0
.07
0.0%
0.0
a0

0.0
a0
.07
0.0%
0.0
a0
.07
0.0%

.07
0.0%

.07

0.0
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Wailcawra Hall

Hall

Hail

Alertngs

Funerals

All day hire

All day and naghat hire
Leuuge wappe: soom
Zupper ;oo
Aleetmg:

Chnars.

Takler

Beoad

Winton Memorial Hall

Weddings, Barthedars | Othes Socaal Functicnsy

(Hall wer arailable fior lure for buthday funetions for 23 rear olds and under)
‘Other Function:

‘School / Education Related Events

Bonls and Dancing (e.g Sallet, Seottish Dancing)

By and Duacing (e Baller, Scottnh Dascang)

Funeral / Cleurel: Sesviees [/ Aleeting

Commercial User je.g Forate Sales)

‘Commercial Usex (e.g Frrvate Sales)

Eoad - Regalas Usess (12 mouth dusaticn for bond, ereved and senered every L mouths)
Bond - Casual / One-Off Users

Winton REA Hall

Anzae Leuige

Anzae Lovuge

Oither fametions (AT AC lownge wor #0 be bured for breskalzy foncions for 2 year olde or wndtr)
I MeGraath (Onea Lock-up Koo

Regulaz Users e.g Dancing, Yoga, Chusrels Serviess)

Regular Users (e.g Dancing, Yoga, Church Serrioes)

‘Commercial User (e.g. Frnvate Salex)

Comunecciad User (o5 Parvate Sales)

Boad - Regulas Usess (12 manth dusation for bowd, reviened and senewed every 12 manths)
Bcad - Cazaal |/ One-Off Usens

Edendale-Wyndham Hall

Al day

Dy and night hice

‘Committee Room

Suppes Reant

Fitchen aud Supper Reowm

Fitchen and Conunittee Room

Eondl (7 be imposed at diseretion of the rustodig)

Tf excessive staining of fdhe flooe and coaumercial cleaning is zequized the cost of mels will be charged to the kirer

Information Management

Peocisston of nags (enchulag cequenn for prapesty mnps froan satepayens for theis indnndual propeite |
# This fee applies to extemal customers wheee theee is 2 commercial gain to be made by the requestar and, ox these s 2 request foe Takue
added etk Valae added wack s wheee the suntomes ko seguested addinsaal infoumation to be shewn en a sandid propeity map

Esazriples anclude thee definimg of feace laes and ealeulanon of paddack uzer

Explanstions/ Comments

Mo maore than 4 bours
& hours

Fat day

[Dwy
=5
(12 GET)

Fuall duy (o secuared;

Full day (bond required)
Full day (bond required)
Half dan [bomel zeqaized)
Fuill ey (Lo sequared)
Full day (lond required|
Half dar (bomd requized)
Fuall dlay (bond requared)
(10 GET)

e GET)

Half dav (boad seqaiied
Full day (bond sequiced)
Fuall day (bond required)
(boud required)

Begulas/ Comtent [poz month
elsncge)

Half day (bead sequized)
Full dary (bond requied)
Half G (bond tequired))
Fuill day (o sequaced)
e GET)

(e GET)

(e GET)

2017/2018

(GST incl)

$200.00
$50.00
$25.00
$130.00
$120.00
$200.00
$50.00
$60.00
$25.00
$20.00
15,00
430,00

$400,00

$200.00
$30.00
$25.00
50,00
475.00
$200.00
$400.00
120000
4+00.00

$20.00
$60.00
$130.00
$80.00
300,00

$15.00
$30.00
$50.00
$100.00
$100.00
$200.00

480,00
$150- §240
$30.00
20,00
$40.00
$40.00
$1,000.00

7500+

2015/2019

(GST incl)

$200.00
$50.00
2500
$150.00
$12000
$200.00
18000
480,00
{2500
$2000
$500
45000

$400.00

$200.00
$50.00
$25.00
5000
{7500
$200.00
$400.00
420000
$400.00

50,00
480,00
$150.00
$50.00
420000

$15.00
$30.00
$50.00
410000
$100.00
$200.00

450,00
3150 - 240
$30.00
5000
$+0.00
$+0.00
$1,000.00

375,00

2017/2015 Changes.
(GST incl)

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
f0.00
fo.00
jo.00
j0.00
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

$0.00

jo.oo
j0.00
jo.00
fo.00
0.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

fo.00
jo.00
j0.00
jo.00
fo.00

jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo

jo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes

(GST incl) Comments

.07
.07
0.0
a0
.07
.07
0.0
a0
.07
.07
0.0
a0

.07
.07
.07
0.0
0.0
.07
.07
0.0
a0

0.0
a0
.07
.07
0.0

a0
.07
.07
0.0
a0
.07

.07
0.0
a0
.07
.07
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Draft Schedule of Fees and Charges - 2018 /2019 b e
(GET incl)
A standasd progesty suap (ane that shows the peoperty bonadary infaroation laves ovee the aerial phetogeaply mage) squested by the
e o secusies of the prepety dar not o tday fee
** The fee is standasd pex propestr requested, segardiess of the size of the pouted map o the size of e propecty
Interment Fees for Southland District Council Cemeteries
Standard Interment Five Years Old and Over
Caleinm (Tl Bank) {o.00
‘Ceutre Fill $1,540.00
Digton $1.540.00
Edlenidale $1.340.00
Halfmooa Bay 1,840.00
Lumzden $1,540.00
Lywmrood $1.540.00
Owutans $1.540,00
Dtautin REA (less §200) $1.540.00
Rirerton §1,540.00
Firerton R3A (less $2007 $1.540.00
HMighteaps (Whina) $1,540.00
TWallacetomn $1,540.00
TWinton $1.540.00
Woodands $1.340.00
Weers Busk $1.340.00
Wradlam 1,840.00
Other Cemetery Fres
Tatemment one vear old and up to five Tean ok #920.00
Latesment sulllon and up ta sar reas old $460.00
Purchase of Exclusive Right to Busial - standazd or ashes plot {11500
Cremated ashes into existing ashes or standard plot - Council to prepare:
» Gaoae suzface $575.00
* Hazd sasface, e conceete (Fee plus aetaal contzactar covty) $115.00
Crepared ashes o existing asbes oo stundard plot - fumily o fneel disectar 1o peepase 2ud fnisk: site 115,00
Stevact Iidand Cemetery hlemaonal Wall - plcement of plaque (up to 230mm = | 50maz) §57.50
Stevrart Teland Cemeterr emorial Tall - placenent of plaque (over 250mm x 150mm) 40.00
Probes $150.00
Dur of Smidazd Heoue Buoal $250.00
Libeary Charges
Loan from another libory within the Distoot Per itemn. $0.50
Latedams (New Lealntademide) P stein 4500
Tulsjeet mfeamation Per seazch $3.00
DVD: For seven nighs 1200
TProcessing fee - lost,/ damaged item. 7.50
Replaceament eard 4200
Phatocapring Per sheet 12.20
TFrinting from CD Rom Fez sheet 0.20
Colous priating A+ Fer theet $0.50
Calous pratiag A2 Pee sheet $3.00
Fines (acult, maxiowm §4.00 per teay) Fes day {0.20
Fines (under 18 (maziomam §1.50 pez item) Per dar 010
Reserves Per itemn. $0.50
Local Official and Meeting Recuests
Officizl information request
* Farst fous hours Free
= Addmcaal tme Pee bialf heue 33500
Photocopying charges
+ Furet 50 pages Free

2015/2019

(GST incl)

$1,540.00
$1,840.00
$1,940.00
$1,540.00
$1,540.00
$1,840.00
$1,940.00
$1,540.00
$1,640.00
$1,840.00
$1,740.00
$1,540.00
$1,540.00
$1,840.00
$1,940.00
$1,540.00
$1,540.00

$570.00
45500
$128.00

$575.00
13800
$128.00

$50.00

$180.00
$150.00
135000

4020
3020
3050
200
4020
3010
3050

2017/2015 Changes

(GST incl)

$1,940.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00

$50.00
$25.00
$22.00

jo.00
$23.00
$22.00

22.50

$160.00
jo.00
fo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

2015/2019
Changes
(GST incl)

.07
.0

.07
.0
a0
.07
.07
.0
a0
.07
.07
.0
a0
.07
.07

=100.0%%

2018/2019 Changes

‘Commenss

Afax size 2500m x 150mm - doable the charge for larger

HNew fee
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+ Additionsl pages
Other charges that includes:

+ Prodhucng a docaument by computer or other ke equipment

- Repsedusing  phategoaph, flm, videa, o0 mido pecording

+ Amangiug for the tequestar ta hear o view 1 audia o vival seecading
+ Providing 2 copr of axy maps, plas, ete.

Tdote: ‘These rater are as cutlined m the )
Dlinistrr Guidelmes.

"The requestor will be notified of the estimated cost of theix request before Counnil stats to work on the teqaest. The requestor then has

the opticn of proceeding, withdowing, or zefining theiz request
Refuse and Tramfer Statien
‘Cax Joads.

Ute trpe loads and small mailers
Tander: teailees and higl sde maiens

Trucks per 1000 kg geoss weight

Trucks per touue coufimed by weaght docket
Usiteipped ext bedy wuelge

teigped cas body

STD troes (each)
Resouree Managemen: Ast

mistry of [ustice Guadelines nud this policy will be amended to reflect aay changes i the

Staff Clingge Out Rates for any input iwe Resousee Llanagemens Act and Loeal Gersnument set Jlaters

Resource Jlnagement saff
Area Engineer

Esraisnental Health Offices
TWater nd Waste Sesvices staff

Euilding Contral smff
Search Fee of Ceruficate of Title and Appellation Details
Beicuiee Commenty 5554 - 95F Revewser Jlanage Ast for Comtralled Actizity, Dy

2) For applieations tat ean be dealtwith under Delegated Antlsaner (e, Mon-MNotified,

|l2) For applications requuring lamired notification (Limited Motified)

e) Far applieytion: requiring noties (Motfied)

Far processes whicl will invoie hearing: of 1o or mere days,  farther hearms lodgement 1nd processing fee of §5.300.00 (15 hovrs at
$620.00 pes hous GST inchusive) il be required 1o lze paid prior to the autier procesding to a formal heazing. ‘This hearing lodgement
20 prosessing foe will be sulstiacted froes the ovemll cost of the heating for the pusposes of exleulating 2ur outbiading prossising ceits

2t the eud of the peoeess,

Clunge or exncellation of consear conditions |3.127 Resonses Jamgement Act)

Heatings Clasge - Decisiou-makes s) and adeinistrative siaff e

7 Astity, and MNea-Complyag At

Explanstions/ Comments

Pet page

Refuse
Fecycling and refze
Refuse
Recveling s refane
Refuse
Reavaling and refize

Per hoar
Per hour
Pee oz
Per bour
Per hoar
Each

Acnul cost plus disbuss ements
Tnitial nowr-ssfandable Lodgement and
Processing Fee -

Acnul cost plus disburs ements
Tnitial Lodgement aud Processiag Fee

ctul coxt phus disbar ements which
inshaes adrertizing costs and
preliminary easts in netifieation
proces

Tnitial Ledgement and Processing Fee

Acnul cost plus disbars ements, il
lodgement and peocessing fee

Theee s 2 one Lous miniame chasge
then apre-eatn cost in 15 mivue
segments of §135.00 phu
dislbureamenty

2017/2018

(GST incl)
40,20/
Actaal costs

$14.00

$32.00
1400
$64.00
$30.00
$72.00
$144.00
$120.00
440,00
$5.00
$12.00

$120.00
$120.00
145,00
$120.00
$171.00

$40.00

$a00.00

42,000.00

45,000.00

4500.00

$820.00

2015/2019

(GST incl)

41600
el
$32.00
400
48400
$30.00
72.00
$l4400
$12000
$+0.00
Fe600
$1200

$150.00
$12000
14600
$12000
$171.00

$40.00

$600.00

$2,000.00

$5,000.00

$600.00

$620.00

2017/2018 Changes.

(GST incl)
-40.20

jo.00

jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

$30.00
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo
jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.oo

$ro0.00

jo.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes

(GST incl) Comments
100,07

.07
.0
a0
.07
.07
.07
.0
a0
.07
.07

500
.07
.0
a0
.07
.07
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Flan Clhange Request

Alonitoding Charges
Compliance Officer

Resouree Consent breaches - Where ithas been esmblished that 2 breach of 2 rezcarce consent s ocourzed, the fime mken for tae
Compliance O1fficer to investigate, vt reseazch, or attend to cormespondence, acministrron, thall be charged at the actual eost

Compliance Officer

FReequrements and Heritage Orders (per applisaticn)

Tnfoumation fom files plans

Subadirision approvals fee:

) Section 123 certificaticn caly

k) Section 224(e) costification snly

(€] Seetioms 223 and 224/c) cemtification fee
‘Certification of Plans (5225 Resource Alnagement Act)

Certificate: of Complinnes (3139 Resource Jhnagement Act)

Existing Use Right Certificate (51394 Resouzee Llmagement Act)

Penmutted Boundarr Activities (5. 57BB Resouree Ahnagement Act]

TWairess for 3 Margual o Temporary Sreach
Cutline Plan Approval (3.1764 Rescurse Jhmagement Act)

Wairer of an Outhine Flan

Extension of Tune (3125 Resource Jlanagement Act)

‘o fer of consent (5134 Ressurce Jlanagement Act)

Feemoal of Dewg 3.182 Resouree I Act)

Alteration of D (5183 Resource X Acty

TProcessing of an Objection (3357 and 357A Resource Jluagement Act)

Legal Conaitant (vhere Couneil refers matters 1o its Resousce Mangement Jegal consultant for legal advive, and, ‘or attendanse lz7 the

legal consviltait at heacings)

Esxplanstions/ Comments

cmual eost phas disburssements which
imeladen advestiung soity aisd
prelimutsary ety in vetifieation
proerss, utal lodimeaent aid
processing fee

Actnd cout pha disbarements [ger
lsou)

Actnd cout pha disbarements [ger
Taosar)

Actuad cost plus disbarsements, iutial
Iodgement and processing fee [six
Taoars)

Actnd cost baed on staff tme pias
distamements (per hou)

Actuad cost plas disbarsements, imtial
lodgement and processing fee

Actial cost phus disbamements, il
lodgensat and peacessing fee [ser
plas)

Actial cost phus disbamements, il
lodgensar and peoeessing fee (eack)

Actial cost phus disbamements, il
lodgewas and peacessiag fee

Actnd coxt pha disbarements, initial
lodgenenr and peacessing fee

fued fee
ctial cort plis dasbarsements, amtial
Iodgermeat and poscessing fee

Actiad cost phas disbarsements
Tnitial Lodgement and Processing Fee

ctial cort plis dasbars emets, amtial
Iodgement and processing fre

ctuad cost plas disbarsements, iutial
Iodgement and processing fee

Actuad cost plas disbarsements, iutial
Indgement and processing fee

Actial cost plas dasbasements, amtial
lodgement and peocessing fre

Actial cost plas dasbasements, amtial
lodgemeat and peocessing fre

2017/2018

(GST incl)
45,000.00

$120.00

$120.00

$720.00
$120,00
$120.00
$120.00

$240.00
$360.00

4500.00

4500.00

$300.00

$130.00
$500.00

$360.00

$500.00

$360.00

$500.00

$500.00

$500.00

Actial cost plas.

2015/2019

(GST incl)
$5,000.00

$150.00

$150.00

$720.00

$15000

$150.00

$150.00

$300.00
$430.00

$500.00

$500.00

$300.00

$150.00
$300.00

$360.00

$500.00

$360.00

$500.00

$500.00

$500.00

Actan cost plas

2017/2018 Changes.

(GST incl)
fo.00

$30.00

jo.00

$30.00
f30.00
$40.00
$90.00

jo.oo

jo.oo

jo.oo

jo.oo
f0.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

jo.00

2015/2019 2015/2019 Changes

Changes
(GST incl)
0.0

I5.0°

.07

507

507

2500

500

I5.0°

.07

.07

.07

.07
.07

.07

.07

.07

.07

.07

.07

‘Commenss
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E:sesmal Rescuree Mamagement Professionals eg Coultaut)

‘Orverseas Irestment Cestificates

Other Legislation relating to subdivision activity
Right of Way Approval (3,345 Local Goverment Act 1974

Cancellation of Building Line Restriction (5.3274 Local Goremment Act 1974
Cancellation or Tasation of eazements (3,221, 241, 345)

Femaral of Intezests on titles

Bulding Act cectificates (5.73 and 77)

Fees set by the Resource Ace (Infri Offences) ions 1999
Contrarention of 5.9 Resource Jhnagement Act Restoctions ca e of Iand)

Centrareition of at Abatecsent MNetior [stlier thas 4 setice under 5,322/
Commvention of 5 22 Resouses Lanagenzenr Act (Faibuze to provide certun infoanation to an Enforcement Officer)

Conmvention of Excesure Neise Direcnon under 5 327 Resouree Jlanagement Act
Other Matters
Processing applieation for exemgtion under the Subdivition Land Use and Development Eive 2012

All othier activities vndertaken by Resousce L Inmgerment staff

Eesuree Jbaagement Admsstaban Fee

TWheee pre-agplication meetings ace sought for lage projects o teee are aniuple mestings for ether coneanfemending bevond 30
imates) then Counell exn lacge the officers” time to the potential appliesnt

Tiotes:
Disbrusiessents ceeonrezable ace 100% of astuad comns. Thay may snchade vehicle and wavel covn, legal sraew, puble notfication, 1y piag,
phetosopring, postage, photography and any other incidental expenses attribustalsie to the matter for which a chage is being levied

The chacgeeut e for vehicles
Please note:

TWheee an initial “lodgement aud processing fee’ is required s puast be paid at the beginuing by the apalicaust in ceder for the application
e e comideced complets aud start the processing time clock undes the Resource Management Act. However, if theee is additional time

seequted ta prosed the appheatien then tee acnad cont will be eliged sevialting o a fathes iovser

Rivertors Harbowr Licensing Fees
Whart fee
‘Tram fer fee

Road Reserve and Services Fees
Stock Management

Stock crossing at goade - 0o anumal chage + §10.00 cepiacement tg fee + $50.00 extoa site visit

Stock races

Explanstions/ Comments

Acnul cost phus disbussements,

lodgement and peocessing fee

vetual cot phas disbars ements,

Iodgement and processing fee

Acnul cout phas disbar ements,

Iodgement and processing fee

Acnul cout phas disbar ements,

Iodgement and processing fee

Acnul cout phas disbar ements,

lodgement and proceszing fee

Acnul cout phas disbar ements,

lodgement and processing fee.

aimal

mitial

mitial

mitial

mitial

mitial

(Trschudes certifionte fee of §174 bux

‘et cost phas casbars ements,

lodgement and processing fee

Actual cost (per hous)
Pex RUA baved applicanion
Per lour

Per kalametie

Fer metre

7 ke subsject ta change by LINZ)

amitial

2017/2018
(GST incl)
Actual cost Plus

disbruiesean
450000

$360.00

$360.00

$240.00

$240.00

$240.00

$300.00
$750.00
$300.00

4500.00
$240.00
$120.00

Fis000
$120.00

0,38

31496
$134.34

$1,500.00
$150.00
$230.00
$180.00

2015/2019
(GST incl)
Actaal cost Pl'“‘

datbuemrit
430000

$450.00

$450.00

$300.00

$300.00

$300.00

$750.00
$750.00
$300.00
430000
$300.00
$150.00

F1s000
$15000

$0.85

$1526
$15743

2017/2018 Changes.

(GST incl)

jo.00

$o0.00

$o0.00

$50.00

$50.00

$50.00

$450.00
fo.00
jo.00

f0.00

$30.00
fo.00
$30.00

fo.00

jo30
j3.09

“§1,500.00

4250.00
-$180.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) Comments

15000
0.0
a0

507

507
0.0

5.0

207 Adjusted by inflation from FERL repart
207 Adjusted by infistion from BERL repart

Still araiting feedback
10007
-100.0%
1000
-L00.0%
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Item 7.3 Attachment A

Lewes & soad culvest [Boad [as GST) 425000 100.0%
ee -§L80.00 ~100.0%
Diminage on madsides m0 & X -$250.00 L0007
e -§180.00 -100.0%%
(Stmtmmates saumetion 1 ket and chaniorl [ne GST) 425000 100.0%
(Fee 443,00 -100.0%
Iam,- . (Vehicular Accessways
Urban — unseated Imﬂj 425000 100.0%
e -§45.00 -100.0%
Usban - sealed (as 452000 -100.0%
3 .| -§63.00 -100.0°%
Commersial ustan, muzal (imclades daiy taker access) m 41,500.00 -100.0%
e 415000 =100, 0%
Ruseal - peivate (as 452000 -100.0%
IF:: . -§180.00 -100.0°%
Public, private wilities and services om candsides (treat ar a zoad opening) Lmﬂ) 50,00 425000 -100.0%
e 150,00 150,00 ~100.0%
wndeqpasies (+ Deed of Geat ar §100.00) (me 41,500.00 41,500.00 L0007
E:e $180.00 -§180.00 -100.0°%
Fequests to phiracally form oads {ae G5T) IIL
Fea ($120.00, ke plus dibursesnents 0,00 4430.00 100.0%
wiod /o $267.50, h fee special
Conmeid meeting and $534, e
theosafter for special Council mesting,
phas disbuarsements)
Stappang of taads Boud (ne GST) NIL
Fee ($120.00/ 1 plus disbusseaents 400,00 440,00 -100.0%
wiod /o $267.50, l fee special
Conmeid meeting and $534, e
thesealter fai ypecinl Connell wetiag,
phas dislursements)
Teanposary closuse of zoads for public evets (teeat Ay & soad opening) Bead (o GET) NIL
h Fee 65,00, 445,00 -100.0%
‘sporary closure of roads for roading purposes (treat a: 2 moad opening) m0 & HIL
(Fee $65.00 §a5.00 -100.0%
knamwn
Fww wawan WL
ee 65.00 -443.00 -100.0%
gn on roads. m IIL
Fee (sevcusse coienty) 65,00 -§45.00 -100.0%
Road masgin planting Bead [as GET) NIL
Fee 65.00 -§63.00 -100.0°%
Cultration of road margin me G5T) NIL
e $65.00 484,00 10007
[Starage on the raad susgin (frpe 3 cosds culr) (as ML
h.. Fee $65.00] 455,00 -0
itebanit fuats Bond (oo G5T) TIL
Fee 65,00 485,00 100.0%
Pecmnuens feaciag in the 1oad masgin |Boad [ma GST) NIL
ee 180.00 -§180.00 -100.0%
Fee tln.??[ 417378 1000
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Roading Utility Applications

‘Connect drin to kez and channe]l Ecad [na G5T)
Fee

Conmect 1o piped unbites (Usbaa ox mal wates sapply, steammates aad wastoeate) Beaed (ae GST)
Fee

Alteration to existing raml water service connection (changs in wait alloeation ok Ecad (na G3T)
Fee

Fee staetases based on the fellonang aresaged conn

+ 45000 ='2he(@ $120.00 + V. b (@ $50.00 [exel) (Engiees + Adnsmstation)

+ §130.00 = Ll (& §120.00 + " Ir (3 $60.00 jexe) (Engineer + Adminizmmation]

Eaonds are extablished to reflect the costs Couneil miglt be exposed to if needed to complete works when another party defmalts.
However the bonds reflect the likelr minioum sost to undertike simple tasks rather than loction specifie, and 1o keep such compliance
201t to & mininwm.

Permuts shall liwvee £ vear period before expining
Boads slall be selensed on sansfastoay complenon of the peamitted astaviy

SIESA - Electricity Chasges

‘General tanffs and charges for SIESA are to be reviewed each December following am anzbrss of electricity nize on the Island

MMeter Reading

Timroicing it vadertbem on » monthly bass

Al paysaaty s to be sde to

Stevast Taland Eleetrieal Supply Autbosity, PO Beox 903, Tuveseacgill, ar
‘Counecil affice in Arr Street, Stewart Iiland

Residential Connections

Standaid e e

Tight sate per aait

Fixed monthly charge

ol Sunecticn:

e e coneencn fre

Capital development clasge

Al new connections (or load extensions that mezease tae base load lay 2 BU ox more) sequise au application fo¢ supply foan to evahune
potential load and vaitage problens:

A new conrumer cannection fee st be paid befose the power can be torned oo This fee corers the installation of one mstes in the
consumer provided meter box, the om at the boandarr, and adms ire costs.

e

A eapita] development shazge o2 payalile for all new pomer connections, The charge will be payaisle by tie ewner; applicant at the me an
application for a new power connection i made (3 sl mumier of properties have paid this fee at dhe time of mbdrision and will aot be

zequired to pay the capital development charge at the time of conmection).

MNotes:

+ All costs of connection within the commmer boandary aze the responsibality of the consumer

* The seit of extensiom o upgeades to tee petvack s s sendlt of s apphestion for wpply will be the ssspealilty of the appleaz. Tl
otk must be approved by SIESA before commencing and ean auly be done by a SIESA approved contractor

Esning Conenion

Water heating, night rate meter untallation

Discarmection fer (1o monthly dhazge afier)

Fiecommection fee (e cansurme, applicant;

Coimection bowd (sne oeespued) e GST
Connection bowd (21l ohers) o GET
Tater Iieating and night zate [suitabie for space heaters - small freezers), and special Gomestic outlet sockets. Time controlled for a
e of sight leurs betveen the howrs of 1030 peo and 730 ame - Domestic cutlets aee to e lbelled “night mee".

Vacating consumers st advize fhe Southiand Distict Council Office, Arz Stoser
Steveart Taland (telephone 03 219 1045) or (0500 732 T3Z) to auange & fimal meter zeading and to advise of the consamer name change
Fourworking daye’ notice is required.

All mstallations dasecanested for iz months o more zequizes a re-inypecticn l7y an Electrical Inspector befoze re-lnvening The consumer
i For all casts avsominted with the re-inspection plas the ion fee.

2017/2018

(GST incl)

$230.00
$107.33
125000
£11.78

NIL
$230.00

40,5594
$0.5126
35755

325750
$1,725.00

$287.50
$92.00
$138.00
$150.00
fo.00

2015/2019

(GST incl)

05884
$0.5126
45755

$257.50
$1,725.00

425750

$138.00
$15000
430000

2017/2015 Changes.
(GST incl)

-§250.00

$107.33

$250.00
431178

-§230.00

fo.00
jo.00
jo.oo

fo.00
jo.00

jo.00
j0.00
jo.00
fo.00
$200.00

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes

Changes

(GST incl) Comments

-100.0°%
“100.0%%
=100.0%
-100.07%

“100.0%%

.0
a0
.07

.0
a0

a0
LA
.07

0.0% Consection boid (1

New

canvamez, if applicalile)
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A refondable connection bond vwill ke required foe connectios where the coasumer applieant is not the progerty ewner, refis 1o e
STESA Tommn aud Conditions - bonds for details, The boid st be prd priss to someetion 1f the powes o almady comeeted st vl be
duncennested of the bood semmn wapad aftes aie meath of pewes sosumption

Commercial Connections
Standard vt mte

Tdight rate per unit

Fixed monthl: charge

e Cotction

MNew consumer connecton fee

Capital development clacge
‘The new: convamer connestion fee shown is a minmmm amount Actual cort may vary dep oa the size and complexty
of the ion process. i covts my e o iati i witing by fhe Authorit)

A new convumer counection fee mxast be paid befoce the porer can be tumed oa

Thay smisianu fee corren the intallation of sae metes i the soavaner peovided meeter beox, the consestion at the boundary, aad
admminivtzative soity

A eapital development clasge s parable for all aew powes connectioms. The chasge will be pavable by the ownes agplieant a1 the tane an
i far 4 e powe: e

Notes:
+ All costs of connection within the conmumer boandary aze the respoasibditr of the consumer

* The cost of extemzons or upgodes 1o the nenrod a3 a resalt of an agplication. for supply will be the sesponsibdity of the Apphioat
This work meast be approved by STESA before commenring and ean ouly e done by a SIESA approved coatotor

Emting Conmection:

Diseonmection fee (e mombly chage)

Reconnection fee [new eowsumes, applicant)

All mstallations dizcoanscted for six mouths o more sequize 2 ceimpection br an Elsctrcal Inspector before redrrening. The contumer is
zexpansile Sax all costs asosisted with tae cednspection plus the reconnection fee.

Temporary Supply

Jlonthly fee (paralie in adrance]

Standecd it gate (4 per sevdential e Pee st
The applicant, constues is sespowsilsle for all costs selated to the teupocar sapply pios the fees a3 stated abore

A tempony sapply ix valid for 50 day calr. An extension of time require: an Electocal Inspectar’s

se-inspection, ceganised Iy and actanl costs parable by the applicant/sonvumer.

Elseruieal Inspector's se-ampestion. sganived by and acnsd costs payabile by the applicsst! comumse:

Distributed Generation

Subsject to fts tenns and conditions set ot n Schedule | of the SIESA Domestic Cantoaet, SIESA will buy the electdoity generated by
sesidenrs at the eate of §0 20e pee Kilowast per heur, inchuive of GST

Fleaze nate that residents may be Iable for nccene tax and GST in respect of the sals

"The accounting for and the payment of those taes are tesidents responsibality

‘Other Chargeable Feeq

Mot axtesed and special coanections

Late paymeas f2e (+10%: if appliealsle)

leter testing

Temmperary wigply sd sxinan impecucn

Dis/ 1e-connection due to non-papmeat of accouat

The fee for 2 not metered oc special connection is an anmual fee (1 Taky - 30 Jane) pavable i acrance

Parmments ace dine on the 20th of ench month. A lnte prvment fee will be chasged if payment is aot peceived befare the 20th of the meath
after the chue date (ie one full momth after the oxigmal chae clate]

Totes:

Tasifhh foe water heating, mght exte
Aletesed connections crunat be shazed actass property benndasies
Indrridual drrelling on the :ame property uast each have itz oma meter
Stewart Island Jetties

T hasd naned ferty wnaz nuaal fee

Per perion st fise

Eoat Patk Fee

Stewnrt Island/ Rakiura Visitor Levy

1l cemmercial comestions will apply enly te economie invallateay

2017/2018

(GST incl)

#6000
$+60.00

$239.20
40,5594

$0.20

$1,250.00
40.00
$267.50

2015/20019  2017/2015 Changes

(GST incl) (GST incl)
$0.5594 fo.00
$0.5126 jo.oo

$57.55 jo.00
4287 50 fo.00
$1,725.00 jo.oo
460,00 f0.00
$440.00 fo.00
$239.20 jo.00
$0.5594 $0.00
$020 f0.00
$552.00 fo.00
$0.00 49775
.15 $0.00
w775 §0.00
19773 f0.00
joo0
.73
750

2015/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) Comments

o0
Q.07
.07

o0
Q.07

0.0
o0

.07
0.0

LA

o0
-100.0°% Mo longer applicalile
.07
a0
0.0

-L0a.0
HNew fee
Q.07
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Tabsuad levy fee foou passengers of apoaved operators
‘Dutboand levt fre fom passenger: of approved cpemtor

Lewr fee for freedom toaveliers

Replactaent fee for lovt, vialea, o3 dumaged Suneast Dduosd, Rakiea Visitas Levy photo deatification casds

Trade Waste Charges

Disclurge chazge: for mde wazte preaizes [non-domestic) will be assessed 2z follovs:

1. Forall progerties tiat hae oocupiers wio are not cequized to e 2 condibonal trade waste consent the charge vl be baserd on the
acoessed mumber of Units of Demand (UalD) for the propecty andtiplied br the Uniform Anmal Charge (UAC) for the looal sewenage
zate. The UcD will be assessed it with Couneil's Dy D lyation Poliey contained within the 10 Year Flan.

2. Forall propersies aat have oocugiers who ane required to hare 2 conditiona] trade waste consent the charge will be bazed on the
acceszed mumber of Equiralent Usnits of Demand (EUsD) for the property aniltiplied by the Uniform Ammal Charge (UAC) for the local
sewerape nite. The EUeD will be assessed based an 2 pecific assesument of loading: form the consent holder. The EUoD asserzment

will be pade

¢ suunation weighting of the specifie losding elazsstedstics as follows

* Vobume (V) 40%, Biclogical Ourgen Demand [BOD) 307 Suspended Salids (35) 307:

hen compared to 2 1z UnD clumctegistic of V = 920 litres,/dar, BOD = 260 grans,‘dar, 55 = 320 grams/dar

For any consent holders who exceed the consent limuts, a multiplier of toro will be appised to the reassessed EUsD (following the non-
compliance) for the semmining consent period

That an i addinion to aar other emedies for conseguenual soit secovery

‘Couneil oy from tune to tme undertike seview assessments of UoD for indnridual propesties. These the assessed UaD differs from the
wuzent Joeal e then the wamber of uaits applied to the prapecty will be meodified aud the propeay owies will be astified of tus da
g

Dewand cagital chasges (for capacisy
Dierrand capital costs required for the provision of demund capacity could be charged for in accordince with Counal’s Development
Coutibusion Palioy coutained within the 10 Vear Flan whess the proposed loadings exn be sccoaunadated within the pluuned eapacity of
the sewerage systemn. Horerer, whece any applicstion for conditional trade waste consent has the poteatial to impese a significant
2dditicanl desmnd on the sememge spiteny, bevond ity planned eapasity, dhen specific demand exginal clacges will be 4 condition of the
st

Administrative Charges
Trade waste application fee - baze fee with application

Exttea e orer oo lours will be charged at: Per bour phos dislursements
Tasgection fee - acnzd cest Pee b phas dibuesements
Compliance monstosing - 2etaal cont Pex bous phus 2ualvsis plus
dishusements (achuding ce-
inypection)
Anmul Administratscn fee for Waste Consent Haoldes - actual cost Per lour phus disbursenents
Tankered Waste Charge Fer tanker Joad
Escept for the apphantion base fee (requared at time of apphoation) all sther adimamstmtive charges at due for payment by 20th of the
manth fellowing mrmice
Whater Tanker Chasges
Fees and charges applicable to the extmardinary supplr of water from fize hydonts or tinkes Bllug poiats on Counell seticulated supples:
Applicatica fee for Tankered water pesmis
(Inchudes mitial inspection of cae muker and backflon: prevention)
Anmaal adimsmsteation fee for emsting pecmit holde
Tichsdes anmil inspection of coe tankes and backfon: prerention]
Taiher and backflew preveation anpeston fre
Tar sepeat pesticns, when requited,
Additiens] makes inspeetions Eacls

(For impection of additiona] tukess, cxred out at e same time and Jocation a3 hitial, 2amual or sepeat inspection)

Supervision by Council contractor while donving water
[When nequired lyy Council, fee per hour, miniom one hour dharge)

Standard charge for supgly of wates per cabic metee (1,000 L)

Wheelie Bin

Tew, adelitioual wheelie b administration fee

Tev) additioua] recreling bin collection fre (per mounth charge from 15t of the month following request bin to 30 June of the following
ear)

2017/2018
(GST incl)
4250
$2.50
$5.00
1500

$2346.50
$118.39
11838
$118.28

$118.28
§80.00

f250.41

$238.27

$16.34

$15.57)

35842

3178

420,00
$1250

$236.80
$118.39
$11839
$118.39

$118.39
§50.00

$58.42

3178

42000
$12350

2017/2018 Changes.
(GST incl)

jo.00

jo.oo

jo.00
fo.00

jo.oo
jo.00
fo.00
jo.00

jo.00
jo.o

f0.00
jo.00
fo.00

jo.00

jo.oo
jo.00

jo.00
jo.oo

2018/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) Comments
0.0
0.0
0.0
a0

.07
Q.0
.0
a0

a0
0.0%

a0
.07
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(GST incl)
e/ additioual rushisls bin collestion fee (per mcnth charge foous L3t of the anuth, following cequest b to 30 June of the following $12.50
TeRL)

Early Povment of Specified Rates — Liokility Schedule
This schecule helow: outlines the lability outstanding for each of the following sepazate rxtes. Fleaze refer to the Eary Faymen of Rates Polier for farther details.

Edesdale Senveeage Loan - 10 veass (el counection cest) $1.151.00
Edendale Semerge Loan - 15 Teass [inel conneetion cost) $4,445.00
Edendale Sewemge Loan - 25 rears jinel connection cost| §7.027.00
Edlendale Severge Loan - 10 veass {exs] connestion cost] $954.00
Edendale Senoecage Loan - 25 veas (exsl connestion cont] $5,788.00
Edlendale Wates Loan Charge - 10 veass 257.00
Eclendale Water Loan Charge - 15 yeas 4995.00
Eclendale Water Loan Charge - 25 vears $1,606.00
Getge Rond Sewerage Lons - 15 reass 508,00
Olsan Sewenge Loan Chinge Extension - 13 vears $1,200.00
‘Toatapers Sewenge Loan Charge - 15 reazs $2,783.00
Tuatpere Severage Loan Chazge - 25 vears 493800
Wallsestorn Seweage Loan Chasge - 15 yeass $1.874.00
Wallaeetorrs Sewerage Loan Charge - 23 vears $3.370.00
Tradlam Sevemge Loan - 10 veazs (2] coanection cost) f2.011.00
Wrndlam Sevcemge Loan - 13 years (el conuection cout) 4.708.00
Wrndlsan Seveaage Loas - 25 veans (el eoanection o) $a.835.00
TWrndlam Sewenge Loan - 10 vears (sxel eoansetion eost) 41,659.00
Tradlam Sevcemge Loan - 15 years (exel ccanection cost) $3.825.00
Wndisam Sevcemge Loan - 23 vears (excl conaection cost) $5.452.00
Woradlsn Water Loan Chazge - 10 veas $510.00
Wrndlsas Water Loan Chasge - 15 veass $1,079.00
TWrndlam Water Loaa Chasge - 25 peass §1,561.00

2015/2019

(GST incl)
41250

000
$3,777.00
$6,830.00

jooo
$5,547.00

$0.00
$786.00
$1,521.00
45300
$610.00
2,253.00
$4,751.00
$1,254.00
$3,198.00
$1,031.00
$4,125.00
$6,397.00
$E+48.00
$3,352.00
$5,236.00
126100
$1,233.00
$1,602.00

2017/2015 Changes 2015/2019 2015/2019 Changes
Changes
(GST incl) (GST incl) Comments
fo.00 0.0

=100.0%%

-124%
40
-43.5%%
1420
-3.6%

Repisd

Reepaid

Repaid
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SOUTHLAND
Council DISTRICT COUNCIL

23 November 2017

A

Options for Funding the Around the Mountains Cycle

Trail
Record No: R/17/11/27840
Author: Anne Robson, Chief Financial Officer

Approved by: Steve Ruru, Chief Executive

Decision O Recommendation O Information

Purpose

To consider how to fund the balance of costs to date for the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail
and recommend that it be consulted on as part of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan.

Executive Summary

Council has previously deferred the decision on how it is going to fund the net cost (ie the
difference between costs to date and external funding received) of developing the Around the
Mountain Cycle Trail until the Deloitte report and the Environment Court decision had been
received. Both have now been received.

Council is still in the process of deciding how it will complete the trail after deciding that the
proposed Oreti River option is no longer a feasible option.

This paper explores the issues of when Council wants to make the funding decision on the net
cost to date, how it wants to fund it and the level of consultation, if any, it wishes to undertake.

This report recommends that the funding decision be made as part of the 2018-2028 Long Term
Plan.

The decision on how to fund any costs to complete the trail is not part of this report and it is
suggested that that decision be made at the time that Council decides how and if to complete the
trail.

A version of this report has been to the Finance and Audit committee and the Around the
Mountains Cycle Trail committee for discussion.

The Finance and Audit committee agreed to recommend to Council that the decision on how to
fund the trail to date be consulted on as part of the 2018-28 Long term Plan. They also noted
that their preferred option on which to consult was funding by way of a 30 year loan collected by
a fixed amount per rating unit.

The Around the Mountains Cycle trail Committee met after the Finance and Audit Committee.
The committee agreed the same resolutions as passed by the Finance and Audit Committee.

The resolutions in this report reflect the recommendations of both committees.
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Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

f)

Receives the report titled “Options for Funding the Around the Mountains Cycle
Trail” dated 17 November 2017.

Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

Resolves to consult on how to fund the $4.6 million as part of the 2018/2028 Long
Term Plan consultation document as prescribed in terms of Section 93C of the Local
Government Act 2002.

Resolves that the options to be consulted on for funding are:

i) The preferred option is funding by way of loan over 30 years, with loan
repayments collected by way of the uniform annual general rate.

ii) Funded by the Strategic Asset Reserve, with no repayments of the reserve.

iii) Funded 50% by way of a loan over 30 years, with repayments collected by way
of the uniform annual general rate and 50% funded by the Strategic Assets
Reserve, with no repayments of the reserve.

Resolves to amend the Revenue and Financing Policy to include funding of the loan
repayments for the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail from the uniform annual
general rate.

8.1
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Background

In preparing the 2016/17 Annual Plan, Council agreed to complete the Deloitte review and wait
for the decision from the Environment Court prior to making any decisions on the future of the
project and its funding.

Since then the Deloitte review and the decision from the Environment Court have been received.
The decision of the Environment Court has resulted in the proposed route up the Oreti River
Valley no longer being a viable option.

Council agreed at its meeting on the 19" May to “further investigate the “Heartland Ride” option
including consideration of the Walter Peak to Centre Hill section of the Trail being developed as either, A Great
Ride; or A “Heartland Ride”. This is being discussed in a separate report.

As the decision on how to complete the trail is still progressing, Council staff are recommending
that any funding decisions are now split into two decisions. The first decision being that of how
Council wants to fund the balance of costs incurred to date. The second funding decision being
made when the decision on how to complete the trail is made.

A version of this report was considered at the Finance and Audit committee on 6 September
2017. The committee discussed options for funding and also the method of collection.

The resolutions that the committee approved are reflected in the resolutions in this report and
formed the basis for the ATMCT committee to considet.

In making the amendments the finance and audit committee thought about the activity to which
the cycle trails belongs now and in the future, the most appropriate way of funding the $4.6
million and from what rate they would collect the loan repayments

In considering the activity to which the cycle trail belonged, the committee discussed what the
trail is now and what it will be in the future. The discussion was around is it a community facility,
a roading asset or part of parks and reserves. The decision was that any ongoing promotion is
incidental to providing a cycleway to provide the ability of getting from A to B and as such in
their view forms part of the roads and footpaths activity.

In discussing how to fund the trail the committee agreed that the preferred option to be
consulted on was by way of a loan over 30 years. Some members felt that the use of the strategic
assets reserve given its historical background was not appropriate for the funding of this project.
Others noted there comfort with the 50%loan and 50% strategic assets reserve. The consensus
at the end was loan funding as the preferred option.

In considering how the loan repayments should be recovered it was felt by one member that
using the roading model was not appropriate if a portion was to be assigned to heavy traffic and
that a portion was from capital value. Members thought it was more appropriate to have a fixed
amount per rating unit and to do this by way of the uniform annual general rate. In doing so it
was acknowledged that the Revenue and Financing policy needed to be updated to reflect this
funding change.

A version of the report was also considered by the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail Committee
on the 15 November 2017. The committee make the same recommendations to Council as the
Finance and Audit Committee.
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Issues

Council needs to decide how it wishes to fund the balance of the development cost of the trail
incurred to date. At the 30 June 2017, the balance of costs was $4,601,165 (after interest has
been charged for 2016/17 of $235,279).

Council also needs to consider if it wishes to make the decision to fund on the basis of past
discussions with the community or if it wishes to undertake further consultation.

Council has still to decide how and if it will complete the trail. As such additional costs will be
incurred but the quantum will depend on the choices made.

A funding decision can be made at any time. It could be made now, given the trail is substantially
complete or when the total costs are known. In the meantime, interest will continue to be
accrued on the negative reserve from which the project has been funded.

Additionally, Council still has a number of contractual obligations with external funders to
complete development of the trail as originally envisaged. Council needs to work through its
options and at the same time enter into discussions with these funders over the implications that
any proposed change it makes to completing the trail has on the contractual obligations it has
with the funders.

Factors to Consider
Legal and Statutory Requirements

This report recommends the use of the uniform annual general rate as the funding choice to
repay any loan repayments. This is contrary to the current Revenue and Financing policy and as
such will require us to amend the Revenue and Financing policy as part of the Long Term plan
Section 80 requires that if this decision where to be made, Council as part of the decision making
needs to clearly identify the inconsistency, the reasons for the inconsistency and any intention
Council has to amend the policy or plan to accommodate the decision.

Section 100 of the Local Government Act, requires Council to ensure that each years projected
operating revenues are set at a level sufficient to meet that years projected operating expenses.

Section 101(1) of the Local Government Act states Council must manage its revenues, expenses,
assets, liabilities, investments and general financial dealings prudently and in a manner that
promotes the current and future interests of the community.

Section 101(3) of the Local Government Act, states that the funding needs of the local authority
must be met from those sources that the local authority determines appropriate, following
consideration of:

(a) Inrelation to each activity to be funded, -

(i)  The community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes; and

(i)  The distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, any identifiable part of the
community, and individuals and

(i)  The period in or over which those benefits are expected to occur; and

8.1 Options for Funding the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail Page 184



30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Council
23 November 2017

(iv)  The extent to which the actions or inaction of particular individuals or a group contribute
to the need to undertake the activity; and

(v)  The costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and accountability, of
funding the activity distinctly from other activities and

(vi)  The overall impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the community.

Community Views

Submissions on the trail have been received as part of previous Long Term Plans and Annual
Plans. These submissions were mixed in their support. A number supported the construction of
the trail on the basis that it supports active healthy communities and would provide recreational
opportunities for residents and visitors. Submissions noted the likelihood that the Around the
Mountains Cycle Trail will also attract new visitors and present opportunities for vibrant and
successful Southland District communities. Additionally, submissions discussed the funding of
the trail and noted the plan’s lack of detail in regards to funding and on-going maintenance. A
submitter also queried how future resources would be sourced and allocated to continue to
support active communities, protect the local environment and maintain the trail.

It would be fair to say that a number are concerned about the increase in projected costs, beyond
the original $8 million cost that was communicated to ratepayers, and the financial implications
that these increases will have for ratepayers.

In recent months a number from within the community have made representations to Council on
the issues relating to the way in which development of the ATMCT has been managed to date
and the options that exist for its future development and funding.

Some of those speaking to Council have questioned the appropriateness of Council’s indication
in its Long term Plan and Annual Plan to use the Strategic Assets Reserve (formally known as the
Southroads Reserve) to partially fund the balance of costs. They have also asked how this fund
would be repaid.

Costs and Funding

The actual costs of the trail to the 30 June 2017 is $10.4 million, including interest for 2016/17 of
$234,000.

The actual income received to the end of June 2017 is $5.8 million. This excludes the balance of
funding yet to be received from NZ Lotteries of $500,000. This funding was to be received on
completion of the trail. As discussed previously, discussions with funders about monies received
and to be received are yet to be undertaken.

The balance to be funded at the 30 June 2017 is $4.6 million (costs $10.4 million less income $5.8
million).

In the accounts to the 30 June 2017, $1.8 million was expensed, with the balance capitalised
(made into a fixed asset and depreciated over the life of the asset). The $1.8 million is the cost of
the consent, Environment Court and appeal costs in relation to the Oreti River stage. Because
Council has decided not to pursue the Oreti River option, the costs incurred in relation to this
stage need to be expensed as they no longer meet the definition of an asset as defined within the
accounting standards.
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It is generally considered good practice to fund any expensed item from funds collected in the
year or cash held particularly given the section 100 requirement to operate a balanced budget.
This also reflects the fact that the expense does not have any long term benefits. Council does,
however, have the option of funding these costs over a longer timeframe if it considers that to be
desirable.

Options for funding the capital costs incurred to date include:

(a) Loan, repayments funded from rates over a 30 year term.
(b)  Reserves, payment from existing cash reserves.
(c)  Combination of a loan and reserves.

Council has indicated previously in its Annual plans that it is considering funding the balance of
costs, half from a loan over 30 years and the remainder from the Strategic Assets reserve
(previously called the Southroads reserve). The loan was to be repaid from rates.

At the 30 June 2017, the balance of this reserve was $8,507,783. There is no change budgeted to
this reserve in the year to 30 June 2018. Interest on this loan is used to offset the roading rates.
There was no intention to repay the reserve.

Council has indicated in its Annual Plans/Long Term Plans to date that the purpose of the
Strategic Assets Reserve was to offset rates.

Policy Implications

Council has included the cycle trail as part of its Roading activities. Council’s current Revenue

and Financing policy states that the rates funding of roading will be from the roading rate.

As part of the Long Term Plan process, Council will be reviewing its Revenue and Financing
Policy and hence any proposed changes to funding sources may be considered. Additionally, as
part of the preparation of the Long Term Plan Council may also review the activity to which the
cycle trail is allocated.

Analysis

Options Considered

In considering options for funding of the balance, Council needs to consider:

. The timing of the funding decision. Although the Deloitte report and the Environment
Court verdict is back, a decision on how to complete the trail is still required.

. The funding option. Loan, reserves or a combination.
Loan:

- $4.64 million funded from a loan over 30 years at 4.65% would be $285,214 of
repayments per year. Currently the maintenance costs of the trail are collected through
the roading rate which is a combination of a targeted fixed rate and a rate in the § in CV.

- The collection of the loan repayments is recommended to be collected from the Uniform
Annual General Rate (UAGR) at $18.33 per rateable unit. The Revenue & Financing
policy will need to be updated to reflect the change in funding methods as it is contrary to
the current policy.
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- The below table illustrates the impact of collecting through the roading rate or using the
same tools but from the General Rate. This is based on the 2017/18 roading rate model.

Impact if Roading Rate used

Share of Share of
General Roading Roading
General Rate rate Rate rate Variance
UTR 19,213 7% 19,213 7% -
Commercial 3,740 1% 7,432 3% - 3,692
Dairy 78,981 28% 105,284 37% - 26,903
Farming Non Dairy 127,828 45% 96,547 34% 31,281
Forestry 1,714 1% 15,809 6% - 14,095
Industrial 4,310 2% 7,812 3% - 3,502
Lifestyle 14,4395 5% 9,652 3% 4,844
Mining 206 0% 5,390 2% - 5184
Other 12,192 A% 2,435 1% 9,757
Residential 22,430 8% 14,935 5% 7495
285,210 100% 285,210 100%

Reserves:  The most likely reserve to use, given Council’s indication in the past to use this

reserve to offset rates is the Strategic Assets Reserve. The current balance is $8.5 million. In
using this reserve Council needs to decide if it would look to recover the funds used. To not
recover the funds would mean a reduction on the interest earned on this reserve that is used to
offset the roading rate. This amounts to $151,378, if the reserve was used to fully fund the
project. To recover the principal monies over say 30 years would mean $153,372 per year.

Combination: The combination could be whatever Council chose. To date Council has
indicated repayment of 50% Loan, 50% reserves. This would mean $142,605 in repayments of
the loan over 30 years assuming Council would not seek reimbursement of the Strategic Assets
Reserve.

The level of consultation, if any, Council wants to undertake with the community over the
funding choice. Given the level of discussion on this issue, Council may consider undertaking
further consultation on how to fund the balance of costs as part of the Long Term Plan.
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Analysis of Options
Option 1 - Consult on the funding option for the repayment of $4.64 million as part of the
2018-2028 Long Term Plan. Consultation on 3 options:

i) Funded from a loan over 30 years with loan repayments being collected from the
uniform annual general rate over 30 years.

ii)  Funded from the Strategic Assets reserve, no repayment of the reserve being sought
with no impact on future rates.

iii) Funded 50% from a loan over 30 years and 50% from the Strategic Assets reserve.
With loan repayments being collected from the uniform annual general rate over 30

years.
Advantages Disadvantages
« Greater transparency on the decision « Further delays the certainty for ratepayers.

making process

« Decisions on the completion of the trail
and potential costing of such will be more
certain.

« Can provide details of the impact of various
options to the ratepayers.

Option 2 - Council could decide the option of how to fund the balance of costs now
based on the feedback it had received previously.

Advantages Disadvantages

« Certainty for ratepayers now. « Could face criticism from ratepayers given
the level of recent submissions received
over Council’s current proposed funding
option.

« The total costs to completion are unknown
at this time.

Option 3 - Council could delay the decision on how to fund the current balance of
costs until the decision is made on how it is going to complete the trail

Advantages Disadvantages

« The total costs would be known and a . Continued lack of certainty for ratepayers
decision on how to fund the total cost
could be made at one time.

Assessment of Significance

In terms of Council’s Significance and Engagement policy, the financial implications of
developing the Around the Mountain Cycle Trail are significant. There has also been a high level
of interest in the issues relating to it. As such a decision on the Trail is to be funded is considered
to be significant.
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Council has previously consulted on the trail as part of its Long Term Plans and Annual Plans.
In these it proposed a funding option of 50% from a loan and 50% from the Strategic Assets
Reserve.

Given the level of community interest and recent representations by some members of the
community Council may consider it appropriate to further consult as part of the 2018-2028.
This consultation would focus on how to fund the current balance of costs and provide
ratepayers with the impact of each option.

Recommended Option

Option One - Consult on the funding option for the repayment of $4.64million as part of the
2018-2028 Long Term Plan.

Next Steps
The decision made by council, will be if agreed incorporated into the options in the consultation

document of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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A

Proposed Rate Increase for 2018-28 Long Term Plan

Record No: R/17/11/27545
Author: Susan McNamara, Management Accountant
Approved by: Anne Robson, Chief Financial Officer

Decision O Recommendation Information

Purpose

For Council to review the draft overall rate increases proposed for the 10 years of the 2018-28
Long Term Plan and determine the level of grants and donations to be provided to community
organisations. This includes providing direction to staff for any changes required.

Executive Summary

This report provides an overview of the proposed rates increases for the 10 years of the 2018-28
Long Term Plan (LTP) along with reasons where changes are greater than 3.5%. District rates
have been shown individually with local rate information grouped together.

The draft overall rates increases over the ten years are currently between 1.56% and 3.76%. The
draft increase for 2018/19 is 3.01%. The budgets that support these increases still need to have
external investment income, external debt funding and potential infrastructure insurance
included. Other adjustments may be required as final decisions are made by boards and
committees and staff continue to undertake final reviews of the financial data.

A number of funding requests have been received from various organisations for Council to
consider. The requests are a combination of increases in grants from 2017/18 and requests for
new grants.

8.2 Proposed Rate Increase for 2018-28 Long Term Plan Page 191

Item 8.2



Item 8.2

Council
23 November 2017

Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

f)

Receives the report titled “Proposed Rate Increase for 2018-28 Long Term Plan”
dated 17 November 2017.

Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

Approves the following changes to grants and donations be included in the draft

long term plan:

i) Increase funding to Emergency Management Southland in 2018/19 to $295,843,

2019/20 $317,715 and $334,715 in 2020/21 and following seven years.

ii)  Increase funding to the Southland Regional Heritage committee of

iii) Retain the grant to the Southland Indoor Leisure Centre at $75,000 per year.

iv) Increase community services awards by $200 to $1,200 per year

v) Increase funds for the debating competition by $200 to $800 per year

vi) Increase funds for miscellaneous grants by $7,917 to $9,400 per year

vii) Provide funding to Southern REAP at $9,600 per year

viii) Increase funding for the Safe Swim program by $3,000 to $23,000 per year

ix) Reduce funding to Toimata Foundation by $517 to $10,000 per year

x)  Increase funds for Santa Parade by $4,200 to $5,000 per year

xi) Increase funds for holiday programmes by $10,000 to $30,000 in 2018/19,
increased by inflation in the following years

xii) Reduce Iwi funding by $526 to $40,711 in 2018/19, increased by inflation in the
following years

xiii) Remove funding to the Environment Enhancement Fund

xiv) Remove funding for Southland Coastal Heritage

xv) Remove funding for Southern Rural Fire Authority.

Resolves to include in the consultation document for the 2018-28 Long Term Plan on
the changes to the following grants

- Southland Regional Heritage
- Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Trust

Endorses the proposed overall rates increase plus any amendments to be included in
the draft Long Term Plan for consideration as part of the consultation document and
supporting information.

82
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Background

The financial budgets have been prepared in conjunction with activity management plans (AMPs)
and reflect the work identified to implement the strategic framework. These budgets have
generated the draft rate requirement for each year.

Council and Council staff have subsequently reviewed the draft budgets as part of reviewing the
draft AMPs and the overall financial position.

Local rate information has been reviewed by the relevant community boards, community
development area sub committees, ward committees and water committees during October.
During these meetings the committees have made adjustment as required and a passed resolution
recommending the relevant local rates to council.

The financial considerations raised in this report are the result of the revised position. The report
also includes discussion around and the seeking of approval for the level of

Issues - Rates

The 2017/18 Annual Plan required rates of $44,764,752 (GST exclusive) to be collected. Based
on the financial budgets prepared, rates are projected to increase to $46,113,736 (GST excl) in
2018/19, an overall increase of $1,348,984. By 2027/28 rates are proposed to increase to
$59,086,121 (GST excl).

Currently the increase in total rates over the 10 years of the LTP is as follows. This has been
compared to the current mandatory measure that Council has set. Further discussion on the
mandatory measure is included in para 24 below:

18/19  19/20 20/21 21/22  22/23  23/24  24/25  25/26  26/27  27/28

Rate 3.01%  2.73% 2.88%  1.56%  3.76% = 248%  3.36%  239%  3.20% @ 2.79%

increase
LGCI 2.00%  2.20%  2.20% 2.20% 2.30% 2.30% 2.40% 2.50% 2.60% 2.70%

LGCI 400%  420% 420%  420%  430%  430%  440%  450%  4.60%  470%
plus 2%

As staff are still working through the implications of the proposed changes on the financial
statements, the following costs have yet to be include, which will alter the proposed rate increase
noted in this report:

. Repayment of any external debt. It is expected that external debt will be required in
2019/20 with the construction of the Te Anau wastewater scheme along with a number of
the later years as significant capital work is completed

. Interest from any cash investments available to be invested. Currently it is projected that
Council will still have funds available during 2018/19.

Additionally staff are seeking quotes for the insurance of infrastructure assets and hope to have a
range on which base an estimate within the LTP budgets.
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The table in attachment B outlines the reasons for changes to the district general rate in 2018/19
and 2019/20.

Attachment A contains a breakdown of the draft proposed rate by rate type and by year.
Proposed rates movements are between 1.56% and 3.76%. Where any individual rate type alters
by greater than 3.5%, it is highlighted in the table and discussed further below.

General rate
The district general rate increases by $1,387,431 (9.55%) in 2018/19. The reasons for this are:

. the transfer of library costs from local funding to district funding as part of proposed
revenue and financing policy $302,083

. increased employment costs (including inflation) $298,051

. increase in funding for economic and community development $71,664
. redistribution of community engineer costs $127,661

. increased software license fees $68,672

. funds available for work as a result of the open spaces strategy $150,000
. funds available for community futures work $120,000

. increased funding for Emergency Management Southland $38,872.
. Around the Mountains Cycle trail loan repayments of $285,214

. grants increases of $57,438. There is net additional grants of $26,638 (discussed below)
additionally in 2017/18 $30,000 of grants were funded from the district operations resetve.

. increase in depreciation funding $46,191
. reduction in costs for the Services and Assets group $63,006.
. other combined reductions $115,409

In 2019/20 and 2022/23 rates increased by 4.08% and 4.66% respectively. The key reasons in
2019/20 are:

. increases in funding for economic and community development $100,000
. additional funds for community futures work $50,000

. inflation on employment costs $190,724

. increased costs for Service and Assets group $32,860

. additional funds for work as a result of the open spaces strategy $28,850

. additional funding for Emergency Management Southland $21,872
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. increase in depreciation funding $90,697
. other increases $33,844

In 2022/23 the main increases are for inflation and loan repayments on the potential upgrade or
replacement of the Invercargill head office building. These increases have been offset by the
reduction in loan repayments where a loan was fully repaid in 2021/22.

Regional Heritage rate

The regional heritage rate increases by $79,027 (16.55%) in 2018/19 and 4.93% in 2020/21, due
to the request for funding received from Southland Regional Heritage Committee. Further
discussion on this grant request is included below.

Roading

In 2022/23 and from 2024 /25 onwards roading rate increases are higher than 3.5%. These
increases reflect the level of capital expenditure included in the budgets.

District wastewater rate

District wastewater has increases above 3.5% in:

. 2020/21 with the loan repayment required for the work completed in the previous year at
Te Anau
. 2022/23 with the loan repayment required for the work completed in the previous year at

Riversdale combined with additional funding of depreciation
. 2023/24 due to additional funding of depreciation

. 2024/25 with the loan repayment required for the work completed in the previous year at
Manapouri and Winton combined with additional funding of depreciation

District water rate

The district water rate increases by 5.71% in 2024/25 mainly due to the impact of fully funding
depreciation in that year.

Wheelie bin rate

In 2018/19 the wheelie bin collection rates increase 3.51% as a result of an increase in
operational costs from the 2017/18 budgets to reflect the actual costs incurred in 2016/17.
There is an increase of 4.54% in 2027/28 due to loan repayments on the anticipated replacement
of wheelie bins in 2026/27.

Local rates

Local rates have been reviewed by community boards, community development area sub
committees, ward committees and water committees.
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The significant drop in 2018/19 is due to the proposed change in the revenue and financing
policy for libraries to be funded at a district level.

The increase in 2019/20 is mainly due to an allowance for increased stormwater monitoring costs
in a number of communities as a result of the Water and Land Plan, along with loan repayments
for Winton replacing part of its stormwater mains.

Mandatory benchmark measure for rates

As part of the mandatory measures Council is required to set a financial benchmark in relation to
capping of rates increases. Council still needs to formally adopt the benchmark however it is not
envisaged to change from the current measure of the local government cost index (LGCI) plus
two percent. The graph below details how the proposed rates compares to this measure.

Total Rates Increase
5.00%

4.00% -
3.00% -
2.00% - —
1.00% - —
0.00% -

18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 22/23 23/24 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28

Year

Percentage

W Total Rates Increase Limit Actual Total Rates Increase

The rates increase shown in the benchmark graph is based on rates included in the forecasted
statement of comprehensive revenue and expenses (the statement). The rates number included
in the statement includes the amount rates to collect from all ratepayers, along with rates
penalties and water meter charges. The proposed rates increase of 3.01% in 2018/19 discussed
in this report is the amount of rates to be collect from all ratepayers.

Issues - Grants

Further to discussion with Council and Council staff a number of recommendations are made in
this report in relation to grant requests received.

Included in attachment C is a table showing the amounts included in the 2017/18 annual plan
and the amount currently recommended to be included in 2018/19 of the L'TP with commentary
where appropriate.

Additionally attachments D to G include the supporting documentation for the grant requests
received from Southern REAP, Regional Heritage Committee and Southland Indoor Leisure
Centre Trust
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Commentary

Council’s holiday programme in summer is run by Venture Southland. Funding for this has been
$20,000 for several years. It is proposed to increase this by $10,000 to allow more programmes to
be run and new programmes to be developed.

The request for funding for the ten years of the LTP from Southland Regional Heritage
Committee is included in attachment E. The request includes continuation of the funding from
previous years for cataloguing. In 2017/18 the cost of $4.35 plus GST per rateable unit was
funded from district operations reserves. In 2018/19 it is proposed to continue to fund the
request but rate for the increase. Additionally in 2020/21 a new cataloguing rate at a cost of $1
per rateable unit has been included.

Emergency Management Southland (EMS) adopted a new five year plan eatlier this year. This
plan recognises the new national legislation and guidelines for welfare and recovery that need to
be met. The five year plan includes a new focus on readiness and being prepared for
emergencies. EMS has requested additional funding of $77,743 per annum to fund the operation
of this new plan. As part of the prioritisation review staff have phased the increase over a period
of three years, $38,872 in 2018/19, $60,744 in 2019/20 and $77,743. This however means that if
approved EMS may need to revisit their budgets and service delivery levels.

The Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Trust presented in public forum to the Policy and
Community Committee on 15 November 2017. The presentation prepared by the trust is
provided in attachment G. Attachment I is the letter received from the Trust following the
presentation. The trust has requested total operational funding of $150,000 per year to cover
additional costs. In 2017/18 funding to the Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Trust was $75,000
per annum. At this stage there has been no change to this level of funding.

Factors to Consider

Legal and Statutory Requirements

The draft budgets (including rates required) will be form part of the activity statement and
financials in the councils LTP 2018-28. The LTP (and associated consultation document) is a
requirement of the Local Government Act 2002.

The is a statutory requirement to adopt an L'TP before rates can set in accordance with the
provisions of the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002.

Community Views

The community’s views on the proposed rate increases (and underlying budgets) for 2018-28 will
be consulted with the community through the consultation document and supporting
information in March 2018.

Costs and Funding

There are various costs incurred in compiling the budgets and supporting information to
determine the proposed rates increases included in the LTP and supporting documentation.
These costs are included in council budgets and funded accordingly.
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Policy Implications

Rates are one funding source available in the Revenue and Financing policy to fund the
expenditure in individual activities. The funding impact statement (rates) shows how the
mechanisms used to collect the rates and the impact to an individual ratepayer.
Analysis

Options Considered

The options considered are to endorse the rates increase for inclusion in the LTP, with
amendments as discussed or to request staff to undertake additional work in relation to the
proposed rate increases.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - endorse the proposed overall rates increase to be included in the draft Long Term
Plan and grant changes as proposed

Advantages Disadvantages

« Council are aware of the forecast rates « None identified.
increases and a high level understanding of
reasons for the changes before any work is
undertaken by the auditors and a draft
document is brought back to Council in
December for approval before it is given to
the auditors to

« Certainty provided to organisations for
future funding sources.

Option 2 - not endorse the draft rates increase and direct staff as to make changes Council
wants to make a consider before endorsing a draft rates increase

Advantages Disadvantages
« May result in further savings and a « Council will not be aware of the
reduction in rates information included in the activity

management plans that are provided for
audit review

« Changes may impact on levels of service
that are not reflected in the documents
provided to audit for review beginning
20 November.

Assessment of Significance

Council’s Long Term Plan is considered significant to the community and will be consulted on
during March/April 2018.

8.2 Proposed Rate Increase for 2018-28 Long Term Plan Page 198




Council
23 November 2017

Recommended Option

42 Option 1 endorse the proposed overall rates increase to be included in the draft Long Term Plan

and grant changes as proposed for inclusion in the consultation document and supporting
information for the 2018-28 LTP.

43

Next Steps

Staff to change budgets to include any external debt funding and repayments, insurance
premiums for infrastructure assets as discussed. The proposed rates increase to be reported to
Council in December with financial statement information.

Attachments

A

Draft proposed rates increases for Long Term Plan 2018-28

B Analysis of movement in general rate included in 201 28 Long Term Plan for Council 23
November 2017

C Grants and donations included in the 2018-28 Long Term Plan for Council 23 November
2017 8

D Southern REAP request for funding for 2018-28 Long Term Plan {

E Southland Regional Heritage Committee request for funding 2018-28 Long Term Plan LTP)
4

F 2018-28 Long Term Plan request for funding from Southland Indoor Leisure Centre

G Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Presentation for funding request in 2018-28 Long Term
Plan I
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Proposed Rate Increases for Detailed $ . <
etalle comparison
LTP 2018 - 2028 P ¥
v
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ] 10 E
AP 17718 Total [LTP I871I9 lotal [LIP 19720 lTotal |LTP 20721 Total |CIP Z17Z7 Total |LIP 22723 Total |[LIP 23724 Total |[LTP 24725 Total [LIP 25770 Total |LIP 26/ 27 Total |LIP 27728 lTotal -
Rate Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) [Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) [Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) rv]
District General 14,522,520 15,909,951 16,458,798 16,880,016 17,073,011 17,868,756 18,452,511 18,245,860 18,510,721 19,073,674 19,432,895 [1°]
Roading 13,851,105 13,732,491 13,956,714 14,406,504 14,664,902 15,287,131 15,531,887 16,749,770 17,353,001 18,306,707 19,068,867 .t:
Waste Management 1,824,862 1,852,086 1,897,229 1,842,969 1,850,377 1,796,936 1,843,397 1,862,909 1,895,824 1,933,004 1,965,928 <
Regional Heritage 477,576 556,603 568,831 596,872 610,234 623,943 638,009 652,440 667,246 682,438 698,024 (q]
Total District Rates 30,676,064 32,051,131 32,881,572 33,726,361 34,198,524 35,576,766 36,465,304 37,510,979 38,426,792 39,995,823 41,165,714 0
Rate Increase from Prior Period 3.10% 4.48% 2.59% 2.57% 1.40% 4.03% 2.50% 2.87% 2.44% 4.08% 2.93% E
District Sewerage 3,729,800 3,810,105 3,907,743 4,279,256 4,316,040 4,553,595 4,808,126 5,120,727 5,245,484 5,351,005 5,475,065 .8
District Water 3,144,563 3,219,683 3,272,878 3,373,581 3,470,043 3,568,473 3,572,960 3,777,030 3,858,053 3,841,120 3,911,134
Wheelie Bin Collection 2,535,780 2,624,775 2,677,473 2,746,673 2,809,932 2,882,329 2,964,399 3,034,044 3,004,281 3,166,494 3,310,234
Total Service Rates 9,410,143 9,654,563 9,858,004 10,399,510 10,596,015 11,004,397 11,345,485 11,931,801 12,197,818 12,358,619 12,696,433
Rate Increase from Prior Period 7.46% 2.60% 2.11% 5.49% 1.89% 3.85% 3.10% 5.17% 2.23% 1.32% 2.73%
Total Local Rates 4,678,546 4,408,042 4,631,004 4,610,797 4,700,525 4,775,766 4,820,154 4,957,601 5,075,260 5,127,233 5,223,974
Rate Increase from Prior Period 0.67% -5.78% 5.06% -0.44% 1.95% 1.60% 0.93% 2.85% 2.37% 1.02% 1.89%
Total Rates 44,764,752 46,113,736 47,370,670 48,736,668 49,495,064 51,356,929 52,631,443 54,400,381 55,699,870 57,481,675 59,086,121
Rate Increase from Prior Period 3.73% 3.01% 2.73% 2.88% 1.56% 3.76% 2.48% 3.36% 2.39% 3.20% 2.79%
BERL 2.00% 2.20% 2.20% 2.20% 2.30% 2.30% 2.40% 2.50% 2.60% 2.70%
Financial Benchmark 4.00% 4,20% 4,20% 4,20% 4.30% 4.30% 4.40% 4.50% 4.60% 4,70%
Proposed Rate Increases for o .
Detailed % comparison
LTP 2018 - 2028
1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 3 10
AP 17718 Total CTP I8/19 Total [LTP 19720 Total |[LTP 20721 Total [LTP ZI7ZZ Total |LIP 27723 Total [LTP 237724 Total |LTP 74775 Total |[LTP 257206 Total |[LTP 26727 Total [LTP 27728 Total
Rate Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) [Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST) |Rates (Excl GST)
District General 14,522,520 9.55% 3.45% 2.56% 1.14% 4.66% 3.27% -1.12% 1.45% 3.04% 1.88%
Roading 132,851,105 -0.86% 1.63% 3.22% 1.79% 4.24% 1.60% 7.84% 3.60% 5.50% 4.16%
Waste Management 1,824,862 1.49% 2.44% -2.86% 0.40% -2.89% 2.59% 1.06% 1.77% 1.96% 1.70%
Regional Heritage 477,576 16.55% 2.20% 4.93% 2.24% 2.25% 2.25% 2.26% 2.27% 2.28% 2.28%
Total District Rates 30,676,064 4.48% 2.59% 2.57% 1.40% 4.03% 2.50% 2.87% 2.844% 4.08% 2.93%
District Sewerage 3,729,800 2.15% 2.56% 9.51% 0.86% 5.50% 5.59% 6.50% 2.44% 2.01% 2.32%
District Water 3,144,563 2.39% 1.65% 3.08% 2.86% 2.84% 0.13% 5.71% 2.15% -0.44% 1.82%
Wheelie Bin Collection 2,535,780 3.51% 2.01% 2.58% 2.30% 2.58% 2.85% 2.35% 1.99% 2.33% 4.54%
Total Service Rates 9,410,143 2.60% 2.11% 5.49% 1.89% 3.85% 3.10% 5.17% 2.23% 1.32% 2.73%
Total Local Rates 4,678,546 -5.78% 5.06% -0.44% 1.95% 1.60% 0.93% 2.85% 2.37% 1.02% 1.89%
Total Rates 44,764,752 3.01% 2.73% 2.88% 1.56% 3.76% 2.48% 3.36% 2.39% 3.20% 2.79%
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Analysis of movement in district general rate
LTP 2018/19 LTP 2019/20 Comment E
c
Total district general rate to collect $ 15,909,951 | $ 16,458,798 ()]
dollar variance from previous year 1,387,431 548,847 E
percentage varance from previous year 9.35% 3.45% ﬁ
©
Significant Variations z
transfer of library costs from local funding 302,083 190,724 <
mcreased employment costs 298,051 - (ﬂ.
funding for economic and commumnity development 71,664 100,000 o0
redistribution of community engineer costs 127,661 - E
software license fees 68,672 - [ )]
open spaces strategy work 150,000 28,850 =
commuuuty futures work 120,000 50,000
costs for services assets group 63,006 32,860
additional funds requested of $77,743 phased
funding of Emergency Management Southland 38,872 21,872 |in over 2018/19; 2019,/20 and 2020/21
loan repayments for funding Around the Mountain Cycle trail 285,214 -
costs in relation in grants 57,438 - see table i attachment C
impact of depreciation funding 46,191 90,697
other combmed changes - 115,409 33,844
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Grants included in 2018-28 Long Term Plan

['Variance
Amount in 2017/18 [Amount included |between
Organisation Annual Plan in 2018,/19 2017 /18 Comment
Organisation with new funding
request for three vears funding, letter dated
Southern REAP - 9,600 9,600 {10 July 2017 included in attachments
Organisations with changes to funding
Inventory project on held, ne funding 1s
Southland Coastal Hentage 15,000 - | 15,000 |requested this vear
Loss & Gaief Centre 10,000 - |- 10,000 |one off grant sequest m 2017/18
Eavironment Enhancement Fund 10,000 - |- 10,000
no expected ongoing costs with entities
Southern Rural Fire Authonity 10,000 - |- 10,000 |merger with FENZ
T funding 41,237 40,711 |- 526
Toimata Fouadation 10,317 10,000 |- 517
Commumity Service Award 1,000 1,200 200
Debating Competition GO0 800 200
Safe Swim program 20,000 23,000 3,000
Santa Parade 800 5,000 4,200
Miscellanons Geants 1,483 9,400 7917
to allow more programmes to be run and
Holiday Programmes 20,000 30,000 10,000 |new ones developed
letter dated 28 Augnst 2017 included in
Southland Regional Hentage Committee 544,149 556,603 12,454 |attachment E
cngrently budget has request phased in over
Emesgency Management 256,972 295,843 38,871 |three years
Organisations with no changes to funding
Bursases 7,000 7,000 -
Citizens Advice Bugean 2200 2,200 -
Gore Counselling Service I'wi Funding 1,000 1,000 -
Life Education Trust 5,000 5,000 -
Cyeling Southland Incorporated 3,000 3,000 -
High Values Area 15,000 15,000 -
Hollvford Consesvation Trust 10,000 10,000 -
powespomt presentation to Commuuuty and
Southland Indoor Leisure Centre (Stadivm maintenance) 75,000 75,000 - Poliey Commuttee included i attachments
Sounthland Safer Commuanities 10,000 10,000 -
Waituna Pastnershup 25,000 25,000 -
Warm Homes Trust 33,000 33,000 -
Outward Bound 8,000 8,000 -
St Johns' Ambulance 1,400 1,400 -
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10 July 2017

Southland District Council
PO Box 903

15 Forth Street
Invercargill 9840

Dear Louise
Southland District Council ~ Application for Funding
Thank you for your response to our Funding Application for our NCEA 4 U programme.

As discussed, we would very much appreciate if this initiative could be applied for under the
long term plan process for an ongoing grant of $ 9600.00 per year for a three year period for
the Winton and Nightcaps NCEA 4 U Programme.

| have attached additional supporting documentation in the form of an article that is being
published in the next edition of the ACE Aotearoa Newsletter and also a copy of a
presentation we shared at our recent REAP conference.

The financials and application documentation submitted with the initial application still
stand.

This is a highly valued programme with a wide range of positive impacts on individuals,
families and community and we appreciate your support.

Please contact me if there is any further information you require to assist in your decision
making.

Yours faithfully

Janine Walker
Southern REAP
ACE Manager

Item 8.2 Attachment D
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Southland District Council 3
P.O. Box 903 Fs
INVERCARGILL 9840 ¥
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E -5

Community Initiatives Fund 5-04
RURAL EDUCATION AGTIVITIES PROGRAMME

Thank you for the opportunity to submit an application seeking support for our NCEA4U
Young Mums and Caregivers programme.

SOUTHERN REAP NCEA4U PROGRAMME - Parents and Caregivers

C. Project Details
2(a}) For what purpose does your organisation seek a Community Initiatives subsidy

Southern REAP identifies adult learners in Winton who have had unsuccessful results and
negative experiences in their past learning. They have not achieved NCEA Level 1, 2 or 3
and need support in completing these NCEA levels in order to make the next step towards
employment, or further learning and achievement both personally and academically.

Southern REAP is supported to provide these formal learning opportunities through Te Aho
o Te Kura Pounamu (The Correspondence School) under the supervision of a Southern REAP
qualified teacher who positively engages these learners. A critical factor in the engagement
and success of this learning includes the provision of quality childcare for the duration of the
classes, where children are supported in their learning and parents in their parenting.

Most of these learners have very limited funds available and would not otherwise be able to
access this programme without support.

3 How will your project benefit the organisation or community?

Expected Outcomes

Outcome 1

To provide an opportunity for parents and caregivers (over 18) to achieve NCEA Levels 1, 2
or 3, to open further learning or employment possibilities.

Outcome 2

Success leads to further success. Participants will gain confidence in their ability to learn
and set goals, career pathways for their future.

Outcome 3

Participants will gain the skills required to re-engage in the learning process. They gain
valuable skills to learn as part of a group and the discipline, time management and
motivation to study at home as an individual.

Outcome 4

Participants engage with others and find a place to contribute in their community.

Page 1 of 7
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Additional Programme Benefits:

It is important that rural communities have the opportunity to have learning take place in
their own community. This eliminates barriers around learning including isolation, travel
costs and motivation to travel for learning. It enables learners to have the support of their
community around them and to use community resources.

The benefits to this programme reach far wider than the 10 learners in class. The families of
these learners benefit hugely from the programme. By watching their parents study and
work on their homework, children learn that study can be an integral part of gaining
confidence and employment. Pre-schoolers in the childcare facility that runs alongside the
NCEA4U programme grow in confidence and independence, benefit from language
development, social skills acquisition and early identification of needs.

How do we address the need...
By providing guidance, support, tutoring, mentoring and childcare to ensure learners gain
NCEA Level 1, 2 and 3 credits.

Name of Programme: NCEA4U for Parents and Caregivers (over 18) — Childcare provided
e Central Southland: NCEA4U programme — WINTON
e N.B. We provide a parallel programme in Western Southland and Gore.

The centre for the programme is as follows:

e WINTON

2 x 2 hour sessions per week

A total of up to 160 supervised learning hours per student per centre per year

The students are required to continue their learning in their own time at home, which could
be up to 30 hours.

Correspondence School material is free for learners up to the age of 20. Most of the
learners are over this age and the cost incurred by Southern REAP is $110 per subject.

4 Start Date of Your Project: Funding sought for Start of Term 2 2017-1" May 2017
Finish Date of Your Project: Funding sought until End of Term 4 2017-12" Dec 2017

Additional Information

Programme Process...
An initial interview with learners identifies if they have acquired any NCEA credits, their

areas of interest and strengths, or any gaps which need to be plugged to enable participants
to proceed to further learning and/or employment opportunities.

From this interview subjects and levels are chosen for study with Southern REAP paying up
to 2 subjects per student, per year to Te Kura for each student over 20 years of age.

Page 2 of 7
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Weekly classes and regular tutor contact provides the opportunity for up to 10 learners to
gain NCEA credits.

Support is given to debug papers; overcome life’s hurdles and help students remain
engaged in learning when they would otherwise give up.

Tutors keep track of credits gained by each learner, learning stories and other information
and outcomes. This is fed forward to Southern REAP Management verbally on a regular
basis and as a written report twice annually.

Achievements include:
e NCEA level 1, 2 or 3 credits
e Employment
¢ Increased confidence
Community participation
s Social cohesion
e Mind-set changes
e Learners have been incentivised and given real hope for their futures

e Class numbers have increased since we began this programme in Winton in 2015.
Classes began with 2.5hrs contact time and increased to meet student demand. As
learner numbers grew we ran a third class session in 2016 to keep student tutor ratio at
an optimum to ensure effective learning.

Quick Stats about the Programme

Levels and Subjects studied in 2016:
NCEA
e Level 1 English, Maths, Business Studies, Digital Technology, Science, Accounting,

Horticulture, Technology, Digital Technology

» Level 2 English, Maths, Health & Physical Education, Digital Technology, Agriculture,
Biology

e Level 3 English, Accounting, Photography

tirreReeee
fifreeeee

A
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European g . ..
Learners t**'-llqz.i..
= L Bk 07aedisgunedso  Oneleamer has Huge pasitive
far this year by 17 already galned 26 Peedback within
differant learners. credits alone ithe group.

NCEA 4 U - NTRAS

Alarge number of the leamers plan on sitting extemial
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This Is a positive shift in confidence and understanding
that they can gain more credits by stting exams.
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Central Southland Programme — based at WINTON

(]
Individual Stories b
e As part of English Level 2 a number of students have completed or are currently working 5
on speeches. This has brought a measure of healing for major life issues including E
miscarriage, adoption and accidental fatal shooting of family member. It has also moved -
each student from not being able to speak in front of anyone else in a formal situation, to g
being able to speak for at least 4 minutes to an audience of at least 10 people. This is a vital . o]
life skill which the students now have. <

(o]
« Learner A - breast cancer and treatment last year. Course is building her confidence, 06
stimulating her brain and self-esteem as she gains horticulture and accounting skills in E
preparation for her vision to start a community garden. o

il

« Learner B — long-term breadwinner for her family currently working 60-70 hours per week.
Up skilling so that she can retrain in a higher paying job, so she can work fewer hours and
create quality time to spend with her family and care for her husband whose medical needs
may increase over time. Circumstances meant she was put out from school when she was a
young teenager. Actually she’s very bright academically and her Te Kura teacher has
recognised this and is encouraging her to aim high.

eLearner C - a young mum gaining practical support through the course as she networks
with other mothers and gaining self-esteem as she gets credits and feedback from tutors.

« Learner D- new to town, meeting other mothers, breaking the isolation. One subject is
building common ground and building relationship with her mother in law. Studying English
is an opportunity for this creative academically able student to express herself. She has
entered a national poetry competition through the course.

sLearner E —on track for gaining qualifications for her chosen career.

« Learner F — has had her world view expanded from white middle class Winton through the
power of literature. She now knows when something is her personal belief and is not so
judgemental about other people’s experiences. This is a very satisfying shift, building the
qualities and skills she will need for her future career. This learner has been accepted into
Teachers College beginning in 2017.

o Learners G and H both joined us at the start of Term 2 and are dyslexic, so we are in the
process of ensuring our support for them as students with dyslexia is appropriate to ensure
successful learning.

o Learner | — has taken time to settle into productive study as she didn’t have much self-
belief that she could cope academically. There is nothing like the taste of success and credits
to motivate these learners! ©

« Learner J - a quiet studious lady who is consistently collecting “Merit” passes and growing
in confidence as she interacts with other students in the group.

Page 4 of 7
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This year we have had 1 student who has been studying with us for the past 3 years begin a
Business Admin course at a local campus. She has continued on with us also as she wishes to
complete her Level 3 Accounting.

1 student applied for Bachelor of Early Childhood Teaching but was declined this time as she
needed to get some more level 3 credits. She did not let a NO stop her and is working on
her level 3 this year with much determination.

1 student has had her second child this year. He was a premature baby but she did not let
this stand in her way and continued on with her required reading whilst still in the hospital
with her wee man.

Student Stories

e Learner K read her first ever book in 2015. As a result of the programme Learner K was
assisted with a suitable subject choice and encouraged to give reading a go. Learner K
has read several books and is so excited at the prospect of this new world that has been
opened up to her. Her partner told us that he cannot sleep at night because Learner Kis
reading. Learner K has told us, “Being part of the programme has made a huge impact
on my life, the tutor brings out the best in everyone; you don’t find people like her. The
tutor backs me up and she thinks I’'m brainier than | am. The tutor is always there for

”

me-.

e Learner L who was a defensive, difficult, sombre, sceptical participant at first told the
tutor of her dream to be a nurse and is now one of the programme’s most successful
participants. After one year of being part of the programme Learner L has now applied
to Nurses College and is back this year to complete some biology credits before starting
her nursing training. Learner L's words are as follows; “The tutor goes the extra mile.
She rings us to encourage us in our work and encourages me to participate. She makes
me want to be the best that | can be”. Thank you Southern REAP.

Quotes from emails from Te Kura Correspondence School Staff to/from our Southern

REAP Tutor
e English Teacher Justin Paul: “These girls are bloomin’ amazing. Your work must be so

rewarding.”

« Shirley to Southern Region Relationship Coordinator Eileen Kerr: “I wish your teachers
could have heard the buzz in class last week. It's such a privilege to be part of the learning
and growth in the girls' lives!”

Eileen to Shirley: “I hope the Nightcaps group goes as well as the Winton and Gore groups. |
think the teachers here can almost hear the buzz when your students’ work arrives!”

« English Teacher Justin Paul to a student: “My colleague and | were very moved by your
speech and the courage it obviously took to deliver it. | suspect you will have grown as a
person throughout the writing and speaking process. Pretty much what education is all
about! Well done.”

Student response to Shirley, forwarded on to Justin. “Her text after reading your letter says
"Woo-hoo. Aw, that's so nice. I'm very proud."

Page 5 of 7
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He replied, “That's lovely. Your students are pretty inspirational.”

Childcare Benefits

« Children that may have never engaged in any Early Childhood facility become part of the
créche and therefore benefit from all that Early Childhood participation provides. Schools
benefit as the children of these caregivers learn to integrate into routines and systems prior

to starting school.

¢ We see the children of students grow in confidence, security and independence as they
thrive in the créche setting. The practical skills they develop as they cook and create each

session are lovely.

In Summary
We are highly committed to running such significant programmes in low to medium
populated rural areas where there is a real need and usually no other providers available or

prepared to do the work.

Unfortunately, the high cost of the NCEA4U programme (tutors, venues, créche staff) is an
all too familiar issue for Southern REAP and is the reason why such valuable programmes
often come to an end while the need still exists.

Once again thank you for the opportunity to apply to the Community Initiatives Fund. We
are seeking support funding for tutor and créche costs thus subsidise the cost for the

attendees.

Onwards and Upwards

Dawn and the TEAM at Southern REAP

Happy Parents: Happy Children: Happy Home: Happy Community

Page 6 of 7
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More Student Stories Hot Off The Press ...

Learner AA says “It’s made a huge difference for me. Last year | had a major illness. Since
I've been introduced to this course my positivity has improved. My brain is working again.”

Learner BB

“Last year | wasn’t that confident in my learning and | didn’t believe in myself to do it. This
year I've had so much success through Te Kura Correspondence School and now | know I can
help my kids now and when they are older too. I've got much further along than last year;
I've already got 22 credits in half a year, more than | got for the whole of last year.”

Learner CC
“It's given me the confidence that | can do it and | can see it will open up a future for me,
one where | won’t need to scrape plates for the rest of my life. *

Learner DD

Leaving school at a young age, this has given me an opportunity to get the things | didn’t get
in school. As a person new to town it has been a good way to meet people and build up
some social contacts.

Learner EE
It's taught me some efficient ways to get my work done.

Learner FF
It’s teaching me how to work my brain again. | haven’t studied in ten years. The children get

social time and get to interact with others.

Page 7 of 7

8.2 Attachment D

Page 212



23 November 2017
Council

CERTIFICATE OF INCORPORATION

SOUTHERN REAP INCORPORATED
527891

This is 10 certify that SOUTHLAND RURAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES PROGRAMME

INCORPORATED was incorporated under the Incorporated Societies Act 1908 on the 27th day of
November 199

and changed its name to SOUTHERN REAP INCORPORATED on the 11th day of August 2004,

220 e AR T o
Neville Harrig h"—. 4’\_, /{\/ﬁl t{"&
Registrar of Incorporated Societies X "'Z‘_EP-‘_-_—E‘; &

Ith day of August 2004

e
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CLASS # NCEA 4 U - Parents and Careglvers

CBA 4 U

dor e o NSF reqgjvers

zurod'deasrmmm

Do you have gaps in your NCEA
Qualification you would like to fill?

We offer options in Winton, Gore &
Nightcaps for parents and caregivers, to
study in a relaxed environment allowing
you to obtain Level 1, 2 or 3 NCEA credits.

Classes run during the school term,
childcare provided during the class
(Winton & Nightcaps).

Classes run during
the school terms

$20 each term

3 Salvation Army Lounge
\ 7 Dejoux Rd, WINTON

Southem REAP Gore
6 Fairfield St, GORE

St Patricks Primary School
11 Digger Street, NIGHTCAPS

For more information about NCEA 4 U please phone
Janine 03 236 6008 - WINTON & NIGHTCAPS ¥
Jonelle 03 208 0614 - GORE

9,
2 %
» c‘.
¥ %

Southern REAP Inc Sm

RURAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES PROGRAMME

facebook

8.2  Attachment D Page 214



Council

23 November 2017

CIONAL HERIT,

28 August 2017

To:

Contributing Local Authorities to Southland Regional Heritage Committee

Dear Sir/ Madam

Southland Regional Heritage Committee Strategic Priorities and Associated Funding
for 2018-2028 Long Term Plan processes

| am writing to you in my capacity as Chair of the Southland Regional Heritage Committee
(hereafter SRHC).

SRHC is in receipt of correspondence seeking further certainty regarding future strategic
priorities and associated requested funding requirements in relation to regional heritage for
2018-2028 LTP budgetary and consultation purposes.

SRHC discussed this at its meeting on Friday, 2 June 2017.

It was agreed that the two key strategic priorities with regard to regional heritage which SRHC
wishes to progress are;

1)

Continuation of current work-streams to develop a regionally consistent
Collection Management System and collection management protocols across all
museums and to seek to have all collection items catalogued within this system

A key benefit of this work is to ensure that catalogued items have been assessed and
recorded and can be made more readily available via digital media. At this stage it is
envisaged that this work can be progressed via a continuation of regional heritage rate
funding levels, as per the attached draft budget (Appendix Il), Southland Regional
Heritage - Long Term Plan & Regional Cataloguing Funding Proposal 2018 — 2028,
provided that all councils include the $4.35 towards cataloguing, consistent with ICC
and SDC's contribution level for the past 2 years, for the lifetime of the LTP (with
suitable inflationary adjustment).

Attached as Appendix | is a more detailed breakdown of how this project will be
progressed. It should be noted that this also involves a significant contribution from
current SRHC reserves and utilisation of existing resources as much as possible, so
as to mitigate additional funding impacts on ratepayers. As can be seen, external
funding will also be sought from funders such as ILT, MLT and CTOS to seek to ensure
this work progresses in a timely fashion.

Regular reporting back on progress will be provided to contributing funders.
Further work on developing a business case for a Regional Storage Facility/

Regional Knowledge Centre, which would be the hub for regional storage and
regional heritage knowledge within Murihiku/Southland
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An initial scoping study has been undertaken by Mr David Luoni and presented to the
SRHC on 2 June 2017. There was support from SRHC members for progressing this
concept further to the detailed business plan development stage.

The SRHC will require funds to make a compelling business case for a Regional
Heritage Storage Facility. It is generally intended that funding for the progression of
investigations into the Regional Storage concept will be sought from external funders,
rather than seeking a direct contribution towards this from the contributing councils at
this stage, as cataloguing is seen as the greatest priority.

An increase in the heritage rate of $1.00 (plus GST) is requested from the 2020/2021
rating year onwards. This will ensure the momentum of the cataloguing project; provide
funding to enable detailed design and major project funding options to be explored should the
business case determine a Regional Storage Facility is the way to go; and increase the

amount of grant funding available for distribution to support heritage projects within the region,
back to 2017 levels.

Obviously, progression of both of the above work-streams is not guaranteed and is subject to
the outcome of public consultation processes which will occur through the 2018-2028 LTP
processes.

However, hopefully by providing this budgetary and priority information in advance, SRHC can
avoid making annual requests for additional funding through submission processes in the
future.

| hope this is of assistance. SRHC is likely to make a more formal submission requesting this

support through individual LTP processes as these are notified.

Yours faithfully

Cr Paul Duffy
CHAIR

SOUTHLAND REGIONAL HERITAGE COMMITTEE
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APPENDIX |
Project Ark: Preserving Southland’s Heritage

The Southland Regional Heritage Committee’s (SRHC) purpose is to establish and implement a
collaborative strategy to preserve the regional heritage of Murihiku/Southland. It currently does this
by funding practical ‘hands on’ support to Southland’s small mainly volunteer run museums and
heritage groups via the Southland Roving Museums Officer (RMO). Our RMO, Jlohanna Massey,
supports heritage groups with collection management, displays and museum redevelopments. The
SRHC also allocates contestable grants to our region’s museums and heritage groups via the Southland
Heritage Fund.

The SRHC is extending its strategic direction to advance solutions to three major heritage issues.
Solution 1: Moving to online digital records

Digital records open up heritage to the world providing instant public access. Southland’s museums
haven't had the resources to keep up with this revolution. Only one small museum collection has been
fully digitised, the remainder are partially digitised or not at all. Some collections remain
uncatalogued. The SRHC is going to help heritage groups address this by leading a long term project
to:

¢ Digitally catalogue Southland’s public heritage collections so that each museum will have a
complete, up to date and searchable record of its holdings.

e  Photograph or scan each item, or group of items, to provide a visual record.

e  Where appropriate share collections online via searchable websites. A website called say
Museums of Southland will function as a regional heritage database with 24/7 public access
from anywhere in the world; a one stop shop for searching Southland’s heritage collections.

This work will be co-ordinated via a regional strategy using common software and protocols. A key
goal of the strategy will be to establish a regional Collection Policy to help guide what our museums
collect, keep and let go. The overarching principle will be the historical and cultural significance of
items to Southland and its communities.

Solution 2: Preserving collections by proper packing

A second major regional issue is that not all of our heritage collections are packed in a way that
protects and preserves them. The cataloguing project provides the oppartunity to do this work.

Solution 3: Addressing insufficient storage spaces

Right across the region Southland’s museums do not have enough space to safely store their
collections. This lack of space is putting collections at risk as are fluctuating climates in the majority of
museum store rooms. Heritage collections are best preserved in a clean, stable environment with
controlled temperature and humidity with limited exposure to light. The majority of our smaller
museums do not have control of the temperature and humidity in their store rooms.

The solution is to build more heritage storage space with climate control. This could be done at each
museum but a regional storage facility may be a more strategic and cost effective solution. Over the
next two years the SRHC is going to investigate the merit of a regional storage facility for Southland’s
public heritage collections. If there is a mandate for such a facility the SRHC will develop a business
case to advance it.

The above cataloguing and packing are prerequisites before collections can be sensibly organised in a
regional storage facility. This is why that work is being prioritised in this order. The cataloguing and
packing needs to occur anyway and will represent a major success in its own right.
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APPENDIX |
A Pilot Programme within a Longer Term Project

The digital cataloguing and packing strategy is a long term project. It will take 10+ years but it is
essential work if our heritage groups are to perform their core role of preserving and sharing
Southland’s heritage. Cataloguers will be engaged to carry out this work using co-ordinated systems
and best museum practices. Fair criteria will be used to determine the order in which the region’s
public heritage collections are catalogued.

The SRHC is going to fund a two year Pilot to start the cataloguing and packing project and prove its
value. During the Pilot, one team is going to continue to digitise the Southland Museum & Art Gallery's
large collection. A second three person team will work in a smaller museum to fully catalogue its
collection. This Pilot will be funded by the Southland Regional Heritage rate. No additional funds are
required to carry out the Pilot. But the Pilot will require a variation to the Southland Heritage Fund.
This contestable fund currently makes available $140,000 per year. This will be reduced to $50,000
per year and the balance will be applied to the cataloguing and packing project. This reallocation will
still provide significant assistance for heritage projects and also start to address the above issues in a
strategic and co-ordinated way.

Expected Outcomes

A co-ordinated regional approach to heritage collection management.

Museums will have a complete, backed up record of their collections.

Each item will be photographed or scanned to provide a visual record.

Museum collections will be marked/labelled so they can be readily identified.

Museum collections will be packed in a way that protects and preserves them.

Cataloguing will increase the longevity of collections by reducing the need to physically handle

collection items.

7. The cataloguing process is much more than museum housekeeping. Most importantly it will
capture and share the histories and stories that give items their cultural significance. This entry
from the Mataura Museum is a strong example of this:
https://ehive.com/collections/4033/objects/136052/footwear-ezywaukr-boots

8. Collections will be fully searchable by museum staff/volunteers making it far easier to carry
out the full range of museum activities. From planning exhibitions, answering public enquiries,
sharing stories on social media and other digital platforms, tracking and locating items through
to organising storage and carrying out inventories.

9. Publishing collections will make them fully available to and searchable by the public.

10. Publishing the collections to one website called say Museums of Southland will create a
searchable regional heritage database. The collections can also be shared on national
databases such as NZMuseums and DigitalNZ.

11. A regional Collection Policy will guide the items that Southland’s museums collect, keep and
let go (deaccession) in a co-ordinated best practice way.

12. During the cataloguing process items will be assessed for their historical and cultural
significance. Insignificant items can then be evaluated for deaccession in a way that honours
the obligations set out in Museum Aotearoa’s Code of Ethics.

13. The project will help future proof collections in some of Southland’s smaller volunteer
museums who are experiencing funding pressure and a diminishing volunteer base.

14. Museums will meet core collection management standards enabling them to better care for

A e

their collections within their own museum while also preparing collections for storage in a
regional storage facility should it eventuate.

15. The Pilot will also start to investigate the merits of a regional storage facility for Southland’s
public heritage collections and ascertain if there is a mandate for this
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Gary Tong P O Box 208
Mayor INVERCARGILL 9840

Southland District Council

email: gary.tong@southlanddc.govt.nz

GC: steve.ruru@southlanddc.govt.nz

Dear Gary

Thank you for the opportunity to present the Stadium’s operating and financial
position to your Council members yesterday.

We are in need of additional funding that will ensure the continued operation of
Stadium Southland as a quality venue which is well utilized by the people of
Southland for both sporting and community events. Our presentation yesterday
provided some details about both the operations and finances of the Stadium and
SILCCT.

We are asking our community funders to consider providing additional funding
towards:

1. Meeting additional annual operating costs of the Stadium.
2. Future large maintenance costs and asset replacements.
3. Funding to enable the repayment of our $1.5 million loan.

Specifically, we are asking the Southland District Council to consider increasing their
annual grant from $75,000 to $150,000.

If we can raise sufficient additional funding for these purposes we are confident that
we can continue to operate the Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Charitable Trust
and Stadium Southland Ltd ownership/operational structure that will ensure the
future success of the Stadium in our community.

Your Council’s provision of additional financial assistance, in any way that is suitable
and appropriate for your Council, will be very much appreciated. Thank you once
again for your consideration of our request for funding.

Kind regards

Neil Affleck
FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATOR
P:

(03) 211 3762
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Item 8.2 Attachment G

We are here today to:

1. Bring you up-to-date with

e the Stadium operations
e the Stadium finances

* the Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Charitable
Trust finances

2. Ask for some more Money!
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GOVERNANCE AND OPERATIONAL MODEL

Southland Indoor Leisure
Centre Charitable Trust
(SILCCT)

(7 Trustees)

Stadium
Southland Ltd
(SSL)

(5 Board
Members)

Owners of the building.
Responsibility for facility
development, and securing
operational support.

ILT Stadium Managers.
Responsibility for the
management and
operation of the building.
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* Responsible for the operational and financial

SILCCT

activities of the stadium.

* Secure funding from the community funders,

annually:

ICC $400,000
ILT $400,000
CTOS $80,000
SDC 575,000

$955,000
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SILCCT

* Pass on funding to the Stadium company (SSL) to
enable them to cover their operational needs

2016 $880,000
2017 $844,000
2018 (Budget) $950,000

* The balance of annual funding is held by SILCCT
for the payment of future large repairs and
maintenance costs and asset replacements.
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Southland Indoor Leisure Centre Charitable Trust

Trustee Members (as per Trust Deed)

Appointing Body

Invercargill City Council

Invercargill Licensing Trust

Southland Building Society

Southland District Council

Sport Southland

John McDowell
Greg Mulvey

Graham Lewis

Alan Dennis

Richard Hutton

Steve Ruru

Dave Burnett

Independents — appointed

8.2

Attachment G

Page 228



Council 23 November 2017

Stadium Southland Ltd

Responsible for the management and operation of the stadium.

Strategic direction (with guidance from SILCCT)

Item 8.2 Attachment G

Business Planning

Setting prices / rentals / hires

Employing management and staff

Maintain the property

Run “the business”

» Sporting
» Events
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O
wd
c
£
< Stadium Southland Ltd
£
< Company Directors
~N
L
§ Bruce Middleton - Company Manager

Karen Poff

Richard Smith

Gary Muir

Kathryn Ball

(Chairman)
- Lawyer
- Quantity Surveyor
- Marketing

- Accountant

8.2

Attachment G

Page 230



Council

23 November 2017

Stadium Southland Ltd

Operating losses — before Community Funding

2016 Actual S880,000
2017 Actual S844,000
2018 Budget  $950,000

1. Before larger repairs and maintenance costs
2. Before asset replacements
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Crowe Horwath Report

“ILT Stadium Southland Review”
- Commissioned for use by the SSL Board

Quote:

“The Stadium is a magnificent facility that provides a benefit, not
only to Invercargill, but the entire Southland region. Overall, the
venue is considered a significant community asset that would be
the envy of many communities throughout New Zealand”

* Various recommendations were made for the SSL Board to
consider:

" [ncome opportunities
= Staff roster changes

= Communicate the strategic direction
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STADIUM SOUTHLAND LTD E
c
Cash Operating Results: ACTUAL RESULTS g
S
(excludes non-cash items and grants for -
assets) 2016 2017 E
N
Total Income from operations 1,524,000 1,728,000 ‘Z
3
Total Operating Expenses (2,449,000) (2,569,000) -
Operating Loss (925,000) (841,000)
Community Funding ( from SILCCT) 880,000 844,000
Net Cash Surplus (loss) (45,000) 3,000
EQUITY - Brought Forward 48,000 3,000

CLOSING EQUITY

3,000 6,000
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STADIUM SOUTHLAND LTD

Cash Operating Results: ACTUAL RESULTS BUDGET
(excludes non-cash items and grants

for assets) 2016 2017 2018
Total Income from operations 1,524,000 1,728,000 1,479,000
Total Operating Expenses (2,449,000) (2,569,000) (2,382,000)
Operating Loss (925,000) (841,000) (903,000)
Community Funding ( from SILCCT) 880,000 844,000 950,000
Net Cash Surplus (loss) (45,000) 3,000 47,000
EQUITY - Brought Forward 48,000 3,000 6,000
CLOSING EQUITY 3,000 6,000 53,000
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SILCCT

Trustees are responsible for;

a) the Stadium building; and
b) the operation of the Stadium
(delegated to SSL Board)

Trustees manage 3 activities:

1.
2.

Obtain community funding

Pay for Stadium operational costs and building
ownership costs

Pay for large Repairs and Maintenance costs and
Asset Replacements
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SILCCT Annual Cash Flow - Operations:

L)
z:; (excluding Depreciation) Actual
= 2017
S Part 1.
g Contributions from Funding Partners 955,000
<
~ Less funding provided to Stadium Southland Ltd for Operations (844,000)
2 Net Funding Contribution 111,000
(7] Part 2.
:
Operating Income 224,500
(includes rent from SSL, SIT and SBS Sports House)
Operating Expenses (33,000)
Insurance (125,000)
Interest on ICHL Loan (138,000)
Operating Surplus (loss) (71,500)
Part 3.
Funding to the Stadium for large R&M and Asset replacements (9,000)
ICHL - Loan Repayment 0
Funding Costs (9,000)
Overall Operating Gain 30,500
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SILCCT Annual Cash Flow - Operations:

BUDGET
2018

955,000
(950,000)

5,000

230,000

(57,099)
(138,315)
(72,057)

(37,471)

(115,208)
0

(115,208)

(excluding Depreciation) Actual
2017
Part 1.
Contributions from Funding Partners 955,000
Less futldlng provided to Stadium Southland Ltd for (844,000)
Operations
Net Funding Contribution 111,000
Part 2.
Operating Income 224,500
(includes rent from SSL, SIT and SBS Sports House)
Operating Expenses (33,000)
Insurance (125,000)
Interest on ICHL Loan (138,000)
Operating Surplus (loss) (71,500)
Part 3.
Funding to the Stadium for large R&M and Asset
(9,000)
replacements
ICHL - Loan Repayment 0
Funding Costs (9,000)
Overall Operating Gains (Losses) 30,500

(147,679)
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SILCCT

Cash held 31 March 2017
Plus loan ICHL

2017/2018 Budgeted cash loss

Budgeted cash held 31 March 2018
Plus loan ICHL

2018/2019 Budgeted cash loss

Budgeted cash held 31 March 2019
Plus loan ICHL

(The ICHL loan is repayable by 30 June 2018)

Bank Balance Loan
528,000
(1,500,000)
-147,000
381,000
(1,500,000)
-199,000
182,000
(1,500,000)
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O

id

Future Stadium Expenditure (Maintenance Plan) 5

£

<

Large budgeted items are: o

s

<

Annual provision for Plant/Heating maintenance and replacements 58,000 ~

0

Annual provision for exterior building maintenance 53,000 g

d

Resurface stadium Community courts 205,000 -
Paint exterior of the Velodrome 35,000
Refurbish Cycle Track 240,000
Replace Velodrome Concourse Carpet 100,000
Recoat Velodrome Community Courts 90,000
Replace Velodrome Court Lights 150,000
Budgeted Annual Expenditure (over next 10 years) 480,000
per annum
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What are we looking for?

(@) Anincrease in the annual level of funding to cover:

Now Proposed Increase
ICC 400,000 700,000 +300,000
ILT 400,000 550,000 +150,000
CTOS 80,000 ? ?
SDC 75,000 ? ?
955,000

(b) Funding for $1,500,000 in order to repay the ICHL loan
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2000 - Stadium Funding - $11,729,000

Others, 100,000

Lotteries, 1,005,000

SBS Bank, 697,000

SDC, 125,000
CTOS, 4,000,000

Item 8.2 Attachment G

ICC, 787,000

ILT, 5,015,000

82 Attachment G Page 241



Council

23 November 2017

O
i -
- 2006 - Velodrome Funding - $9,795,000
(]
.5 Others, 815,000
(] CTOS, 1,600,000
b
b
<
(] Government, 1,000,000
o0
(]
et sDC, 80,000
CTOS - Loan, 800,000
ILT, 5,500,000
8.2  Attachment G Page 242



Council

23 November 2017

2011 - Rebuild Funding - $20,400,000

Others, 338,000  SILCCT - own funds, 1,387,000
CTOS, 3,000,000

Naming Rights, 1,425,000

Loan - ICHL, 1,500,000

Government, 2,000,000

Lotteries, 750,000 ICC, 2,000,000

L Crimp, 2,000,000

SDC, 400,000

ILT, 5,600,000
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SOUTHLAND
Council DISTRICT COUNCIL

23 November 2017

A

Audit NZ Engagement Letter for the 2018-2028 Long

Term Plan
Record No: R/17/11/27683
Author: Nicole Taylor, Project Co-ordinator Corporate Planning

Approved by: Rex Capil, Group Manager Community and Futures

Decision O Recommendation O Information

Purpose

To seek formal approval for the signing of the audit arrangements letter for the 2018-2028 Long
Term Plan.

This documents are required to be approved by Council.

Executive Summary

Audit New Zealand requires Council to approve the terms of engagement for them to conduct
the audit on behalf of the Auditor-General of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan.

Audit New Zealand is the representative of the Auditor-General, who is the auditor of all “public
entities”, including Southland District Council under section 14 of the Public Audit Act 2001.

Once Council has confirmed its acceptance of the terms, it will then be signed by the Mayor and
returned to Audit New Zealand.

Attached is a copy of the audit engagement letter.
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Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

b)

)

d)

e)

Receives the report titled “Audit NZ Engagement Letter for the 2018-2028 Long Term
Plan” dated 17 November 2017.

Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

Accepts the terms, conditions, arrangements and fees as set out in the 2018-2028
Long Term audit engagement letter attached.

Authorises the Mayor to sign the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan audit engagement letter
with any minor amendments that are made subsequent to this meeting.
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Background

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan audit
engagement letter received from Audit NZ.

The Auditor General has appointed Audit NZ to carry out the audit of the Southland District
Council for the Long Term Plan.

The audit engagement letter outlines:

. the terms of the audit engagement and the nature, and responsibilities of the governing
body

. the audit scope and objectives

. the approach taken to complete the audit

. the areas of audit emphasis

. the audit logistics and

. the professional fees.

Council staff have asked audit staff to make minor corrections to the timetable disclosed in the
attached letter to reflect previous discussions on the expected delivery dates of the self-
assessment and strategies. These changes have been unable to be made in time for this report to
be completed, however the nature of the changes are considered to be minor.

Estimated audit houts

Audit NZ estimate the following hours will be required to carry out the audit (compared to that
budgeted for the 2015-2025 Long Term Plan):

Audit team members 2015 budget 2018 budget
Appointed Auditor 48 50

Audit Manager 100 105

Other Staff 160 168

Sector specialist support 16 17

Staff not yet CA qualified 250 270

Total audit hours 564 610

The audit of the 2018-2018 Long Term Plan is proposed to be carried out in the following stages:

November 2017 Interim audit visit to:
. Understand the control environment
. Review and test systems
. Review the systems and process supporting the new
mandatory Department of Internal Affairs performance
measures.

Returning the self-assessment

January 2018 Second audit visit, with the consultation document ready for
review
February 2018 Audit opinion on the consultation document

Draft management report on consultation document
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March 2018 Final Management letter received on the consultation document
Proposed LTP for adoption available
June 2018 Audit opinion on adopted LTP given

Appendix 3 of the engagement letter sets out in detailed documentation requirements for each of
the steps above along with the expected delivery date.

Issues and discussion
Council staff have no issues with the content of the audit engagement letter attached.

Section 2 of the letter outlines the scope of the audit and describes that in reaching an opinion on
the consultation document and the Long Term Plan, the focus will be in two parts. The first will
be assessing that both documents meets their statutory purpose and the second will be to obtain
evidence about the quality of the information and assumptions underlying the information
contained in both documents.

In discussing their approach to the audit of the consultation document, the auditors will be
looking to understand how the Council has considered the matters on which it will consult in
having regard to its significance and engagement policy.

The auditors particular areas of audit emphasis will be

. The financial strategy and infrastructure strategy, ensuring alignment, understand the
impact of the infrastructure strategy on the prudence of the financial strategy and the
reasonableness of the prepared forecasts.

. Assumptions, recognising that the quality of the financial forecasts is significantly affected
by the assumptions on which they are based.

. Quality of asset related forecasting information, given that roading and water activities
make up 20% of operational and 89% of capital expenditure, the auditors are looking to
see that Council has a comprehensive understanding of these assets.

The purpose of an audit is to provide an objective independent examination of the financial
statements, which increases the value and credibility of the financial statements produced by
management and the public, thus increasing user confidence in the financial statements. As such,
it is in Council’s interest for Audit NZ to define the audit programme of work.

Factors to Consider
Legal and Statutory Requirements
Section 93 requires that a local authority, at all times, must have a long term plan.
Section 93C(4), states that:
The consultation document must contain a report from the anditor general on
(a) Whether the consultation document effect to the purpose set out in section 93B and

(b) The quality of the information and assumptions underlying the information provided in the
consultation document.

83 Audit NZ Engagement Letter for the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan Page 248



20

21

22

23

24

25

Council
23 November 2017

Section 93C(5) states that:

The report under subsection (4) must not comment on the merits of any policy content of the consultation
document.

Section 93G states that:

Before adopting a consultation document under section 93A, the local anthority must prepare and adopt
the information that,

(a) Is relied on by the content of the consultation document adopted under Section 934 and

(b) Is necessary to enable the Auditor-General to give the reports required by sections 93C(4) and
93D ) and

(¢) Provides the bass for the preparation or amendment of the long term plan

Section 94 states that:
(1) The long term plan must contain a report from the Auditor-General on
(a) Whether the plan gives effect to the purpose set out in section 93(6) and

(b) The quality of the information and assumptions underlying the forecast information provided in
the plan.

(2) In the case of an amended long term plan the report under section (1) must contain a report by the
Auditor-General confirming or amending the report made when the long term plan was adopted.

(3) A report under subsection (1) must not comment on the merits of any policy content of the plan.

Community Views

The appointment of an auditor is a statutory requirement and does not require the community
consultation.

Costs and Funding

The cost associated with the audit of 2018-2028 Long Term Plan is proposed at $85,000 plus
GST and disbursements. The 2015-2025 Long Term Plan was $80,000 plus GST and
disbursements. The increase is equivalent to a 2% annual increase, not taking into account the
change in overall hours and relevant resourcing.

Policy Implications

There are no policy implications.
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Analysis

Options Considered

Option 1 - Accept and sign the audit letter, with any minor changes to be made

Advantages Disadvantages

. Allows the Long Term Plan process to |« None, unless Council requires clarification
continue as proposed. and this is not sought before signing.

. Confirms the auditing process,

responsibilities and key areas of emphasis.

Option 2 - Request clarification or inclusion or amendment of any issue in the audit
letter before accepting them

Advantages Disadvantages

« Council is able to seek the clarification it | « Could delay the audit process if Council
requires or discuss the inclusion or and Audit New Zealand cannot agree to
amendment of any issue it would like appropriate arrangements.

incorporated into the audit.

Assessment of Significance

The decision being made in this report is whether Council should agree to the audit engagement
proposal as presented by Audit NZ. Given the administrative nature of this matter it is not
considered significant in terms of Council’s Significance Policy.

Recommended Option

Option 1 - Accept and sign the audit engagement letter, with any minor changes to be made.

Next Steps
If accepted, staff will arrange for the Mayor to sign.

Council staff will continue to compile the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan, recognising the terms of
the engagement letter.

Attachments
A Audit Engagement Letter for 2018-28 Long Term Plan
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(9}
Gary Tong S
Southland District Council E
PO Box 903
Invercargill 9840 "!
o0
Dear Gary E
(]
Audit Engagement Letter: Audit of the consultation document and Long-Term e d

Plan for the period commencing 1 July 2018

This audit engagement letter is sent to you on behalf of the Auditor-General who is the
auditor of all “public entities”, including Southleand District Council (the District Council), under
section 14 of the Public Audit Act 2001. The Auditor-General has appointed me, lan Lothian,
using the staff and resources of Audit New Zealand, under section 32 and 33 of the Public
Audit Act 2001, to carry out the audit of the District Council’s consultation document and
Long-Term Plan (LTP).

This letter outlines:

. the terms of the audit engagement and the respective responsibilities of the
governing body (the District Council) and me as the appointed auditor;

. the audit scope and objectives;

. the approach taken to complete the audit;

. the areas of audit emphasis;

. the audit logistics; and

. the professional fees.

1 Specific responsibilities of the District Council for preparing the

consultation document and the Long-Term Plan

Our audit will be carried out on the basis that the District Council acknowledges that
it has responsibility for preparing its consultation document and LTP, by applying its
own assumptions, in accordance with the Local Government Act 2002 (the Act) (in
particular, the requirements of Part 6 and Schedule 10), and in accordance with
generally accepted accounting practice in New Zealand. We assume that elected
members are familiar with those responsibilities and, where necessary, have obtained
advice about them.
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For clarity we note the following statutory responsibilities as set out in the Act:

. Section 93 of the Act requires District Council to have an LTP at all times,
and Part 1 of Schedule 10 governs the content of the LTP.

. Section 111 aligns the financial information with generally accepted
accounting practice,

. Section 83 (with reference to section 93A) sets out the special consultative
procedures that the District Council is required to follow to adopt the
consultation document and LTP.

. Section 93C(4) requires an auditor's report on the consultation document and
section 94 requires a separate auditor’s report on the LTP.

Please note that the audit does not relieve the District Council of any of its
responsibilities.

Other general terms are set out in the relevant sections of this letter and Appendix 1.
Our audit scope
The Act requires us to provide two separate reports s follows:

. On the consultation document, a report on:

o whether the consultation document gives effect to the purpose
specified in section 93B; and

the guality of the information and assumptions underlying the
information in the consultation document.

. On the LTP, o report on:
whether the LTP gives effect to the purpose in section 23(6); and

o the quality of the information and assumptions underlying the
forecast information provided in the LTP.

We expect our work to assess the quality of underlying information and assumptions
to be a single, continuous process during the entire consultation document and LTP
preparation period.

Our focus for the first limb of each opinion will be to assess whether each document
meets its statutory purpose. Given the different purposes of each document, we will
assess the answers to different questions for each opinion.

Our focus for the second limb of each opinion will be to obtdin evidence about the
quality of the information and assumptions underlying the information contained in
the consultation document and LTP respectively. How we obtain this information
depends on our judgement, including our assessment of the risks of material
misstatement of the information and assumptions underlying the information contained
in the consultation document and LTP, whether because of fraud or error.

SouthlandDC 2018 LTF Audie Ergagemens Leiler 2
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3.1

3.2

Our audit opinions do not:

. provide a guarantee of absolute accuracy of the information in the relevant
document;

. provide a guarantee that the District Council has complied with all relevant
legal obligations;

. express an opinion on the merits of any policy content; or

. include an opinion on whether the forecasts will be achieved.
Ovur approdch to this audit

The content of the consultation document

The Act emphasises the discretion of the District Council to decide what is appropriate
to include in the consultation decument and the associated consultation process. In
deciding what to include in the consultation document, the District Council must have
regard to its significance and engagement policy, and the importance of other
matters to the district and its communities.

We will need to understand how the District Council has approached the task of
applying its significance and engagement policy, and how it has considered the
importance of other matters in deciding what to include in the consultation document.
This will help inform our assessment of whether the consultation doecument achieves its
statutory purpose.

Adopting and auditing the underlying information

Before adopting the consultation document, section 93G of the Act requires the
District Council to prepare and adopt the information that:

. is relied on by the content of the consultation document,

. is necessary to enable the Auditor-General to issue an audit report under
section 93C(4), and

. provides the basis for the preparation of the LTP.

The information to be prepared and adopted needs to be enough to enable the
District Council to prepare the consultation document,

We consider that local authorities will need to have thought comprehensively about
how best to meet the requirements of the Act. Consistent with the guidance of the
Society of Local Government Mancagers’ (SOLGM), our view is that core building
blocks of an LTP will be needed to support an effective consultation document. This
will include, but not be limited to, draft financial and infrastructure strategies and the
information that underlies them, including asset management information, assumptions,
defined levels of service, funding and financial policies, and a complete set of
financial forecasts.

SouthlondBS 2018 LTF audit Ergagement Letter 3
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3.3

3.4

We will work with management to understand the information proposed to be
adopted and assess whether it will enable us to issue an audit report under section
93C(4).

In addition, the time frames to consider and adopt the LTP after the consultation
process will be tight. From a practical perspective, it will be important that the District
Council is well advanced with the preparation of the full LTP when it issues the
consultation document. Otherwise you may find it difficult to complete the work and
adopt the full LTP before the statutory deadline. The same is true for the audit work.
The more audit work that is able to be completed at the first stage of the process, the
less pressure there will be on you and the audit team at the end of the process.

Control environment

The District Council is responsible for establishing and maintaining accounting and
internal control systems (appropriate to the size of the District Council), supported by
written policies and procedures, designed to prepare the consultation document and
LTP, and to provide reasonable quality information and assumptions underlying the
information contdined in these documents.

Our approach to the audit will be to identify, confirm and assess the District Council’s
key processes and controls over the underlying information and the production of
both the consultation document and the LTP. The purpose of this assessment is to
enable us to plan the most effective and efficient approach to the audit work needed
to provide our two audit opinions. Cur assessment is not for the purpose of
expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the District Council’s internal controls.

We will carry out a review of the control environment to help us understand the
approach taken to develop the consultation document and LTP, develop expectations
of what should be included in the consultation document and LTP, and identify areas
of potential audit risk. This will involve discussions with elected representatives and
selected staff throughout the District Council, review of publicly available information
about the District Council, updating our knowledge of the District Council issues
developed during recent years, and a review of District Council minutes since the last
audit review.

Our review of your self-assessment response (see below), and key controls relating to
the underlying information and development of the LTP is useful to our initial
assessment of audit risk and so the nature and extent of our overall audit work.

Project management, reporting deadlines, and audit progress

The development of the consultation decument and LTP is a significant and complex
project and a comprehensive project plan is required for a successful LTP process. It is
also essential that there is commitment throughout the organisation for the project,
starting with the elected representatives. The involvement of senior management and
elected representatives is important in deciding what to include in the consultation
document,

The LTP has complex and inter-related information needs and draws together plans,
policies, decisions and information from throughout the District Council and its
community. We recognise that the District Council will be doing its LTP preparation
over an extended period. A more efficient and cost effective audit can be achieved
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when audit work and feedback is provided in “real time” or on an “auditing as you
go” basis as the underlying information is developed. <
Consequently, we will discuss with you and your staff the District Council’'s approach 'E
to prepdring and completing the LTP. We expect that the District Council is ()
approaching its prepardtion on a project basis and recognise that ideally our audit E
work should “shadow” that project timetable, The success of this “auditing as you go” =
approach will depend on the District Council's project management of the overall LTP g
process which should include time for audit work at appropriate points in the process. -
We have agreed key milestones in section é and a detailed schedule of deliverables E
in Appendix 3 ™M
L4

3.5 Self-assessment 2
To assist our audit planning we intend to use a self-assessment process to assist with 3
our risk assessment process. The self-assessment requires you to reflect on your most —
significant issues and risks, governance of the LTP project, and the systems and
processes you have in place (particularly to meet the purposes in the Act for the
consultation document and the LTP), asset management, performance management
and reporting, and financial management.
We will shortly be forwarding the self-assessment to you under a separate cover.
We ask for your co-operation in completing this assessment for return to us by 31
October 2017.
The self-assessment is similar to those used with our audit of previous LTPs. The
information provided through the self-assessment will be confirmed with you through
discussion after its completion.

4 Ovur patrticular areas of audit emphasis

4.1 Financial strategy and infrastructure strategy

The Act requires a local autherity to prepare two key strategies as part of the LTP:
the financial strategy and the infrastructure strategy. The purpose of the financial
strategy is to:

. facilitate prudent financial management by the local authority by providing
a guide for the local authority to consider proposals for funding and
expenditure against; and

. provide a context for consultation on the local authority’s proposals for
funding and expenditure by making transparent the overall effects of those
proposdls on the local authority’s services, rates, debt, and investments

The purpose of the infrastructure strategy is to:

. identify significant infrastructure issues for the local authority during the
period covered by the strategy; and

. identify the principal options for managing those issues and the implications
of those options,

SouthlondBS 2018 LTF audit Ergagement Letter 2
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4.2

The Act expects close alignment between the two strategies and section 101B(5)
allows for them to be combined into a single document.

Although the Act clearly sets the minimum requirements for these strategies, it does
not define the only things that can be in a strategy. A good strategy should include
what is needed to be a good quality strategic planning document. In the case of the
infrastructure strategy the principles of ISO55000 should be considered, particularly
where the District Council is seeking to prepare a best practice strategy.

Our focus when reviewing both strategies is to assess whether the District Council has
met the purpose outlined in the Act and presented the strategies in o coherent and
edsily readable manner. Specifically, we will:

. confirm that the two strategies are appropriately aligned; and

. understand the impact of the financial forecasts included in the infrastructure
strategy on the prudence of the financial strategy; and

. assess the reasonableness of the prepared forecasts by:

o understanding how the District Council has applied the effect of its
assumptions (for example, allowing for changing demographics)
and levels of service on expenditure decisions, and outlined the
implications of these decisions in the strategies;

reviewing the District Council’s relationship between its renewal
capital expenditure and depreciation expenditure forecasts; and

checking that the infrastructure strategy is appropriately inflated.

The District Council’s financial modelling is a significant component of the underlying
information that supports both the financial strategy and infrastructure strategy. We
will place particular emphasis on the integrity and effectiveness of the financial
modelling of all local authorities.

An additional role played by these strategies is to facilitate accountability to the
community. It is critical that these strategies are presented in such a way that they are
engaging and informative, and support the presentation of issues, options and
implications presented in the consultation document.

Assumptions

The quality of the District Council’s financial forecasts is significantly affected by
whether the assumptions on which they are based are defined and reasonable, The
Act recognises this by requiring all local authorities to clearly outline all significant
forecasting assumptions and risks underlying the financial estimates in the LTP
(Schedule 10, clause 17). PBE FRS 42 Prospective Financial Statements also requires
the disclosure of significant assumptions.
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Category

Assumptions

Planning

Catastrophes

Changes in the Southland Economy

Climate Change

Delivery of Service

Government - Legislation

Local Authority Boundaries

Population - Employment Opportunities

Population — Growth

Population - Household Compaosition and Size

Resource Consents

Item 8.3 Attachment A

Useful Lives of Assets and Depreciation Rates

Financial

Cost Change Factors

Existing Funding Renewal

Expected Interest Rates on Borrowing

Forecast on Return on Investments

Cther Income

Sources of Funds for Future Replacement of Significant Assets

Fixed Assets Valuations

Government - Subsidies

MNon-financial

Life Cycle of significant assets

Sources of funds for future replacement of significant assets

Projected growth change factors

Approach to potential climate change impacts

Approach to potential societal changes, particularly the impact of the
ageing population within the period of the 30 year Infrastructure Strategy

Future price changes (inflation)

NZTA subsidy rates

Revaluation of non-current assets

Forecast return on investments

Expected interest rates on borrowing

Changes to District Council’s business dictated by as yet
unknown /unconfirmed legislation or central government policy change.

Depreciation rates on planned asset acquisitions

Resource Consents

Currency movements and related asset values

SeulhlandDC 2018 LTF dudir Evgagement Lefier
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4.3

Renewability or otherwise of external funding

Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS)

That planned costs include/exclude any financial implications of natural

disasters

We will review the District Council’s list of significant forecasting assumptions and
confirm that they are materially complete. We will also test the application of
selected assumptions in the financial forecasts to check they have been reasonably
applied. Finally, we will confirm that:

. all significant forecasting assumptions disclose the level of uncertainty
associated with the assumption; and

. for all significant forecasting assumptions that involve a high level of
uncertainty, the uncertainty and an estimate of the potential effects of the

uncertainty on the financial forecasts are appropriately disclosed in the LTP.

We consider that the significant forecasting assumptions are crucial to the underlying
information for the consultation document and will complete our review during our
audit of the consultation document.

Quality of asset-related forecasting information

A significant portion of the District Council's operations relates to the management of
its infrastructure: the roading network cand the “three-waters” of water supply,
sewerage, and stormwater drainage. These activities typically make up about 20%
of operational expenditure and 89% of capital expenditure.

To prepare reasonable quality asset information, the District Council needs to have a
comprehensive understanding of its critical assets and the cost of adequately
maintaining and renewing them. An important consideration is how well the District
Council understands the condition of its assets and how the assets are performing.

In reviewing the reasonableness of the District Council’s asset-related forecasting
information, we will:

. assess the District Council's asset management planning systems and
processes;

. understand what changes the District Council proposes to its forecast levels
of service;

. understand the District Council’s assessment of the reliability of the
asset-related infermation;

. consider how accurate recently prepared budgets have been; and

. assess how matters such as affordability have been incorporated into the
asset-related forecasts prepared.

SouthlandDC 2018 LTF Audie Ergagemens Leiler 8
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Depending on what we identify in completing the above, we may have to complete
further detailed testing on the District Council’s asset-related information.

5 Other matters

5.1 Ovr independence

It is essential that the audit team and Audit New Zealand remain both economically
and attitudinally independent of the District Council (including being independent of
management personnel and the District Council). This involves being, and appearing
to be, free of any interest that might be regarded, whatever its actual effect, as
being incompatible with integrity, objectivity and independence.

5.2 Publication of the consultation document and adopted LTP on the District
Council’s website

The District Council is responsible for the electronic presentation of the consultation
document and LTP on its website. This includes ensuring that there are enough security
and controls over information on the website to maintain the integrity of the
presented data. Please ensure that your project plan allows time for us to examine
the final electronic file version of the respective documents, including our audit report,
before their inclusion on the website.

We need to do this to ensure consistency with the paper-based documents that have
been subject to audit.

6 Audit logistics
6.1 Audit timing

The key dates in the audit timetable are as follows:

Self-assessment provided to the District Council 4 October 2017
Self-assessment returned to audit team for consideration! 31 October 2017
First interim visit (initial assessment) 20 November 2017
Second interim visit (see project plan for key dates and 22 January 2018

number of visits)

Proposed consultation document available 22 Janvary 2018
Audit opinion on consultation document required 19 February 2018
Draft management report on consultation document 19 February 2018
engagement

Finalised management report on consultation document 5 March 2018

engagement

Proposed LTP for adoption available TBC

Audit opinion on adopted LTP required 30 June 2018

! Include as appropriate depending on how you plan to use the self-assessment.
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Draft management report on LTP engagement 30 June 2018

Finalised management report on LTP engagement 30 June 2018

Should we encounter any significant problems or delays during the audit, we will
inform you immediately.

We have an electronic audit management system. This means that our auditors will
complete most their work on their laptops.

Therefore, we would appreciate it if the following could be made available during
our audit:

. A suitable workspace for computer use (in keeping with the health and
safety requirements discussed in Appendix 1).

. Electronic copies of key documents.

As noted in section 3.4, our audit work needs to be done as you develop your
underlying information and prepare your consultation document and LTP, to ensure
the timely completion of our audit.

To ensure that we meet agreed deadlines, it is essential that the dates agreed are
adhered to.

7 Professional fees

Our audit fee, covering both the consultation document and the LTP for the period

commencing 1 July 2018, is $85,000 (excluding GST and disbursements) as outlined

in Appendix 2

The proposed fee is based on the following assumptions:

. Information required to conduct the audit is complete and provided in
accordance with the agreed timelines, including the draft consultation
document and the full draft financial strategy and draft infrastructure
strategy that supports it

. There will be an appropriate level of assistance from your staff.

. All documentation (consultation document, LTP and all other underlying
documentation) provided will be subject to appropriate levels of quality
review before submission for audit.

. The consultation document and LTP will include all relevant disclosures.

. We will review, at most, two drafts of each of the consultation document and
LTP during our audit.

. We will also review one printer’s proof copy of the consultation document
and LTP and one copy of the electronic version of the consultation document
and LTP (for publication on your website).

SauthlandDC 2018 LTF Audit Engagemens Lether ] D
8.3  Attachment A Page 260



Council 23 November 2017
. There are no significant changes in the structure or level of operations of the
District Council. <
e
. The local authority is preparing forecast financial statements for the “District c
Council parent” only, rather than including consolidated forecast financial v
statements for the District Council and any controlled entities in the adopted E
LTP. N -
%
If the scope and /or amount of work changes significantly (such as a change in =
direction during the development of the consultation document or between the <
development of the consultation document and the LTP), we will discuss the issues with ™M
you at the time. “;
If information is not available for the visits as agreed, or the systems and controls the E
District Council uses to prepare the underlying information and assumptions cannot be g
relied on, we will seek to recover all additional costs incurred as a result. We will —
endeavour to inform you as soon as possible should such a situation arise.
This fee is exclusive of any subsequent amendments the District Council might make to
the adopted LTP under section 93D.
We wish to interim bill as work progresses. We propose the following billing
drrangements:
$
December 2017 25,000
February 2018 35,000
June 2018 25,000
Total 85,000
8 Personnel
Our personnel involved in the management of the audit are:
lan Lothian Director
Jenna Hills Manager
We have endeavoured to maintain staff continuity as far as possible.
9 Agreement
Please sign and return the attached copy of this letter to indicate that:
. it is in accordance with your understanding of the arrangements for this
audit of the consultation document and LTP for the period commencing 1 July
2018; and
. you accept the terms of the engagement set out in this letter that apply

specifically to the audit of the consultation decument and LTP and

supplement the existing audit engagement letter dated 3 May 2017,

SeulhlandDC 2018 LTF dudir Evgagement Lefier
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If there are any matters requiring further clarification please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

lan Lothian
Director

cc Steve Ruru, Chief Executive
Anne Robson, Chief Financial Officer

| acknowledge that this letter is in accordance with my understanding of the arrangements of the
audit engagement. | also acknowledge the ferms of the engagement that apply specifically to the
audit of the consultation document and LTP, and which supplements the existing audit engagement
letter dated 3 May 2017.

Signed: Date:
Gary Tong
Mayor
SauthlandDC 2018 LTF Audit Engagemens Lether ] ?
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Appendix 1: Terms of the engagement that apply
specifically to the audit of the consultation document and

LTP

Objectives
The objectives of the audit of the consultation document and LTP are:

. to provide independent opinions on the consultation document (under section 93C(4)
of the Act) and on the LTP (under section 94(1) of the Act) about:

whether each document gives effect to the relevant statutory purpose; and

Item 8.3 Attachment A

o the quality of the information and assumptions underlying the information
included in each document; and

. to report on matters relevant to the District Council’s planning systems that come to
our attention.

Ouvr audit involves performing procedures that examine, on a test basis, evidence supporting
assumptions, amounts and other disclosures in the consultation document and LTP, and
evaluating the overall adequacy of the presentation of information.

We also review other information associated with the consultation document and LTP to

identify whether there are material inconsistencies with the audited consultation document and

LTP.

Provision of a management report to the District Council

At a minimum, we will report to the District Council at the conclusion of the engagement. The
management report communicates matters which come to our attention during the engagement
and that we think are relevant to the District Council. For example, we will report:

. any weaknesses in the District Council’s systems; and
. uncorrected misstatements noted during the audit.
Please note that the Auditor-General may refer to matters that are identified in the audit of

consultation documents and LTPs in a report to Parliament if it is in the public interest, in
keeping with section 20 of the Public Audit Act 2001.

Materiality

Consistent with the annual audit, the audit engagement for the consultation document and LTP
adheres to the principles and concepts of materiality during the 10-year period of the LTP
and beyond (where relevant).

Materiality is one of the main factors affecting our judgement on the areas to be tested and

the nature and extent of our tests and procedures performed during the audit. In planning and
performing the audit, we aim to obtain assurance that the consultation document and LTP, and

SouthlondBS 2018 LTF audit Ergagement Letter 13
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the information and assumptions underlying the information contained in these documents, do
not have material misstatements caused by either fraud or error.

Material misstatements are differences or omissions of amounts and disclosures that, in our
judgement, are likely to influence a reader’s overall understanding of the forecast financial
statements and performance information.

Consequently, if we find material misstatements that are not corrected, we will refer to them in
the audit opinion. Our preference is for any material misstatement to be corrected, avoiding
the need to refer to misstatements in our opinion.

The standards applied when conducting the audit of the consultation
document and adopted LTP

Our audit is carried out in accordance with International Standard on Assurance Engagements
(New Zealand) 3000 (Revised): Assurance Engagements Other Than Audits or Reviews of
Histerical Financial Information. In meeting the requirements of this standard, we took into
account particular elements of the Auditor-General’s Auditing Standards and International
Standard on Assurance Engagements 3400: The Examination of Prospective Financial
Information that were consistent with those requirements.

Responsibilities

General responsibilities

The general responsibilities of the District Council for preparing and completing the
consultation document and LTP are consistent with those for the annual report, as set out in the
audit engagement letter dated 3 May 2017- but noting that the consultation document and

LTP include forecast information.

These responsibilities include those set out in Appendices 1 and 2 of that audit engagement
letter as detailed below:

. Appendix 1: Respective specific responsibilities of the District Council and the
Appointed Auditor:

o Responsibilities for compliance with laws and regulations.

o Responsibilities to establish and maintain appropriate standards of conduct
and personal integrity.

Specific responsibilities

The District Council is responsible for:

. maintdgining accounting and other records that:
o correctly record and explain the forecast transactions of the District Council;
o enable the District Council to monitor the resources, activities and entities

under its control;

o enable the District Council’s forecast financial position to be determined with
reasonable accuracy at any time; and

SouthlandDC 2018 LTF Audie Ergagemens Leiler 14
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enable the District Council to prepare forecast financial statements and
performance information that comply with legislation.

. providing us with:

access to all infoermation and assumptions relevant to preparing the
consultation document and LTP, such as records, documentation and other
matters;

o additional information that we may request from the District Council for the
purpose of the audit;

o unrestricted access to District Council members and employees that we
consider necessary; and

o written confirmation concerning representations made to us in connection with
the audit.

Health and safety of audit staff

The Auditor-General and Audit New Zealand take seriously their responsibility to provide a
safe working environment for audit staff. Under the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015, we
need to make arrangements with you to keep our audit staff safe while they are working at
your premises. We expect you to provide a safe work environment for our audit staff. This
includes providing adequate lighting and ventilation, suitable desks and chairs, and safety
equipment, where required. We also expect you to provide them with all information or
training hecessary to protect them from any risks they may be exposed to at your premises.
This includes advising them of emergency evacuation procedures and how to report any health
and safety issues.

SouthlondBS 2018 LTF audit Ergagement Letter 13
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Appendix 2: Team mix and hours for the audit of the
consultation document and LTP for the 10-year period

commencing on 1 July 2018

Total hours

Appointed Auditor 50
Sector Specialists 17
Audit Manager 105
Other CA staff 168
Staff not yet CA qualified 270
Totals 610
Fee calculations
$

Net fee 85,000
QAG overhead contribution™ NIL
Total fee (including overhead centribution) 85,000
GST 12,750
Audit fee for the LTP for the period commencing 1 July 2018 97,750

* No OAG overhead is charged in relation to the audit of the LTP.

We will charge disbursements, including travel, on an actual and reasonable basis.
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Appendix 3: Audit’s 2018 LTP information and documentation requirements

Information required

‘ Relevance to our audit

‘ Timing considerations

‘ Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

Audit planning phase

The District Council’s
timetable

So we can understand and
assess the District Council’s
planning processes and plan
our workflows,

As soon as possible son we can populate
key sign-off dates and deliverables into
the audit arrangements letter.

We also need this information to plan
our resourcing of the audit given the
major impact of LTP audits on our
organisation,

The District Council’s LTP
timetable

31 October
2017

Signed audit
arrangements letter

To agree expectations, fee
and timeframes.

Once timing and deliverables are
agreed.

Signed audit engagement letter
for LTP

31 October
2017

Description of the District
Council’s higher level
planning processes (from
self-assessment plus
discussions)

So we can assess the robustness
of the District Council’s overall
LTP preparations processes.

Initial phase of Audit's engagement with
the District Council.

The District Council completed
self-assessment

31 October
2017

Description of the state
of progress in updating
the District Council’s
AMPs and in particular a
description of the
significant issves/
changes that have arisen
since 2015

So we can understand the state
of the District Council’s
knowledge about its assets and
the robustness of the forecasts
that flow from the AMPs.

Initial phase of Audit’'s engagement with
the District Council as the AMPs drive the
large and critical service components of

the LTP.

Description of the state of
progress in updating the District
Council’'s AMPs and in particular
a description of the significant
issues/ changes that have arisen
since 2015

13 November

2017
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< Information required Relevance to our audit Timing considerations Agreed deliverables Agreed date
b d Description of the District | So we can assess the robustness | Initial phase of Audit’s engagement with | Description of the City District 13 November
5 Council's processes for of the District Council’s overall the District Council as our audit approach | Council’s processes for preparing | 2017
E preparing its forecasts financial forecasting processes. | is built on our assessment of the its forecasts (including its QA

{including its QA robustness of the District Council's process) for non-asset based
-\CJ process) for non-asset forecasting processes. activity forecasts
3 based activity forecasts If they are not sufficiently robust then
) there will likely be issues for our audit
< opinion.
"! Financial model We need to understand the This could be done at an early stage, The City District Council’s No later than
«© functionality and controls in the | potentially even before we commence financial model that underlying 13 November
E model which applies the key our work on the consultation document the forecast financial information | 2017
Q forecasting assumptions to the (CD) phase of the audit.
= raw forecasts from the

planning and budgeting and
the AMPs.

€D audit phase

Underlying assumptions

Key assumptions drive the LTP
and are important to our
assessment and understanding
of the District Council's
forecasts.

Early advice on the nature
(completeness) of assumptions as part of
the initial phase of Audit's engagement
with the District Council.

Support for the assumptions actually
applied is required as part of our audit
of the CD.

Complete significant assumptions
used in the CD/LTP, and their
supporting documentation

13 November
2017
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Information required

Relevance to our audit

Timing considerations

Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

Financial Strategy (FS)

To assess how well the FS
communicates the District
Council’s financial strategy in
terms of:

. The financial position
the District Coundil is
starting in and what
position it is aiming to be
in at the end of the LTP
period.

. The funding approach
and implications to
achieve the position on
key elements of the
District Council’s financial
strategy — particularly
investments, debt and
rates?

. How the District Council
has taken into account
current and future
ratepayers when
considering the funding
of services and asset
purchases,

We also assess the financial
prudence (including balanced
budget) of the financial
strategy.

As with the infrastructure strategy, we
expect the FS to be available relatively
early in the process as it provides the
high level, long-term context for the
District Council’s financial policies and
forecasts.

District Council reviewed and

approved draft Financial
Strategy

13 November
2017
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Information required

Relevance to our audit

Timing considerations

Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

Infrastructure Strategy

(1s)

To assess the IS which provides
a long-term perspective on the
District Councils infrastructure
which is:

Visionary — tells the
story about where the
District Council is, where
it expects to be, and
how it intends to get
there.

Realistic — includes

assumptions and
disclosures that are

relevant and achievable.

Relational — creates the
right debate and is
credible because it
connects to financial
strategy and other
relevant influences.

As with the FS, we expect the IS to be
available relatively early in the process
as it provides the high level, long-term
context for the District Council’s
infrastructural assets which contribute the
majority of the District Council’s forecast
expenditure and deliver core services to
the community.,

District Council reviewed and
approved draft Infrastructure
Strategy

13 November

2017
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Information required

Relevance to our audit

Timing considerations

Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

AMPs

The AMPs identify the key
issues that drive the District
Council’s IS and also provide
the financial forecasts for the
asset based activities. They
also provide the underlying
information for a large portion
of the District Council’s financial
forecasts.

Also provides the underlying
information on which the 30
year forecasts in the FS are
built.

As with the FS, we expect the updated
AMPs to be available relatively early in
the process. We use the information in
and from the AMPs to understand the
key issues facing the District Council and
also to assess the proposed levels of
service and financial forecasts in both
the IS and the LTP.

District Council reviewed and
approved draft AMPs

13 November

2017

Item 8.3 Attachment A

Full financial forecasts

We need these so we can:

. understand the overall
financial context for the
CD; and

. assess the robustness of

the financial forecasts
in the LTP.

We require the financial model,
populated with full financial forecasts, at
least two weeks before sign-off on our
CD audit.

District Council reviewed and
approved draft financial
forecasts including forecast
financial statements and funding
impact statements

15 January
2018

Funding and Financial
policies

To assess their alignment with
the FS and their prudence,

As with the FS, we expect these to be
available relatively early in the process
as they provide the framework for the
District Council’s financial forecasts.

District Council reviewed and
approved draft Funding and
Financial Policies

15 January

2018
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Information required

Relevance to our audit

Timing considerations

Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

Draft performance
framework

Item 8.3 Attachment A

We are required to form a
view about whether the District
Council has complied with its
performance reporting
obligations as set out in the
Local Government Act 2002.

We assess whether the forecast
performance report:

. constitutes an adequate
performance reporting
framework;

. provides an adequate

basis for presenting
fairly, in all material
respects, the
performance of the
District Council; and

. complies with generally
(ICCE[)TEd accounting
practice.

For key performance measures
we also assess whether the
District Council has adequate
systems and controls in place to
appropriately record and
report its performance.

We need a clear understanding of the
proposed levels of service [and, in
particular, significant proposed changes)
in the LTP before we complete our audit
of the CD. However, a complete draft
performance framework is not required
at this stage.

It would be helpful, however, to at least
have a reasonable understanding of the
proposed structure and format of the
performance framework at this stage.

We will need to have substantially
completed our work on the performance
framework by the time the District
Council completes its consideration of
submissions.

District Council reviewed and
approved draft performance
framework

15 January

2018
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Information required

Relevance to our audit

Timing considerations

Agreed deliverables

Agreed date

Significance and
engagement policy

We need to understand how
the District Council has
approached the task of
applying its significance and
engagement policy, and how it
has considered the importance
of other matters in deciding
what to include in the
consultation document. This will
help inform our assessment of
whether the CD achieves its
statutory purpose.

We expect this to be available
relatively early in the process as it
provides the basis for the District Council
determining the significant issves it wishes
to consult on with its community.

District Council reviewed and

approved draft Significance and

engagement policy

15 January
2018

Draft Consultation
Document (CD)

QOur audit opinion on the CD
provides assurance to the
community:

. that the CD gives effect
to the purpose set out in
section 93B; and

. on the quality of the
information and
assumptions underlying
the information provided
in the consultation
document.

At the commencement of our fieldwork
we will need a clear understanding of
what the District Council has identified as
the key consultation issues. Where
appropriate this should also cover those
choices for the community to consider
which the District Council has identified.

We will need a good complete draft CD
at least two weeks before we sign off on
the CD audit.

District Council reviewed and
approved draft CD

15 January
2018

Final version of (CD)

Qur audit opinion on the final
version of the CD must be
included in the document that
goes out for consultation.

The Local Government Act 2002 does
not specify that the District Council needs
to make a formal resolution to adopt the
(avdited) CD. However, the District
Council must approve the CD before we
can issve our audit opinion.

District Council reviewed and
approved final draft CD

22 February
2018
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< Information required Relevance to our audit Timing considerations Agreed deliverables Agreed date
b d Supporting information So we can assess the After the District Council has confirmed Supporting information for 28 May 2018

or changes and how reasonableness of the changes. | its changes and management has changes and how they have
5 for chang d h bl f the chang its chang d g h hang dh hey h
E they have impacted the vpdated the document to fully reflect the | impacted the LTP
& LTP effect of these changes.
Y Final version of LTP So we can issue our audit Our audit opinion is issued after the Final version of LTP with all 18 June 2018
3 opinion for inclusion as part of | District Council has finalised the content auvdited information and changes
E the document. of the LTP document but before the vpdated
District Council formally adopts the LTP.

(03]

[
]
v
=
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SOUTHLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

A

Confirmation of road stopping at Rocky Point near

Mossburn

Record No: R/17/10/25293

Author: Kevin McNaught, Strategic Manager Property

Approved by: lan Marshall, Group Manager Services and Assets

Decision 0 Recommendation O Information
Purpose

To make final resolution that a portion of road is stopped so it can be disposed of to the
adjoining landowner.

Execu

Council
being la

tive Summary

at its meeting on 20 July 2016 agreed to commence a road stopping process for road
nd accredited to a road at Rocky point near Mossburn.

The process has progressed now to a stage where Council must make the required resolution that
the road is stopped, so disposal to the neighbour can be completed.

Recommendation

That the Council:

a)

b)

<)

d)

e)

Receives the report titled “Confirmation of road stopping at Rocky Point near
Mossburn” dated 24 October 2017.

Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

Resolves pursuant to Section 4 of the Tenth Schedule to the Local Government Act
1974 to publish a notice that Section 1 SO Plan 512200 is stopped and shall thereafter
cease to be road.

Resolves that Section 1 SO Plan 512200 be sold to the adjoining owner Malton Farms
Limited and be amalgamated with CFR SL6C/441

8.4
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Background

Council at its meeting on 20 July 2016 resolved to commence the road stopping process for an
area of legal road at Rocky Point near Mossburn.

The status report for the land confirmed it as road by virtue of being accretion to a road and the
adjoining landowner wished to acquire the land, as it had been occupied and farmed as part of
that property for years. The road to be stopped is Section 1 SO Plan 512200 containing 15.6265
hectares.

The Council resolution was that the Chief Executive was delegated to enter into a sale agreement
on conditions suitable to the Chief Executive and that the net sale proceeds were to be credited
towards the Around the Mountains Cycle Trail. The reason for this was that land left adjoining
the Oreti River is remaining in Council ownership as road to provide public access to the Oreti
River as it also contains the cycle trail.

The agreement has been entered into with the landowner but delays have been encountered due
to issues with survey definition of the accretion as well as debate around the status of the land to
be left along the bank of the River.

These issues have both been resolved and the public notification was given recently of the
intention to stop the road and no objections were received. This means that the process can
proceed without any further delays.

In terms of the Tenth Schedule to the Local Government Act 1974, Council must now resolve
that the road is stopped, publish this decision in the newspaper, obtain title for the land and
complete settlement.

Issues

There are no known issues now the public notification has been completed and no objections
received.

Factors to Consider

Legal and Statutory Requirements

The process is being undertaken in accordance with the provisions of the Local Government Act
1974,

Community Views

Public notification was undertaken as required and no objections were received.

Costs and Funding

An agreement for Sale and Purchase has been entered into in line with the Council’s expectations
discussed at the 20 July 2016 meeting and to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive as delegated
to him.

Policy Implications

None identified.
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Analysis

Options Considered

Given there are no objections to the stopping and disposal the only real option available is to

pass the resolution to stop road.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Pass resolution that road is stopped

Advantages Disadvantages
. Allow stopping and disposal to be |. None identified
completed

Option 2 -Don’t pass resolution

Advantages

Disadvantages

« There are no advantages in this given the
land is occupied and farmed by the
neighbour

« Likely to create legal issues around breach
of contract, given there is no reason for
Council not to proceed with disposal as
previously resolved.

Assessment of Significance

Not considered significant.

Recommended Option

Pass resolution to stop road.

Next Steps

Public notification of resolution, issue of title and settlement.

Attachments

A Title Plan SO 512200 for road stopping at rocky point §

8.4 Confirmation of road stopping at Rocky Point near Mossburn
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SOUTHLAND
Council DISTRICT COUNCIL

23 November 2017

A

Road Naming of Jameson Lane - a newly created Private
Road

Record No: R/17/10/26067

Author: Greg Erskine, Community Engineer

Approved by: lan Marshall, Group Manager Services and Assets

1 Decision Recommendation O Information
Purpose

This report is a request for Council’s approval for the naming of a newly formed private lane in
Riverton, created as part of a subdivision off Walker Street. The proposed name is Jameson
Lane.

Recommendation
That the Council:

a) Receives the report titled “Road Naming of Jameson Lane - a newly created Private
Road” dated 4 November 2017.

b) Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

) Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

d) Approves the newly created lane off Walker Street, Riverton to be formally named
Jameson Lane.
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Background

In 2016, a subdivision off 76 Walker Street, Riverton gained resource consent. As part of the
consent, Council requires a road name for every private way servicing more than eight properties.
The developer has suggested the name, Jameson Lane. There are no duplications in the
Southland District.

Issues

Not applicable.

Factors to Consider
Legal and Statutory Requirements

There are no significant legal implications associated with this decision.

Community Views

The proposal has been before the Riverton Community Board at its meeting held in August 2017
and resolved that the newly created private road off Walker Street, Riverton be formally
named Jameson Lane.

Costs and Funding
Not applicable.

Policy Implications

The suggested name has to be approved by Council before it can be legalised. Council’s
guidelines for road names are as follows:

. Name duplications are to be avoided.

. Similar sounding or spellings are to be avoided to reduce confusion.

. Names are to be easily spelt and readily pronounced.

. Long (no more than 25 characters maximum) names are to be avoided.

The proposed name, Jameson Lane, meets these guidelines.

Analysis
Options Considered

Not applicable.

Recommended Option

That the newly formed road off Walker Street be formally named Jameson Lane.

Next Steps

If this is approved by Council the landowner is notified and the conforming signage is put in
place.
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Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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SOUTHLAND
Council DISTRICT COUNCIL

23 November 2017

A

Colac Bay Foreshore Road Erosion - Level of Service

Record No: R/17/11/27699
Author: lan Marshall, Group Manager Services and Assets
Approved by: Steve Ruru, Chief Executive

Decision O Recommendation O Information

Purpose

This report was considered at a Council meeting on 18 October 2017 and was left to “lie on the
table”. Councillors subsequently had a site visit to the affected area. The report is now re-
presented to the meeting for a decision on the issue.

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s decision on the on-going level of service to be
provided by the Colac Foreshore Road. In particular, the management of the section of the road
eroded by the action of the sea and the effect of closing a section of the road are the key issues.

Executive Summary

The Colac Foreshore Road has been subject to coastal erosion for many years. Rock protection
has been in place to prevent erosion along part of the road for many years. The existing
protection is along a section of the road adjacent to developed properties.

The western end of the protection has been seriously affected by erosion and the road at this
point is now closed. Discussions have been held with the community about the situation and the
options for managing the problem in the future. There is strong desire in the local community
for the road to be reinstated and to remain open.

Reports have been obtained from NIWA and MWH Stantec. These present information on
coastal processes and engineering options respectively.

The option recommended is to carry out some remedial and modification work at the existing
south western end of the rock protection where the erosion has occurred, to not reinstate the
road, to have a permanent road closure, to obtain resource consent to carry out the work and
continue to maintain the existing rock wall erosion protection infrastructure.

Funding for the work will be from the existing roading budgets.

8.6 Colac Bay Foreshore Road Erosion - Level of Service Page 283

Item 8.6



Item 8.6

10

11

12

13

Council
23 November 2017

Recommendation
That the Council:

a) Receives the report titled “Colac Bay Foreshore Road Erosion - Level of Service” dated
17 November 2017.

b) Determines that this matter or decision be recognised not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

) Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

d) Notes that the assumption is this work (option 2) will be subsidised by NZTA and the
work will be funded from existing roading budgets.

e) Resolves to implement option two of this report which involves reinstatement of the
previous rock protection, replace the rock protection to the extent that existed in
2015 with an improved design so as to make it more resilient and reduce the risk of
erosion extending westwards beyond the existing extent, and permanent closure of a
section of the Colac Foreshore Road.

Background

Colac Bay is a coastal community located just west of Riverton in Southland District.

The township is positioned at the west end of Colac Bay. Colac Foreshore Road is located
immediately adjacent to the beach and runs both east and west of Colac Bay Road. Colac Bay
Road connects State Highway 99 with the beach.

The west end of Colac Foreshore Road is a cul-de-sac providing access to the residential and
holiday properties and a marae. The east end connects back to State Highway 99. The road is
constructed immediately adjacent to the beach, but is not considered to extend into the coastal
marine zone. Land behind the road in many places lies below the level of road.

Coastal erosion has been an ongoing issue at Colac Bay since the 1930s. In late 2015
Colac Foreshore Road was permanently closed due to the loss of approximately half of the road
as a result of coastal erosion.

The following is taken from Section 3 of the attached MWH Stantec report (Attachment A):

“A comprehensive report entitled Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland was prepared for
Environment Southland and Southland District Council by NIWA (Attachment B) dated July
2015. Rather than replicating the content of this report it is suggested that it should be read in
conjunction with this text.

Of particular interest the report included the following:
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. an explanation of the physical processes contributing to the ongoing erosion
. immediate, interim and long term mitigation options
. the identification of an ‘erosion hotspot’ comprising a 900 metre length of eroding

coastline at the transition between the natural foreshore and the engineered foreshore at
the eastern extent of the rock revetment.

. a commentary on the potential impact of sea level rise due to climate change highlighted
o all fixed coastal protection structures will provide a reduced level of [future]
protection as sea level rises.
o the destructive effects of future storms are likely to be more severe and occur

more frequently.

The NIWA report concluded:

“The present erosion issue at Colac Bay is a consequence of natural shoreline fluctuations
exacerbated by human intervention. There are no simple long-term options to protect the access
route along Colac Foreshore Road without incurring some construction cost or some adverse
environmental effect.

Ultimately, the long-term coastal management approach is most likely going to need to involve
the “managed retreat” option through road realignment or closure”.

Issues

There are a number of issues relevant to the coastal erosion and the future management of the
Colac Foreshore Road. This report focuses on the management of the eroded section of the
road and the long term consequences of the strategy adopted.

The issues include the effect to the community, the effect to businesses, resource consent
requirements, ongoing maintenance requirements, protection of the existing rock wall, and
priority protection to private property at the village, affordability and safety.

The effect on the businesses is the issue that raised the strongest emotional responses from
members of the community. Comments were made that since the road has been closed the
number of visitors to the town has dropped significantly. This could be true if a high percentage
of the visitors entered at the south end of the Colac Foreshore Road and upon finding the road is
no exit they then drove back to the state highway and subsequently avoided the village all
together. Any one coming south on the state highway would logically enter the village via the
intersection at the north end. There are no statistics to support the debate.

Resource consent issues are relevant because of the wide variation of effects from the options.
On the one had the consenting issues are about regularising what has gone on for many years.
On the other hand the consent requirements for an extension of rock armouring to at or about
the surf beach will be extensive. Environment Southland have indicated extensive supporting
evidence will be required to support and application for works of this extent. This would include
oceanographic evidence that assessed the potential for changes to the beach break.

Whatever the extent of the rock protection at Colac Bay it will require ongoing maintenance.

The quantum of that maintenance to a large degree is dependent on the weather and the sea level.
It follows that the greater the length of wall there is the greater will be the maintenance
requirements.
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The majority of the existing rock protection is adjacent to the land that has been built on.

The protection to the coast and the road, by default is protecting the land and the buildings on
that land. The original intent and priority was protection of the road. This section of road is
adjacent to the developed properties. Extending the protection as proposed in options three or
four will mean a significant length of the wall is just protecting the road.

The capital cost of options varies widely. Option Two is estimated to cost $200,000.

Options three and four $700,000 and $800,000 respectively. This is the estimated capital cost of
the options. The cost to ratepayers would be less for option two because the work would be
subsidised by NZTA whereas the options three and four would not.

In the presentations and discussion with the community officers of the Council have consistently
stated that the priority area where effort should be focused is the area adjacent to the village.
This is the area where the rock wall is protecting the road which in turn is protecting the houses,
the businesses and the marae.

Factors to Consider
Legal and Statutory Requirements

The primary legal requirement relevant here is the Local Government Act 2002. Section 10 of
the Act states the purpose:

“10 Purpose of local government

(1) The purpose of local government is—

(a) toenable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf of,
communities; and

(b)  to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions
in a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses.

(2) Inthis Act, good-quality, in relation to local infrastructure, local public services, and
performance of regulatory functions, means infrastructure, services, and performance
that are—

(a) efficient; and
(b) effective; and
(c) appropriate to present and anticipated future circumstances...”

This purpose has to be applied in a holistic way across the District. The aspects of efficiency,
effectiveness and appropriate should be considered in that global perspective as opposed to the
micro or local community perspective.

The impact of the initial cost and ongoing maintenance across all District ratepayers has to be
factored into the decision making.

Liability

On the argument of non-feasance the Council has no liability to adjoining property owners on
account of water eroding first through the Council land and then causing loss or damage to
neighbouring private land. The liability is less clear if the Council has taken action to protect its

assets and others rely on that work to protect their assets. From that perspective constructing
more rock wall increases the Councils liability.
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Community Views

Meetings have been held with the community groups to discuss the situation. A public meeting
was held in the Colac Bay Hall on 2 October 2014. This was well attended by the public.
About 100 people attended.

A meeting was held with the members of the CDA and representatives of a Colac foreshore
erosion group that had been setup to focus on this issue. This meeting was in the Takutai o Te
Titt Marae in September 2015. This meeting discussed the NIWA report. The need for an
engineering report assessing the options was discussed. This initiated the MWH Stantec report.

A second meeting was held in the Takutai o Te Titt Marae in August 2017. Once again
representatives of the CDA and the Erosion Committee attended. The primary discussion
document was the MWH Stantec report.

The feedback from all the meetings has been a strong local desire for the Council to keep the
Colac Foreshore Road open. There is strong belief that the road provides high amenity value and
helps attract visitors to the populated or town end of the bay.

There was acknowledgement that the Colac Foreshore Road is not essential to access the
community because the State Highway (99) only a few hundred metres away fulfils that function.
It was noted though that the intersection with the SH99 is not ideal and has some increased risk
due to visibility constraints. This intersection is the responsibility of NZTA. They have been
made aware of the concerns.

There was also acknowledgement that the surf break at the other end of the Colac Foreshore
Road is an asset in that it attracts the surfing fraternity. It is considered one of the important
assets of the bay.

Costs and Funding

Table 1 - Comparison of Cost shows the estimated one-off costs for the options considered.
These estimates include professional services scaled to match the solutions (where resource
consents maybe required the estimates have not included for hearing costs should these be
required).

Table 1 - Comparison of Cost

Option Description Cost

Option 1 Do Nothing $4,000

Option 2 Reinstatement $200,000
Option 3 Managed Retreat $700,000
Option 4 Hold the Line $825,000

Funding any of the options has to come from the current roading budgets. Depending on the
option chosen the work will either be subsidised by NZTA or it will not. In other words some of
the options will not be able to attract NZTA subsidy and so would require 100% local or
ratepayer funding,.
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Ongoing maintenance will also be a roading responsibility in conjunction with the local
community (CDA). Maintenance to protect the road will be a straightforward roading issue but
should the CDA which to enhance the asset in anyway then the funding for that would be the
local communities responsibility. To clarify though the asset, the rock retaining wall, is an asset
that is part of the roading assets.

Policy Implications

The major policy document relevant to this issue is the Southland District Council’s Roads and
Footpaths Asset Management Plan. Section 1.2 of that plan states:

The primary objective of the Roads and Footpaths activity is:
To provide an interconnected and integrated transport network which allows individuals and communities to
access their business and private destinations in a safe, responsive and sustainable manner.

The most relevant part of this objective is “access their business and private destinations in a safe,
responsive and sustainable manner.”

The Colac Foreshore Road is connected at either end to SH99. So access to properties is
available via one end of the road or the other. This does assume that the extent of any road
closure is not such a length that an individual property is isolated. This would not be the case
under option 1 or 2 in this report. The road closure resulting from either of these options would
not span across more than one property.

That said there is no guarantee about the effect future erosion might have and to a degree this
depends on future sea level rise too. There is also no guarantee that erosion will not effectively
remove a section of the road corridor and progress into the privately owned land behind the
road.

The Council does not have a formal policy in coastal erosion protection. The practice has been
to be take a minimalist approach to protection works and to be quite clear that works are
undertaken to protect Council infrastructure not to protect private property.

Examples of previous coastal erosion are Papatotara Coast Road, Ringaringa Road and Cosy
Nook. In these examples only the Cosy Nook situation involved installing protection work.
That work qualified for NZTA subsidy primarily because there was no alternative access to
private properties.

Analysis

Options Considered

The options are described in the MWH Stantec report. There is an extensive analysis of the
options using a multi-criteria analysis in section 11 of the report. The options are titled:

. Option 1: Do Nothing
. Option 2: Reinstatement
= Reinstatement of the previous rock protection. Replace the rock protection to the

extent that existed in 2015 with an improved design so as to make it more
resilient and reduce the risk of erosion extending westwards beyond the existing
extent. This option results in the permanent closure of the road.

. This is the option recommended in this report.
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Option 3: Managed Retreat

. Permanent realignment of Colac Foreshore Road inland through the former

gravel pit with the existing road embankment planted with vegetation.

- This is the option recommended in the MWH Stantec report. However that
assessment was based on the benefits that would be gained from this option.

It did not balance the cost of the options against those benefits nor did it

consider the options from a value for money perspective.

Option 4: Hold the line

. Reinstatement of the road and extend the protection.

Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Do Nothing

Advantages

Disadvantages

Minimal cost. $4,000.

No further work.

« No improvement in erosion protection at
all.

« The existing rock protection remains
vulnerable to further damage.

. FErosion will continue in both directions.

o Permanent road closure.

Option 2 — Reinstatement

Advantages

Disadvantages

Lowest capital cost of the options that
involve some construction. $200,000.

Can be funded from existing roading

budgets.
Will qualify for NZTA subsidy.

Adds protection to the existing rock
protection.

Protects the existing investment.
Lower ongoing maintenance cost.

Higher chance of gaining resource consent
tor works.

Less disruption to coastal area.

« Permanent road closure.

« No protection offered to the existing road
at the surf beach end.

« No protection to the adjoining land.

« Permanent road closure.
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Option 3 - Managed Retreat

Advantages

Disadvantages

Allows the road to be reopened.

Offers protection to some of the adjoining
vacant land.

Higher capital cost. $700,000.
No NZTA subsidy.
Requires acquisition of land.

Extensive increase in protection works to
maintain in the future.

Extent of rock protection works raises the
risk of modification to the surf break.

Consent process more complex and will
require significant supporting data which
will have to be acquired.

May impose a greater liability for Council.

47

Option 4 —Hold the Line

Advantages

Disadvantages

Allows the road to be reopened.

Offers protection to some of the adjoining
vacant land.

Utilises the existing road corridor.

Highest capital cost. $825,000.
No NZTA subsidy.

Extensive increase in protection works to
maintain in the future.

Extent of rock protection works raises the
risk of modification to the surf break.

Consent process more complex and will
require significant supporting data which
will have to be acquired.

May impose a greater liability for Council.

Assessment of Significance

This matter is not considered to be significant in accordance with Council’s Significance and
Engagement Policy. The issue being considered is what level of service the Council should

provide on Colac Foreshore Road and whether a permanent closure of a short section of the
road is appropriate.

Recommended Option

The recommended option is option 2. Reinstatement of the previous rock protection.

Replace the rock protection to the extent that existed in 2015 with an improved design so as to
make it more resilient and reduce the risk of erosion extending westwards beyond the existing
extent. This option results in the permanent closure of the road.
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Next Steps

Apply for Resource consent.

Implement the approved option.

Attachments
A Colac Foreshore Road Assessment- MWH Stantec §
B Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay. NIWA. 1
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COLAC FORESHORE ROAD ASSESSMENT

Prepared for Southland District Council
May 2017
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Executive Summary

Coastal erosion has been an ongoing issue at Colac Bay since the 1930s. In late 2015 Colac Foreshore
Road was permanently closed due to the loss of approximately hall of the road as a result of coastal
erosion

The road, and the embankment upon which it has been constructed, will continue to erode, particularly
during storm events. The destructive effect of these storms is likely to increase in the future as a result
of sea level rise.

To deal with this erosion four remedial works options have been assessed with associated costs
estimated between $4,000 and $825,000. Each option has potential environmental and social benefits
and dis-benefits but it is difficult to monetise these to provide a meaningful cost benefit comparison. A
multi-criteria analysis was therefore adopted to compare these options.

The multi criteria analysis, when assessed against the investment objectives, favoured managed retreat
as the preferred option.

The NZ Transport Agency provide financial assistance for road projects which need to be assessed
under a consistent investment decision making system and investment assessment framework. In line
with this framework, the Transport Agency were approached to determine whether any project to
reinstate the road or prevent further coastal erosion would be supported.

The Transport Agency position was that it would be highly unlikely that they would support any remedial
options as they consider it would provide little benefit against key Transport Agency criteria.

Without funding contribution from the Transport Agency, Southland District Council and the local
community would need to fund the full cost associated with the progression of any remedial options.

I'he affordability and value for money of this option needs to be assessed against other Southland
District Council priority projects to determine whether it is desirable for Southland District Council and
the local community to fund

Status: Final May 2017
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Southland District Council

Colac Foreshore Road Assessment
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1 Introduction

This document has been prepared for Southland District Council to investigate future options for the
Colac Foreshore Road, in particular a section that was affected by storm damage in 2015 and has
remained closed to traffic since that time.

2 Context

Colac Bay is a coastal community localed just west of Riverton in Southland District. The township is
positioned at the west end of Colac Bay, refer Figure 1 - Colac Bay. Colac Foreshore Road is located
immediately adjacent to the beach and runs both east and west of Colac Bay Road. Colac Bay Road
connects State Highway 99 with the beach. The west end of Colac Foreshore Road is a cul-de-sac
providing access to the residential and holiday properties and a marae. The east end connects back to
State Highway 99. The road is constructed immediately adjacent to the beach, but is not considered to
extend into the coastal marine zone. Land behind the road in many places lies below the level of road.

« Location of Erosion

Figure 1 - Colac Bay

Coastal erosion has been an ongoing issue at Colac Bay since the 1930s_In late 2015 Colac Foreshore
Road was permanently closed due to the loss of approximately half of the road as a result of coastal

erosion.
Status: Final May 2017
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Figure 2 - Extent of erosion, Q1 2017 (from drone footage)

Prior to its closure, traffic use of the road was estimated at about 300 vehicles per day.

3 Background

A comprehensive report entitled Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland was prepared for Environment
Southland & Southland District Council by NIWA dated July 2015, Rather than replicating the content of
this report it is suggested that it should be read in conjunction with this text.

Of particular interest the report included the following

+ An explanation of the physical processes contributing to the ongoing erosion

* Immediate, interim and long term mitigation options

 The identification of an ‘erosion hotspot’ comprising a 900 metre length of eroding coastline at the
transition between the natural foreshore and the engineered foreshore at the eastern extent of the
rock revetment.

* A commentary on the potential impact of sea level rise due to climate change highlighted
o all fixed coastal protection structures will provide a reduced level of [future] protection as sea

level rises.

o the destructive effects of future storms are likely to be more severe and occur more frequently.

The NIWA report concluded:

‘The present erosion issue at Colac Bay is a consequence of natural shoreline fluctuations exacerbated
by human intervention. There are no simple long-term options to protect the access route along Colac
Foreshore Road without incurring some construction cost or some adverse environmental effect.
Ultimately, the long-term coastal management approach is most likely going to need to involve the
“managed retreat” option through road realignment or closure’

4 Current Situation

Concurrent with the preparation of the NIWA report, significant storms in mid-2015 resulted in further
erosion at the 'hot spot’ previously identified.

Ongoing erosion in this area resulted in the Colac Foreshore Road being permanently closed to traffic in
December 2015, Currently over half of the sealed road width has now been lost over approximately
500m and the road remains closed

Status: Final May 2017
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Closure of this section of Colac Foreshore Road has not directly affected access to property but there
are concerns that the loss of connectivity along this road is negatively impacting on business and
particularly tourist visitors to Colac Bay.

The remaining road and associated embankment is higher than the landward ground level and currently
provides a degree of protection to the relatively flat land behind.

5 Future Considerations

It is certain that the road, and the embankment upon which it has been constructed will continue to
erode, particularly during storm events.

As explained in the NIWA report the destructive effects of these storms are likely to increase in the
future as a result of sea level rise.

Once the road embankment has been ‘breached’ the land behind is likely to be inundated resulting in
standing water on the lower lying land behind. Without further assessment it is unclear what the extent
of this inundation might be.

6 Proposed Remedial Options Considered

The remedial options considered are aligned with the long term options included by NIWA in Section 7.4
of their report. Given that there is currently no road access, Option 4 has included reinstatement of the
road as part of the NIWA Option 4.

These options comprise

¢ Option 1 - do nothing.

« Option 2 - reinstatement of the previous rock protection. Replace the rock protection to the extent
that existed in 2015 with an improved design so as to make it more resilient and reduce the risk of
erosion extending westwards beyond the existing extent. This option results in the permanent
closure of the road.

« Option 3 — managed retreat. Permanent realignment of Colac Foreshore Road inland through the
former gravel pit with the existing road embankment planted with vegetation.

o Option 4 — hold the line. Reinstatement of the road and extend the protection further east along the
remaining length of the road.

7 Cost Analysis

lable 1 - Comparison of Cost shows the eslimated one-off costs for the options considered. These
estimates include professional services scaled to match the solutions. (Where resource consents maybe
required the estimates have not included for hearing costs should these be required)

Table 1 - Comparison of Cost

Option Description Cost
Option 1 Do Nothing $4,000
Option 2 Reinstatement $200,000
Option 3 Managed Retreat $700,000
Option 4 Hold the Line $825,000

Cost estimates breakdowns are included in Appendix A - Options Cost Estimates.

Status: Final May 2017
Project No.: 80509661 0101 Page 3 Our ref: r_Colac Foreshore Road Assessment

8.6  Attachment A Page 298



Council

23 November 2017

@ MWH. 2 @ Stantec Colac Foreshore Road Assessment

8 Comparison of Proposed Options

In order to provide a meaningful comparison the parameters and framework under which any
assessment is undertaken need to be defined.

It is difficult comparing options when potential benefits are non-monetised e.g. determination of the
monetary dis-benefit from potentially losing the surf break.

To allow a meaningful comparison of the four options, a multi-criteria analysis (MCA), prepared in
accordance with the Transport Agency Business Case approach’, has been used.

This method provides a structured, consistent and systematic process for assessing different options
against different and often competing criteria allowing the identification of options to be ranked from best
performing to worst performing based on a standardised MCA.

The MCA process compares each specific option against a set of high level investment objectives,
implementability criteria and assessment of effects criteria.

The implementability criteria include consideration of feasibility, affordability and stakeholder customer
acceptance.

The assessment of effects criteria include consideration of impact on safety, cultural, natural
environment, community, systems integration and economy.

The MCA includes a subjective comparison of cost, considered under the affordability assessment.
As four specific options have already been identified, the analysis will follow the multi criteria approach.

It should be noted that if a cost benefit calculation was carried out on the road reinstatement options
using the standard Transport Agency criteria, the benefits generated would be minimal when compared
to the cost of implementation. The Transport Agency’s criteria primarily consider travel time savings and
safety, neither of which are materially affected by the road closure due to the close proximity of the State
Highway and its use as an alternative route.

9 Stakeholder Involvement

The involvement of stakeholders is a core part of the business case process. Although there has been
no recent formal consultation with stakeholders, the information contained in the NIWA report was
considered sufficiently comprehensive to understand the views and perspective of the local community,
in particular the Colac Foreshore Committee (CFC). The views reported in the NIWA report are
reproduced below:

* Maintaining access along Colac Foreshore Road is seen as important to the survival of the
community (tourism, surfing and walking) and is the primary goal of the CFC’s actions and
involvement in coastal management and protection options.

« The community members consider themselves pragmatic and do not expect the "gold plated’ option
to be constructed, however they do consider a hard-engineering approach (of whatever form) as the
solution.

Losing the ‘Trees’ surf break through intervening with coastal processes would be unacceptable.
The community acknowledged that any protection measure must be financed.

Preventing the erosion of Colac Foreshore Road is more important than addressing the minor
erosion along the boat ramp access road.

10 Investment Objectives

The views expressed by the CFC have been translated into the following investment objectives. These
represent the objectives of any investment in solving the problems identified:

1 Refer the Transport Agency's Business Case — MCA Guidance, August 2016
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« Toincrease the number of tourist visits to Colac Bay
« To maintain the recreational opportunities provided in Colac Bay, i.e. surfing and walking
« Provision of ongoing protection to the inhabited areas adjacent to the Colac Bay foreshore
« To minimise any adverse environmental effects to Colac Bay.

In addition to these objectives, the consentability of the options has also been considered against the
relevant regional and district policies and plans.

Ideally these objectives should be re-confirmed with the stakeholders, including Southland District
Council, to ensure all current factors have been captured.

11 Multi Criteria Analysis Outcomes

When assessed in accordance with the Transport Agency’'s MCA methodology against the investment
objectives the following ranking of the options shown in Table 2 - MCA Output has been determined.
Colour coding has been used to highlight the relativity ranking between options.

The full MCA assessment is included in Appendix B — Multi Criteria Analysis

Table 2 - MCA Output

Sensitivity test 3 (50% on Imp)
Sensitivity test 4 (50% on AcE)

Base Weightings Score (equal)
Sensitivity test 1 (remove duplications)
Sensitivity test 2 (50% on Inv Obj)

do nothing
reinstatomernt

managed retreat

4 hold the line I : ] m

The MCA is initially completed with all eriteria unweighted to provide a base weighting. i.e. objectives,
implementability and assessment of effects equally weighted at 33 .3% each.

~ | = |Option No.
Option

w

After the base weight has been calculated, sensitivity tests change the weightings of the individual
criteria to understand the impact on the base score. Sensitivity tests considered the following scenarios:
« Test1 - Removal of any criteria that double count the investment or activity objectives

Test 2 — Double the weighting on investment objectives (50% inv obj, 25% others)

Test 3 — Double the weighting on implementability (50% imp, 25% others)

Test 4 — Double the weighting on assessment of effects (50% aoe, 25% others)

- & @

This MCA shows that, even when tested against most sensitivity scenarios Option 3 generates the
highest relative score and is considered to have the most benefits when assessed against the
investment objectives selected. This is followed by Option 4, Option 2 and lastly Option 1.

Status: Final May 2017
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This is because managed retreat was assessed as generating the following benefits: -’
« Reinstatement of access along the foreshore for all users [
* Ongoing protection to property, including the gravel pit v
e Minimises potential impact on the surf break E
* Meels stakeholder/customer expectations N
* Reduces potential inundation of adjacent land [)

s
12 NZ Transport Agency Contribution =
As Colac Foreshore Road has been effected by erosion, roading funding was investigated in the first O
instance as a potential funding source. “;
Under the Local Government Act local authorities are responsible for the provision of local infrastructure, E
including water, sewerage, stormwater and roads. o

il
For large components of road infrastructure, including maintenance and improvements, local authorities —

can receive partial funding from central government, administered by the Transport Agency. As the
Transport Agency’s investment partners, Southland District Council currently receive a financial
contribution of 52% for qualifying transport related activities.

To qualify for funding assistance all projects need to be assessed under a consistent investment
decision making (IDM) system and investment assessment framework. This ‘business case approach’
for a project starts with a point of entry discussion with the Transport Agency as a gateway to determine
whether a project is likely to be supported through the IDM process. Support at this stage allows further
progression through the investment assessment framework that includes a cost-benefit appraisal.
Without support, funding contribution is very unlikely to be forthcoming.

Reinstatement of the road was discussed with the Transport Agency during a point of entry discussion.
The Transport Agency position was that it would be highly unlikely that they would support the
proposal as it was considered that it provided little benefit against the following criteria:

» addressing any gap in customer levels of service

* improving efficiency of the overall land transport system

This was primarily due the close proximity of the state highway and alternative access it provided. This
route provided a viable alternative with no significant reductions in safety, journey time reliability or
resilience, key criteria of the investment assessment framework.

13 Funding Sources

Without funding contribution from the Transport Agency, Southland District Council and the local
community would need to fund of the full cost associated with the progression of any remedial options.

14 Next Steps

It is recognised that the MCA assessment above only provides a subjective assessment of the benefits
and dis-benefits of the options considered with cost being considered equally against other criteria. If an
objective comparison of non-monetised benefits is required the involvement of an economist may be
necessary.

The affordability of any remedial option to Southland District Council, and whether it is considered to
provide value for money (when assessed against other competing projects), is considered outside of the
scope of this work and it is recommended that Council progress this further having knowledge of the
potential costs and comparison of the options produced through application of the MCA process.

15 Conclusions

The MCA showed that Option 3 — Managed Retreat, even when tested against most sensitivity
scenarios, provided the most benefits when assessed against the investment objectives selected.

Status: Final May 2017
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The estimated cost of implementing Option 3 is approximately $700,000.

The affordability and value for money of this option needs to be assessed against other Southland
District Council priority projects to determine whether it is desirable for Southland District Council and
the local community to fund.

Status: Final May 2017
Project No.: 80509661 0101 Page 7 Our ref: r_Colac Foreshore Road Assessment
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Appendix A - Options Cost Estimates

Status: Final
Project Mo.: 80509661 0101

Colac Foreshore Road Assessment

May 2017
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Colac Foreshore Road

Indicative Costings - Option 1 Do Nothing

N°  |ltem Quantity Units Rate Cost Notes
Including establishment costs, traffic management, b
1 |Preliminary and General Item $250.00  |temporary fencing :
2 |Backill ised slumping (shalrock) 3.5 m3 $150.00 Mo mainte 3 penod m
Total
20% Conlingencies E
Total :
[ [Professional Services | ']
| ISite Instructions & hr | §150.00 | $B800.00 |Directinstr by 2 no site visiis -
Total| 550000 H
20% Contingencies| £180.00
Total| $1,080.00 <
°
Total $3,810.00 E
il
—
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Colac Foreshore Road

Indicative Costings - Option 2 Rebuild and Strengthen 2012 Emergency Works

[N Titem ‘Quantity Units Rate Cost Noles
Establishment costs, trathc management, temparary
1 |Preliminary and General 1 Item $5,000.00 | §5,000.00 [fencing
would not consider placing new over old as there is
2 [Excavate to fill 179 m3 $50.00 §8,850.00 _[no certainty of basa
[Would inciude a fiter fabric, Gass not incluae
3 _|Place new crest rock (0.7m dS0x1m thick) 480 ma $55.00 | $26.400.00 |mainienance after storms
4 |Bulkfill to subgrads levels {shotrock) 1050 m3 $40.00 $42.000.00 |cheaper than opticn one due o increased valumes
5 |Mew pavement 672 m3 $90.00 $60,480.00 [350men thick, 4m wide pavement on a good base
| & [Surlacing 1820 ™2 §6.00 | §11,520.00 |Single coal
Assume & month perod - visit every B wesks, 2
7 |Maintenance visits during defects liability 4 visils $180.00 $720.00 |people at 2hrs each
Total | §155,070.00
20% Contingencies| $31.014.00
Total 186,084 .00
Professional Services
MSOA 12 fr 150.00 $1,800.00 [4 no site visits, including defects
CALD B r TE0.00 | §1.200.00 |1 drawing with locations and details of works
Documents 24 r 16000 | %a.600.00 |3 days Tender document
Tender Evaluation :] br 150.00 [ $1,200.00
Total  §7.800.00
20% Contingencles  $1.560.00
Total  $9,360.00
Tatal $195,444.00
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Colac Foreshore Road
Indicative Costings - Option 3 Managed Retreat <
[N= Titem ‘Quantity Units Rate Cosl Motes
Eslablishment costs, traffic manageament, temporary b
1 |Preliminaries and General 1 Item $5,000.00 | $500000 |fencing, mice visits :
2 |Land Purchase 16000 m $2.50 $37.500.00 w
[Calculated at 8000 but utifsing old road {item 4] as.
3 |Bulkdill for gravel pit BOOO m3 F40.00 [ $320,000 00 [balance of fill
4 |Cul existing road surfacing and metal to fill 10580 m3 $15.00 [ $15.750.00 [Can be used as lowest layer in bulkfil E
5 [Mew Pavement 1225 m3 $90.00  [$110,250.00 [350mm deep pavement :
6 [Mew Surfacing 3500 n $6.00 §21,000.00 [500m long, ¥m wids
7 |Remove existing lence 600 m $3.00 $1.600.00 U
8 |Mew fence 500 m $15.00 §7,500.00 [7 strand m
Assume 6 montn period - visit every & weeks, 2 b
9 |Maintenance visits during defects liability 4 isils $180.00 §720.00 |people at 2nrs each id
Total|$518 22000
20% Contingencies| 5103,844.00 <
Total 5623 064 00 o)
°
[Prolessional Services w
MSOA 24 nr $150.00 $3.600.00 [8 no site wisits, including defects
Survey az r $100.00 $3,200.00 |2 days including processing E
Beach modelling 1 LS $20,000.00] $20,000.00 |[OCEL
CAD 24 hr $150.00 | $3.600.00 [3 drawing with [ocoations and details of works w
Documents A0 r $150.00 $6.000.00 |5 days Tender document and schedules wd
Tender Evaluation ] hr $15000 | $1,20000 |1 day —
Resouce Consents [ r $200.00 | $20,000.00 |Assumed no hearing required
Total $57.600.00
20% Conlingencies $11,520.00
Total $69,120.00
Total FESE, 18400
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Colac Foreshore Road

Indicative Costings - Option 4 Reinstatement of Road in Current Location plus extended revetment for 750m

[N Titem ‘Quantity Units Rate Cost Noles
Establishment costs, trathc management, temporary
1 |Preliminaries and General 1 Item $5,000.00 | §5,000.00 |fencing, mice visits
would not consider placing new over old as there is
2|Excavate o fill 179 m3 $50.00 §8,850.00 _[no certainty of basa
[Would inciude a fiter fabric, Gass not incluae
3|Place new crest rock {0.7m d50x1m thick} 336 ma $55.00 | $18.480.00 |mainienance after storms
Rale the same as for option 2 due (0 increased
4 |Bulkfill to subgrade levels {shotrock) 1050 ma $40.00 $42.000.00 |volumes
5[Mew pavement 672 m3 $90.00 $60,480.00 [350men thick, 4m wide pavement on a good base
5 [Surlacing 820 i F6.00 | §11,620.00 [Single coal
7 [Excavate to stockpile for revetment platform 3750 ma $15.00 $56.250 00 |Assuming suitable |ocation nearby
& |Geotextile 7500 m2 $3.50 $26 250.00
2 |Bedding gravels {from stockpile) 1500 m3 $25.00 $37,500.00 [minimal fravel and compaction requirements
Alloweed for shatshot, rate could increase if this needs
10 [Sacondary Armour BE0 m3 $55.00 | $52.800.00 |to be screened
(Allowad for shotradk, rate could increase if this needs
11 [Primary Armour 4440 m3 $55.00 | $244,200.00 |to be scresned
12 |Additional beach gravels 1125 ma3 $50.00 $56,250.00
13 |Plantings 565 m2 $10.00 $5,650.00 |allow two plants per m2
Assume G month period - visit every & wesks, 2
14 |Maintenance visits during defects liability 4 wisils $180.00 $720.00  [people at 2hrs each
Total [$626,050.00
- 20% Contingencies [$125,210.00 |
[r—
Total 751,260 00
Protessional Services
MSOA a0 r $150.00 $4,800.00 |10 no site visits, including defects
Survey 32 fr $100.00 $3,200.00 [2 days including processing
[Beach Modelling 1 LS $20,000.00 [ $20,000.00 [CCEL
CAD 3z fr 160.00 | $4.800.00 |+ drawing with locations and details of works,
L 40 fr 150.00 | $6,000.00 |5 days Tender document
Tender Evaluation ] b 150.00 §1,200.00 [1 day
Resource Consents 100 r $200.00 | $20,000.00 |Assumed no hearings
Taotal $58,700.00
20% Contingencies §11 34000
Total $71.640.00
Total $822,900.00
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Appendix B — Multi Criteria Analysis

Status: Final
Project No.: 80509661 0101
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Colac Foreshore Road MCA

< Objectives
)
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i
— 2 3 4
do nothing 0 o} -2 -1
reinstatement 0 0 2 0
managed retreat 1 0 2 2
hold the line 1 -2 2 1
" 1 comparison between no change and access along the road
]
2 2 no change to existing compared to risk of losing surf break
,i 3 positive protection compared to further loss of existing rock wall
3 4 protection to and risk of exposure of tip, risk of loss of surf break
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Colac Foreshore Road MCA

i
c
Implementability (]
Feasibility Affordability £
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z 1.1 all feasible but do nothing requires no input
g 1.2 options considered against coastal policy
o 2.1 comparison of no cost to on going replenishment and repair
2 2.2 straight comparison of cost
£ 3 solutions that result in road closure considered unacceptable and those that risk loss of surf break
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< Assessment of Effects
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E 2 the more significat the works the greater impact
E 3 reduced connection compared to reopening of road
h e .
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<5 5 ecomonic growth and inundation effects on adjacent land
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e
Executi S
xecutive summary v
This report investigates the causal processes and possible mitigation options of the coastal erosion E
occurring at Colac Bay, Southland. The scope of the work included review of past reports, a walkover =
site inspection and discussions with Southland District Council, Environment Southland and several g
i b
Colac Bay residents. E
The situation o)
Coastal erosion at Colac Bay has been an ongoing issue since the 1930s and led to the construction of “;
the extensive rock revetments. However, the construction of the protection works further E
destabilised the natural equilibrium between sediment supply, wind/wave conditions and shoreline o
position and ultimately exacerbated erosion along the beach front. There has been a cyclic process of b

erosion outflanking the protection works which has subsequently required extension of protection
works along the beach. This has occurred to a point where all dwellings are adequately protected by
the rock revetment, but the access route along Colac Foreshore Road is at risk.

The majority of the present revetments along Colac Foreshore Road currently provide adequate
protection for the inhabited areas immediately behind the road. A large proportion of the sediment
which has been stripped from the foreshore below the revetments of western Colac Bay has
migrated east through longshore transport to the Tihaka end where the beach is now 40-50 m wide
and accreting.

The main tension between local residents and the Council is maintaining access along Colac
Foreshore Road; the road is a tourist route and is seen as important to the survival of the town but
any constructed protection works require financing. This tension is complicated by the well-known
“trees” surf break at the midpoint of the beach and a historic gravel pit which is partially landfill.

In the scenario that Colac Foreshore Road is removed/relocated and the beach erodes into the
former gravel pit, it is unlikely that the beach erosion will accelerate after reaching the gravel pit as
there is a sufficient volume of gravel remaining to resist erosion. Wholesale coastline retreat to reach
the landfill in the north-eastern corner of the gravel pit is a highly unlikely outcome in the
foreseeable future.

Recommendations

There are no simple long-term coastal management options addressing the erosional problem,
conflicting tensions and environmental sensitivities at Colac Bay without incurring some construction
cost or some adverse environmental effect. Interim erosion mitigation measures are suggested
which will “buy some time” as the community and councils decide on the appropriate long-term
solution. Alongside the interim measure there is necessary maintenance and immediate intervention
recommended to prevent further deterioration of the coastline while finances are deliberated. The
suggested steps are:

Ongoing maintenance: The existing rock protection is in need of some preventative
maintenance to ensure that its level of protection does not diminish without further
maintenance. This type work should continue to be performed periodically to maintain
the current state of protection and would be considered maintenance of existing
structures for resource content.

Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland 5
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A beach monitoring programme should be initiated to regularly profile and photograph
Colac Bay to monitor the ongoing beach evolution and inform design for any long-term
options.

= Immediate mitigation: It is recommended that an immediate intervention be
undertaken to prevent deterioration of the beach and revetments before any interim
erosion mitigation is selected or in place. The immediate actions include the one-off
nourishment of a short section of beach followed by an aggressive planting regime and
restrictions on development behind Colac Foreshore Road.

= |nterim mitigation: Two interim mitigation options are suggested which will “buy
some time” as the community and council decide on the appropriate long-term
solution the funding model for any works. The options are:

— Atransitional revetment extension including road realignment within the existing
legal boundary, construction of a revetment extension, nourishing the beach and
planting vegetation. This revetment extension attempts to transition the beach
from an artificial structure to a naturally wider and more resilient beach by
interrupting the erosional tendency, phasing out the reliance on hard-engineering
revetments and reducing ongoing maintenance/improvement costs.

= A managed retreat option to allow the beach to naturally adjust to a new
equilibrium shoreline position by relocating Colac Foreshore Road out of the
erosion risk zone without changing the beach system itself. The realignment
involves part-purchase of former gravel pit land and requires some backfilling to
form a suitable road foundation.

®"  Long term: The council and community need to consider the consequences of long-
term approaches with suitable compromises from both parties. Any long-term option
will rely heavily on the evidence from ongoing beach monitoring and photographs. The
long-term options include:

= “do nothing” which is to allow the shoreline to retreat, causing uncontrolled
erosion and undermining with eventual closure of Colac Foreshore Road.

-  “managed retreat” by i) pre-emptive closure of Colac Foreshore Road before a
forced closure or ii) realignment of Colac Foreshore Road a conservative distance
inland (say, 50 m).

= “hold the line” by construction of further revetments with knowledge of the likely
erosional consequences and commitments to future maintenance works.

Rough-order volumetric estimates of the material quantities required for construction and annual
operational maintenance of each option have also been provided for cost estimation by Council.

Conclusion

The present erosion issue at Colac Bay is a consequence of natural shoreline fluctuations exacerbated
by human intervention. There are no simple long-term options to protect the access route along
Colac Foreshore Road without incurring some construction cost or some adverse environmental
effect. Ultimately, the long-term coastal management approach is most likely going to need to
involve the “managed retreat” option through road realignment or closure.

6 Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland
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1 Introduction

This report addresses the request for advice about coastal erosion in Colac Bay, Southland,
specifically to communicate the physical processes contributing to the ongoing erosion and provide
practical mitigation options taking into account the perspectives of Southland District Council (SDC)
and the Colac Foreshore Committee (CFC). This investigation included review of past reports?, a
walkover site inspection and a discussion with SDC and Environment Southland (ES) staff and several
Colac Bay residents. This study has been supported in part by a Small Advice Grant from the MBIE
Envirolink Fund (ref: 1583-ESRC159, MBIE contract no. C01X1442).

Figure 1 illustrates the sections of Colac Bay described throughout this assessment.
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Figure 1 - Colac Bay site overview with beach sections shown and inspection locations indicated. Star
indicates photograph location. Scale: 1 km squares.

This report outlines previous coastal protection works at Colac Bay in Section 2 and summarises the
site inspection and community meeting in Section 3. Sections 4-6 outline the coastal processes
contributing to erosion, specific erosion concerns for Colac Bay and typical erosion management
practices. Sections 7 and 0 discuss a recommended approach to erosion management at Colac Bay
with an interim measure put forward along with immediate and long-term considerations.

Providing detailed design drawings, constructions costs and recommending a funding model if any
future works take place are beyond the scope of this investigation.

! The literature review was not exhaustive and predominantly included prior reports and photographs provided by SDC and ES.

Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland
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2 Previous Work

2.1 History of Coastal Protection

There have been several periods of foreshore protection work at Colac Bay. These may be briefly
summarised as:

Historic 1930s works — believed to have been stakes and brushwood fences to trap
wind-blown sediment and reduce sediment losses from the beach east of Colac Bay
Road (T&T 1997). There is no evidence of how effective this measure was, and any
remnants of this structure have been covered by the subsequent rock revetments.

1955 works — Placement of rock protection on the foreshore for 800 m west of Colac
Bay Road to Bungalow Hill Road. This protective rock was sourced from the intertidal
flat and foreshore on the western side of Colac Bay between Bungalow Hill Road and
the boat ramp (Figure 1). The revetment was to be placed at the 1947 shoreline
position, with a front face slope of 1:1 and crest width of 0.6 m. The level of protection
offered by these works was considered to be high at the 1997 site inspection (T&T
1997). These works are mostly still in place at 2015, but have been significantly
improved and upgraded as part of subsequent protection efforts.

1991/1992 works — Extension of the 1955 works 350 m east from Colac Bay Road. This
work was performed in a manner less refined than the 1955 works, and involved
randomly tipped rocks with no design criteria or foundation excavation. As a result of
the poorer construction technigue these works were in a worse condition than the
1955 works at the 1997 inspection (T&T 1997). It is believed that the rock placed
during this period is still in place but has undergone improvement as part of the
subsequent protection efforts.

2000 rebuild recommended by T&T (1997) — The protection works installed were the
most significant upgrade since the 1955 protection was installed, and followed some of
the recommendations of the 1997 report (T&T 1997). The revetment was only rebuilt
west of Colac Bay Road. The rock material was underlain by geotextile fabric and was
sourced from local quarries. This phase also involved collecting rock which had
migrated seaward and re-placing the protective layers, with additional rock used to
infill gaps in isolated spots. The seaward face was constructed at 1:2 slope, with some
toe-embedment and backfilling with gravel.

2000-2008 (exact date unavailable) protection works - The design generally matched
the 2000 rebuild revetment design and was extended east of Colac Bay Road by
several hundred metres. This section was not underlain by geotextile fabric.

2008 Top-up works — During these repair works, a line of the largest boulders
(estimated diameter 0.8 m) was placed along the road verge for the whole revetment
length, and additional rock was placed up to this level on the front face of the
revetment. This work effectively increased the revetment crest to 0.8 m above road
level.
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2010 Extension works — The rock protection was extended east by a further 150 m 5
using locally sourced quarry rock (although a different rock material - darker grey E
compared with the brown 2008 rock — was used). The design matched the T&T (1997) c
revetment design. [¥]
<
2012 Emergency works — After a period of erosion of the beach adjacent to (i.e., east ‘|_|:
of) the existing rock revetments, emergency works involved placing locally sourced <L
quarry rock on the foreshore, extending the length of rock protection eastwards by a O
further 100 m. It is not known whether this rock was placed or tipped. The crest level “;
of this rock work is approximately 0.3 m above the road level, and a single layer of
rocks with diameters of 0.4-0.5 m was placed on the beach foreshore up to road level. qE)
At the 2015 site inspection, the road verge adjacent to this section of protection had =

been backfilled with “rotten-rock” (pers. Comm. Greg Erskine, SDC area engineer) to
fill in the scoured gaps. The level of protection offered by this section of protection is
below that of the adjacent revetment as the rocks are smaller and in a single layer, the
crest level is lower and there appears to have been little or no toe embedment.

Maintenance works —SDC periodically sweeps Colac Foreshore Road of overwash
gravel deposits. These are swept onto the road verge, and this serves to backfill some
of the scoured gaps behind the rocks. SDC has also back-filled the eroded road verge
and beach berm with “rotten-rock” and compressed this material into the roadside
where visible.

Prior reports

The 1997 coastal protection design report (T&T 1997) is the only specific assessment of coastal
erosion along the Colac Bay foreshore. Several subdivision consent submissions include descriptions
of the physical processes in Colac Bay, which are then used to determine suitable coastal sethack
allowances (Todd 2004, 2005, 2005a, 2010, 2014). The key points identified in these documents
which are relevant to this coastal erosion assessment are:

The beach is composed of sand and gravel which is sorted across-shore, with sand
below the high tide swash zone and a gravel berm above this elevation. The gravel is a
mixture of greywacke and granite, ranging in size from 10 to 120 mm. The beach sand
is medium-coarse grade.

The beach material is either locally sourced from erosion of the unconsolidated
outwash plain inland from Colac Bay and coastal cliff erosion on Oraka Point, or from a
distant source (e.g., river, stream or cliff erosion) and transported around Oraka Point
by waves (T&T 1997, Todd 2005).

The longshore drift of beach sediment in Colac Bay is predominantly west-east in
accordance with southwest wind and waves prevailing 75% of the time (T&T 1997,
Todd 2005).

The beach was considered to ‘pivot’ between erosion and accretion at about the
midway point (Todd 2005).
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Accretion of sediment on the southern side of the boat ramp in the lee of Oraka Point
was estimated at 4,600 m? between 1952 and 1983, which confirms that material does
move into Colac Bay by longshore transport from the west (T&T 1997).

The offshore wave climate is categorised as extremely high-energy, with the prevailing
deep water waves being 3.5-4.5 m high with periods of 10-12 seconds (Todd 2005).
These waves are depth-limited by the relatively shallow offshore bathymetry (the 5 m
bathymetry contour is 300 m offshore from the beach).

Up until 1947 the maximum erosion had occurred in in the far west of Colac Bay, and
specifically west of the Maori urupa {cemetery).

Erosion rates accelerated dramatically in the 8 year period following 1947, with
maximum erosion occurring near Colac Bay Road.

The site history and previous erosion mitigation indicate that Colac Bay is a complex and dynamic
beach compounded by human intervention.

10
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3 Site inspection and community meeting 7]
3.1 Site inspection =
Colac Bay was visited on the 25-26" May 2015. Conditions during the inspection were very cold with g
gale south-westerly winds and sleet/hail showers. The evening high-tide of 25" May and the midday '|_|:
low-tide of 26" May were observed. Wave conditions were large and stormy (estimated surf height <
1.5-2.5 m). My inspection moved from east to west along the beach. Refer to Figure 1 for a map of O
photograph locations and described sections of beach. “f
A. Tihaka to ‘Trees’ E
()]

The eastern half of the beach between the ‘Trees’ surfing spot (where Colac Foreshore Road meets e d

the coastline near the junction with the SH99 Orepuki-Riverton Highway) and the Tihaka Cliffs is

30 - 50 m wide between the beach-berm crest and the vegetation line (Figure 2). The wide beach
indicates that sediment is accreting at this end of Colac bay through longshore drift from west to
east. Beach sediments are fine to coarse gravels with little or no sand, which is consistent with
longshore drift characteristics and larger waves compared to the eastern end (i.e., less sheltered by
Oraka Point).

Beach width

Figure 2 - view east (a) and west (b) along beach at Tihaka Beach Road. Beach width approximately 40 m
between gravel berm crest and vegetation line (25 May 2015).

B. Erosion hot-spot

This 900 m long eroding section of coastline forms the transition between the natural foreshore at
the Trees’ surfing location and the engineered foreshore at the eastern extent of the rock revetment
(Figure 3). This section of the beach has a low-tide sandy flat which appears stable but the gravel
section of the upper-beach is currently eroding and the beach-berm width is noticeably narrower
than at Tihaka. The width of the upper beach-berm tapers from approximately 10 m at 50 m west of
the ‘Trees’ (Figure 3a) to 0 m at the rock revetment (Figure 3b-c). The upper-beach erosion is worse
immediately adjacent to the revetment, with no road verge remaining and loss of 0.5-1.0 m of the
west-bound traffic lane (Figure 3c) leaving a 0.3-0.5 m vertical erosion scarp in places. Along this
eroding stretch the slope of the upper-beach face from the sandy-intertidal flat to the beach berm
crest is 1:3 to 1:4. The beach-berm crest is noticeably lower than at Tihaka, with the narrow tussock
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grass verge approximately 0.5 m above road level (Figure 3a). There is no grassed verge/crest
remaining along 100-150 m of the currently eroding stretch. There had been some gravel deposited
onto the road by the waves of the previous days (a normal winter storm, < 1 year ARI).

a) b)

Figure 3 - Erosion hotspot between 'Trees' surf break and eastern extent of rock revetment showing a) view
east from Trees, b) and c) view west where beach erosion has reached Colac Foreshore Road, and d) view
west of transition between natural beach and 2012 emergency works rock (25 May 2015).

C. Rock revetment

The rock revetment currently extends about 1.4 km east from Bungalow Hill Road along Colac
Foreshore Road and defends Colac Bay Township. Generally the rock revetment is in good condition
and currently provides an adequate level of protection to the community and road. The revetment
front face is at 1:2 slope, with 1-2 layers of armour stone of nominal diameter 0.5-0.8 m. The armour
stone West of Colac Bay Road T intersection is underlain by gravels with an intermediate geotextile
layer, while east of the intersection the geotextile is absent and armour stone is placed on the beach
gravel (Figure 4a-d). A single line of the largest rocks appears to have been placed at the crest of the
revetment (i.e., 1 rock wide) on the road verge to a level approximately 1 m above the road (Figure
4b). Several smaller boulders (up to 0.5 m diameter) have migrated seaward up to 5 m from the toe
of the revetment due to wave action (Figure 4a). The beach below the revetment is now a wide and
sandy low-tide flat, and the only gravel remaining is that retained within the revetment structures,
although there is a thin wedge of gravel remaining below the eastern-most 120 m of revetment
(Figure 3d, Figure 4a). The most recent protection works were the 2012 emergency works which
extended the protection 100-120m eastwards beyond the houses at the eastern end of the village.

12 Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland
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These emergency works rocks are smaller than the main body of the revetment and appear to be
slumping, with backfill settling through the face of the rock.

The height of waves approaching the revetment increases eastward due to the protection provided
by Oraka Point. During the site inspection the waves were breaking offshore, with the broken wave
bore sweeping over the beach and reaching the revetment. Wave reflections were observed from
the structure as a consequence of the steep revetment face. A series of long-period surges (wave
period 40-80 seconds) were observed to reach the beach at an oblique angle (‘normal’ waves align
roughly parallel to the beach face). The surges have more energy than normal waves and would
transport more gravel alongshore than normal wind-waves.

a) b)

Item 8.6 Attachment B

Figure 4 - Existing rock revetment along Colac Foreshore Road showing a) view west along 2012 emergency
works with “rotten-rock” backfilling of road verge, b) view west at the eastern entrance to Colac Bay
township with large 1 m boulders placed on road verge, c) view east from Colac Bay Road 'T intersection’
with wider grass verge, and d) view west towards Bungalow Hill from near the ‘Pavilion’ restaurant (25 May
2015).

D. Bungalow Hill Road - Boat ramp

This stretch of coastline extends 1 km south from the intersection of Bungalow Hill Road, past the
boat ramp to the end of Colac Foreshore Road some 400m beyond the boat ramp. It has a wide
sandy low-tide flat interspersed with substantial rocky outcrops (Figure 5) and a gravel upper beach
with rock/boulders that protect the adjacent road. This corner of the bay is protected from the worst
southerly and south-west wind/waves by the rocky coastline, Oraka Point and the boat ramp, which
results in finer sediments than at the Tihaka end with a higher proportion of shells present. Overall,
this segment of coastline appears to be relatively stable, but localised erosion of the road verge has
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been apparent in recent years. The erosion is likely due to this being the source location for the rock
used in some of the earliest protection works (1955).

The small stream (Huraki Creek) which discharges into the western corner of Colac Bay will provide
some additional sediment to the beach. At the site inspection on 25th May, this appeared to be
predominantly sandy material (Figure 5a). The volume and frequency of this sediment input is
unknown, but is likely to be small and irregular due to the small catchment size and relatively low
gradient. Future sediment delivery is likely to be lower still as a result of improvements to land-use
and runoff management reducing channel and bank erosion in the hinterland.

The boat ramp is located in the lee of a natural boulder field which has been further protected by a
short (20-30 m) breakwater on its exposed southern side to allow deeper water access. Thereis a
small sediment fillet which has accumulated to the south of the breakwater, however it is unclear
how much additional sediment has been captured by the boat ramp and breakwater extensions
beyond that which would have been captured naturally by the boulder field. The accumulated
sediment appears stable, with vegetation advancing seaward. The gravels/sands present on the
northern (lee) side of the boat ramp indicate that sediment bypassing now occurs naturally, so there
is little ongoing interruption to longshore sediment transport by the boat ramp.

Figure 5 - Coastline between Bungalow Hill Road and boat ramp showing a) view northeast along Colac Bay
with Huraki Creek exiting to sea and b) view south along foreshore towards boat ramp and breakwater
(annotation) with exposed rocky outcrops on inter-tidal flat visible (25 May 2015).

3.2 Meeting with the Colac Foreshore Committee

Seventeen members of the CFC and one council staff member (Simon Moran) met at 5pm in the
Pavilion Café on 25 May 2015 to discuss Colac Bay protection works, coastal erosion and to inform
this report. The discussion focused primarily around three broad topics:

a) Local history, with notable observations of:

& The beach in front of the town used to have a wider and gently sloped sand and
gravel berm with a grass verge about ‘2-3 cars wide'. Sand/gravel dunes were also
present, like the current situation at the Tihaka end.

+ Sometime prior to 1952 the roadway was seaward of the old cemetery, whereas it
currently passes behind. Coastal erosion was the cause of the realignment.
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The erosion has been ongoing for several years, and the community is aware that the
current protection is ‘chasing’ the erosion eastward.

The contractor who constructed some of the protection works (the 2000s
revitalisation) suggested improvements could have been made to the revetment
such as geotextile wrapping and deeper toe embedment.

The former gravel pit along Colac Foreshore Road was partially infilled as a landfill, at
times with unrestricted access.

b) Current state:

c)

The community acknowledged that the coastline naturally advances landward and
seaward over long time scales on a regional scale and the current erosion is a
consequence of defining a cadastral boundary and historic decision to protect the
land.

The revetment currently provides adequate protection for the inhabited areas
immediately behind the revetment.

There are approximately 4-5 episodes of gravel overwash across Colac Foreshore
Road per year. The community regards the volume and frequency of gravel
deposition as a nuisance but was not concerned with the operational use of the road
provided it is swept away.

There were some discussions about the lack of maintenance of the wall and that
maintenance works would improve the effectiveness and longevity of the revetment.
Maintenance works suggested included collecting the migrating boulders from the
toe of the wall, reducing the time taken to sweep storm overwash debris from the
road, and re-packing the revetment where it is slumping.

The community would like improved public accessways to the beach at low-tide level
and suggested concrete stairways.

The quality and protection from the 2012 emergency works does not meet their
expectation.

The present state of the beach (at 25" May 2015) is a result of a month of higher
than usual waves.

The community is concerned that if the beach erosion reaches the former landfill it
cause greater environmental damage to the beach.

Future options:

Maintaining access along Colac Foreshore Road is seen as important to the survival
of the community (tourism, surfing, rail trail and walking) and is the primary goal of
the CFC’s actions and involvement in coastal management and protection options.
The community members consider themselves pragmatic and do not expect the
‘gold plated’ option to be constructed, however they do consider a hard-engineering
approach (of whatever form) as the solution.

Losing the ‘Trees’ surf break through intervening with coastal processes would be
unacceptable.

The community acknowledged that any protection measure must be financed.
Preventing the erosion of Colac Foreshore Road is more important than addressing
the minor erosion along the boat ramp access road.
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Overall, the CFC considers that the revetment currently provides an adequate protection for the
inhahited areas immediately behind the road but also considers that SDC should have a more active
role in maintaining the revetment to address minor settlement, slumping and gravel debris. The
community considers it unacceptable to lose road access along Colac Foreshore Road, have the
landfill exposed/eroded by the sea, or adversely affect the surf break.
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e
4 Coastal processes contributing to erosion 5
At the heart of the processes contributing to coastal erosion at Colac Bay are the complex balanced E
relationships of long-term changes in coastal drivers (storminess, sea level rise, wind/wave =
direction), long term sediment supply (streams, rivers, sub-tidal) and offshore bathymetry changes g
(bar movement, spit formation). These processes have created the beach in its current location by '|.|:
reaching a natural dynamic-equilibrium over centuries. During a phase of natural coastline retreat in <
western Colac Bay, this delicate natural balance was interrupted by the placement of coastal O
defences (either/both the 1930s brushwood fences or 1955 rock revetments) to protect a stretch of “;
land immediately behind the road. This ‘protection’ was placed in an ad hoc manner with little
knowledge of the long-term coastal processes or consideration of effects on the adjacent beach. The E
presence of the defences caused subtle changes in the near-shore morphodynamic interaction ,3

between the waves, sediment and resulting shoreline position. The steeper and harder coastal
defence structures reflect more wave energy compared to the natural beach, which draws more
sediment away from the beach face leading to beach erosion through longshore drift and results in
an overall lowering of the beach level in front of the revetment. The expansion and extension of the
protection works subsequently led to further erosion and necessitated further protection. As a result
of the various protection works the beach along western Colac Bay is almost unrecognisable
compared to its pre-intervention state, with rock revetments in the place of gravelly-sand berms and
dunes.

This sequence of coastal protection works has been observed at many locations in New Zealand, and
the processes and risks arising from this approach are described in flow-chart form in Figure 6. At
Colac Bay, where all the houses are now protected but the access route is now at risk, this process is
in the stage of cyclic outflanking and extension of the coastal defences. Colac Bay had previously
reached the further stages of this as evidenced in the realignment of the Foreshore road to pass
behind the urupa and associated revetment construction works.

The historic erosion (pre-1955) at Colac Bay appears to have been localised cross-shore sediment
movement caused by short-term storm erosion which was addressed by the protective works, i.e., a
back and forth movement of beach material onshore and offshore in response to storm conditions
but with little overall sediment loss. Since this time there appears to have been a wholesale shift in
beach erosion dynamics from localised cross-shore retreat to a wider-scale erosional regime where
the primary sediment movement is a one-way flow eastward, causing the erosion to sequentially
move along the beach. The shift in dynamics has been exacerbated by defence construction that has
accelerated the overall changes to beach sediment transport.

The rate of shoreline retreat has been estimated in past reports. The following numbers represent
the trends observed along Colac Bay and provide a guide to future erosion:

= 3 long-term average erosion rate of 0.1 to 0.25 m/yr over the 67 year period 1888 to
1955 (T&T 1997)

= anaverage erosion rate of 0.14 m/yr (using the vegetation line as a reference) for the
period 1955 to 1997 (T&T 1997)

= anecdotally, the beach berm adjacent to the 2012 protection works appears to have
retreated at least 1 m into the road-verge since then, indicating a rate of 0.3-0.4 m/yr.
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These values indicate that erosion of 0.1-0.2 m/yr has previously occurred along Colac Foreshore
Road in the area now protected, but the erosion may have recently accelerated along the
unprotected stretch of coastline and particularly adjacent to the revetments.

At the transition from the revetment to natural beach it is clear that the revetment slope (1:2) is
steeper than natural slope of the beach (1:3-1:4), e.g., Figure 3d. Consequently, in this location the
beach is trying to lay-back to its natural slope in response to the wind/wave action. The toe
position of the beach gravels will remain in a similar cross-shore location to the revetment toe,
therefore to accommodate the 1:3 or 1:4 natural slope the beach crest will naturally retreat by
eroding further into the roadway. It is difficult to predict the distance inshore that the beach will
erode if left unchecked as this retreat is dependent on the material encountered, whether
improvements to the end of the existing revetment are made and other changes in environmental
conditions (vegetation, sea level, prevailing wind/wave direction). It is noted that if this shoreline
retreat was to occur further along the beach past the “Trees” then it would not be a major problem
because of the wide beach surface with ample sediment build up, absence of road on the backshore
and the adequate building setback distance of the Oyster Lane development (approximately 50 m
from the present beach) for building platforms. However the “Trees” surf break may be adversely
affected.

Future climate changes will also influence the coastal processes contributing to erosion.
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Figure 6 - Typical timeline of the protection offered by, and effects of, ad hoc coastal defences on an eroding
coastline (courtesy Doug Ramsay, NIWA Client report HAM2007-007).
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4.1 Climate changes

One of the key influences on long-term coastal stability is the ability of the beach system to respond
to future climate changes such as sea-level rise, regional changes to wind/wave direction or storm
intensity.

Regarding sea level rise, the latest Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 5th
Assessment Report of Working Group | (Physical Sciences) was released with sea-level rise
projections using different Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs) for carbon emission
trajectories. The plausible range of IPCC projections is for an increase of 0.5 to 1 m in global-mean
sea level by 2100, with an additional caveat of several decimetres if an accelerated ice-sheet
response ensues (Figure 10).

IPCC global SLR projections with +0.05 m for SW Pacific
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Figure 10 - IPCC (2013) sea-level rise projections out to 2120 that include an additional 0,05 m increase in the
SW Pacific over and above the global-average. The blue lines are for the RCP2.6 scenario (severe curbs on
emissions and zero by 2100) and the red line for RCP8.5 (business-as-usual global emissions). The two tie-
points in the MfE (2008) sea-level rise guidance manual for the 2090s are marked (blue dots) along with the
equivalent tie-points extended out to 2115 (100-year period).

The most-recent national guidance on sea-level rise values to use is the 2008 MfE Guidance Manual
for Local Government on Coastal Hazards and Climate Change {MfE, 2008). The guidance is based
around a risk-assessment framework where the consequences for any project or plan change should
be investigated for a range of sea-level rises, starting with 0.5 m (by the 2090s) and at least
considering 0.8 m (2090s). Given that the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (DOC, 2010)
stipulates that planning timeframes of at least 100 years need to be considered, the equivalent
values start with a sea-level rise of 0.7 m and should at least consider 1.0 m by 2115. Any future
long-term ‘solution’ to coastal erosion must incorporate this guidance. It should be recognised that
all fixed coastal protection structures will provide a reduced level of protection as sea level rises.

With climate change it is also likely that the storm-driven extreme sea-levels of the present day will
occur more frequently as sea-level rises. For example in 50 years the elevated water levels froma 1
in 100 year storm event of 2015 (a 1% likelihood of occurring each year on average) may occur as
often as every 10 years {a 10% chance of occurring each year). Essentially, without upgrading the
protective structures the likelihood of larger overtopping events and destructive events is increasing
(e.g., flow chart of Figure 6).
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5 Specific concerns for Colac Bay o
5.1 Historic gravel pit -
A gravel reserve was designated on the 1881 survey, and although the exact dates of extraction are g
not known, aerial photos show gravel extraction began after 1955 and was completed by 1981 with '|_|:
total extraction area of approximately 55 Ha (Figure 7). The current floor level of the gravel pit <
appears to be 2-3 m below the surrounding land, although with rough depressions and mounds. The O
material extracted is assumed to be used for construction of the adjacent highway. A wetland “;
appears to have naturally formed at the cessation of gravel extraction, as is common when extraction

ceases upon reaching the water table. As shown in Figure 7 a small (approximately 80 m x 50 m) E
landfill is seen to be operational in 1981, 1993 and 2000 aerial photographs but appears to be closed .3

as of 2007. The former landfill is set back approximately 100 m from Colac Foreshore Road, with
access currently via a locked gate. A small amount of illegal ‘out of bounds’ dumping is expected
within 20-30 m of the former landfill site especially as landfill access was at times unrestricted in its
earlier years (pers. comm. CFC member 25-5-2015).

Figure 7 - Former gravel pit site along Colac Foreshore Road showing partial infilling as wetland and landfill.
The extracted gravel is thought to have been used to construct the nearby highway visible at the top of the
image. White line indicates the approximate gravel pit boundary; white shading indicates approximate
landfill extent. Aerial photograph source: SDC, dated 1993,

In the scenario that Colac Foreshore Road is removed and the beach erodes into the former gravel
pit, it is unlikely that the beach erosion will accelerate after reaching the gravel pit as there is a
sufficient volume of gravel remaining to resist erosion. In this scenario a small amount of the illegally
dumped landfill material is expected to reach the beach face, which may be tidied as needed.
Wholesale coastline retreat of over 120 m to reach the landfill is a highly unlikely outcome in the
foreseeable future.
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5.2 Surf break

The Trees’ surf break, midway along Colac Bay, is recognised regionally and its surf conditions are
reported on various websites?, It is a sandy beach break with reliable surf. It can have good surfahility
at all tide stages and all times of the year, but is best with a southerly swell and northwest wind.

Being a beach break means the surf quality is strongly influenced by the state of the offshore bhars
and sand on the intertidal flat (as opposed to a point- or reef-break which is controlled by the fixed
bedrock features). This means that any nearby changes to the nearshore dynamics, sand supply and
beach sediments may alter the location, form and quality of the surf break. In the scenario that the
rock revetment was extended along the remainder of Colac Foreshore Road (as desired by the CFC
for road access protection), then the sediment stripping which has occurred at western Colac Bay is
also likely to occur here. This change to sediment dynamics on the upper foreshore is likely to
influence the surf break as an unintended consequence of any coastal protection works. Indeed,
there are few options for complete road access protection without some risk to the surf break.

5.3 Beach amenity and access

Prior to construction of any rock protection measures the foreshore of Colac Bay was a wide
grassed/tussock gravel and sand berm (pers. comm. CFC member 25-5-2015). The beach amenity at
this time was good, with wide and easy access but little storm-erosion protection. Since the
installation of the rock protection works, the wide grassed berm has disappeared and the beach itself
is wide and sandy at low-tide but the water reaches the rocks during mid to high tide. Current beach
access for the public is either scrambling down the often slippery and mobile rocks or one of two
‘access points’ where ‘steps’ are provided down the revetment (Figure 8).

Figure 8 - Current beach access (approximately 10m west of Colac Bay Road).

ZE.g., http://www.nzsurfguide.co.nz/surf_breaks/southland/colac-bay or http://www.metservice.com/marine/surf/colac-bay

22 Coastal Erosion at Colac Bay, Southland

8.6  Attachment B Page 336



Council

23 November 2017

At the meeting with the CFC the point was raised as to whether concrete steps could be placed to
create more user-friendly access to the beach. A well-constructed and pre-cast concrete staircase (a
straight and single flight) could be placed on top of the existing revetment and attached to some of
the larger and more stable protective rocks. The key to successful installation would be the strength
of pre-cast unit and site selection of large and immobile rocks. The structure may require a resource
consent for placement/construction in the coastal marine area.

Such a stairway would increase the volume of water/gravel overwash onto the road, but the CFC
considers this an acceptable consequence and the effects could be addressed as maintenance.
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6 Erosion management practices

6.1 Common engineering approaches

Coastlines are dynamic areas, and trying to control how coastlines change is typically a very
expensive and often futile activity which in many cases exacerbates problems along adjacent coastal
areas. Engineered approaches do have a place as part of a successful coastal defence, but are often
less successful at mitigating region-wide or long-term beach retreat (i.e., Colac Bay) than mitigating
short-term storm damage (i.e., resisting the effects of the highest tides and largest waves of a storm).
There are two general engineering approaches for management of coastlines where the overall trend
is a beach/region-wide coastal retreat:

1. “Hard” engineering:

Coastal defences such as seawalls built to “hold the line” or “advance the line” are often viewed as
solutions to coastal erosion problems. Unfortunately such actions tend to be reactive, are rarely the
most effective option in the long term, lead to a false sense of security, often permit further
development behind the structures, and often lead to other environmental damage. Further, there is
an expectation that such defences will be maintained in perpetuity, leading to ever-increasing
financial commitments to maintain and upgrade such defences. Examples of hard engineering
include revetments, groynes, breakwaters and seawalls. Colac Bay is an excellent example of hard
engineering solutions causing adjacent erosion, changing the overall beach dynamics and
exacerbating beach erosion. There is a place for these types of structures in the coastal environment,
but they should be viewed as secondary defences or back-stops to a primary defence of improved
management of the coastal environment through planning and development controls.

Several specific “Hard” engineering approaches were suggested by others for Colac Bay and are
addressed on the following page.

2. “Soft” Engineering:

“Softer” approaches including “managed retreat” or “wait and see” are most often viewed as interim
measures, but can be more successful in the long-term when managed carefully in conjunction with
proper planning and development controls. These options include beach nourishment and
dune/vegetation management which work with the natural coastal processes to manage and
mitigate erosion effects. Beach nourishment involves removing large volumes of sand and gravel
from a suitable source and re-depositing it near the eroding stretch of coastline. This is likely to be
required periodically, say every 5-10 years at a fairly substantial cost, with additional top-up required
following storm erosion. An aggressive planting regime to naturally stabilise the upper beach
foreshore should not be a stand-alone option as it takes time to develop into a coastal defence.

The cost of soft engineering works is often less than hard engineering, with an improved aesthetic
compared to hard engineering. However, there is a trade-off to acknowledge that the solution may
not be long-term and the coastline may naturally advance and retreat around this protection.
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6.2 Options suggested by others

During discussions with the CFC and Council staff a number of specific engineering solutions were
mentioned and discussed. Outlined below are the physical processes and risks associated with
construction of these options at Colac Bay. The options put forward were:

A. A single groyne at the end of the existing wall:
Groynes are commonly used to control the longshore transport of sand and gravel. However,
as they trap sand and gravel which moves along the coast they can cause some quite
significant down-drift erosion impacts (i.e., exacerbated erosion along adjacent sections of
coast). Where groynes are used they are often supplemented with beach nourishment, i.e.,
sand or gravel placed to increase the width of the beach, which changes the function of the
groyne to hold the nourished sediment rather than interrupt the natural sediment transport.
Given the scarcity of sediment availability, the history of intervention resulting in exacerbated
erosion and the nearby surf break, a groyne is unlikely to prove a successful mitigation option
for the coastal erosion at Colac Bay. Constructing a properly designed groyne is also likely to be
prohibitively expensive and unsuitable for the Colac Bay physical environment.

Item 8.6 Attachment B

B. An offshore breakwater near the end of the existing wall:
Offshore breakwaters are designed to interrupt the wave driven sediment transport hy
creating a wave-shadow on the beach and allow the shoreline to advance in the lee of the
structure. However, as they trap beach material in the lee, they can cause down-drift erosion
effects, and if improperly designed the sediment accumulation can be to the extent that it acts
as a sand-groyne, with the same down-drift erosional consequences. If designed properly, the
trapped sediment may widen the beach and combat the erosion. However, constructing such
an offshore breakwater is often prohibitively expensive, and as the area of beach widened is
proportional to the size of the structure, Colac Bay would require a large and costly structure.

C. Protect the remaining Colac Foreshore Road with a rock revetment:
Extending the existing rock revetment for another 1 km (including rebuilding the 2012
emergency works) would “hold the line” by extending the fixed barrier eastward. However,
this approach would have similar consequences to the prior revetment works — sediment
stripping from the beach face, beach level lowering and erosion of the adjacent beach. While
the beach eastward beyond such a revetment is wide and capable of retreating, the most
notable environmental effect of constructing this revetment is likely to be the loss, or
irrevocable change to the “Trees” surf break. The extension works would be more costly than
the prior works due to the need for larger rocks (because of the larger waves experienced in
this more exposed part of the bay) and the absence of reusable existing rock.

D. Do nothing (close the road):
The “retreat” option is to accept that the regional-scale influences on coastline position are
beyond the capability and affordability of council engineers to manage in perpetuity. This
approach often involves relocation of houses and relinquishment of private land to the beach.
In the long term, if left un-hindered, the coastline along Colac Bay is likely to retreat inland
beyond its current position and establish a new equilibrium position. It should be noted that
Colac Bay is in the unigue position that there is an existing adjacent access route a safe
distance from the shore and no development behind Colac Foreshore Road, so retreating is a
reasonable option with the limited financial requirements. However, this approach is
unacceptable to the CFC who wish to maintain road access.
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Whilst there are many other types and combinations of engineering approaches that could be
considered, in essence there are no simple feasible options that are either affordable, would not
cause significant down-drift erosion effects, or are acceptable to all parties at Colac Bay.
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7 Recommendations for managing future coastal change at
Colac Bay

The community meeting highlighted a tension between the CFC and SDC with regards to the
expectation for protection of road access and limited funding to build such protection, which is
combined with the joint desire for limited environmental impacts to the bay. The CFC is of the
opinion that Colac Foreshore Road should be protected and that an engineering solution is the main
way to ensure access continues. However, SDC has limited funding for coastal protection works and
cannot justify large expenditure on this roadway when there is a suitable highway some 300 m
inland. As outlined in Section 4 and Section 5, there is no single clear and long-term mitigation
option for Colac Bay, especially considering the specific features of the Bay, and any reasonable
middle-ground solution will involve a compromise between the two distant perspectives. This will
involve cooperation and compromise from both parties, i.e., a lower level of protection with some
access and at some cost.

As outlined above {and as seen at Colac Bay) the negative impacts of coastal protection works are
well known and great care needs to be taken, particularly with structural solutions such as seawalls
and revetments, to ensure that such impacts do not occur. However, where such structures are built
appropriately they can provide an effective interim measure of increasing the standard of protection
by acting in conjunction with the existing beach and utilising “softer” engineering approaches.

The following sections outline a recommended approach comprising 1) ongoing maintenance and
monitoring, 2) immediate mitigation action while design and finances are managed for 3) interim
protection measure options and 4) suitable long-term management options.

7.1 Ongoing maintenance and monitoring

7.1.1 Maintenance

The existing rock protection is in need of some preventative maintenance to ensure that its level of
protection does not diminish without further maintenance:

= At opportune times, an excavator placed on the beach at low tide may “walk” along
the foreshore, collecting rocks which have migrated away from the revetment toe and
re-depositing them on the revetment face to plug gaps. These small actions will
increase the lifetime of the protection offered by the revetment.

= Where possible, localised slumping patches should be backfilled with new rock
material and gravel spread between the gaps.

®*  The continued management of minor subsidence of the revetment rear face through
backfilling, road sweeping and allowing vegetation to grow.

This type of maintenance work should continue to be performed periodically to maintain the current
state of protection and would be considered maintenance of existing structures for resource content.

To address the minor erosion along the boat-ramp access road, additional rock should be placed on
the beach berm below the erosion scarp to prevent further undermining and erosion.
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7.1.2 Monitoring

Independent of which management approach is chosen, the beach should be monitored and
photographed regularly to document the ongoing beach evolution. This monitoring will serve to
establish the effectiveness of the ongoing maintenance, the outcome of any intervention measures
and inform engineers considering the long-term mitigation options.

The monitoring should include GPS beach profiles every 6 months to establish quantitatively the
stability of beach width and sediment volume, and regularly photographed to record vegetation and
sediment position and characteristics. Ideally, beach profiles at 150-200 m intervals along the whole
beach would be most informative, however to assess effectiveness of interim measures then profiles
between the eastern-most house on Foreshore Road until 300 m past the “Trees” would suffice.

7.2 Immediate mitigation

As the process of deciding the extent of the interim or longer-term protection works and who/how
they will be funded can take some time (years in many cases), it is recommended that an immediate
intervention be undertaken at Colac Bay to prevent deterioration of the beach and revetment
before any more-permanent erosion mitigation is in place. The timeframe for this work is
considered within 6 months in the hope of intervening before any severe storms erode the beach
irreparably. The immediate actions include:

®»  The one-off nourishment (differing from the ongoing nourishment described as soft-engineering
within Section 6) of a 100 m section of the beach with beach sediment collected from the Tihaka
end of the beach (collected from the rear of the beach berm, not the beach face). This should be
placed on the low-tide sand flat in front of the last 40 m of the 2012 emergency works rock and
in front of the eroding stretch. Where possible it should be re-graded to a natural beach profile
with a narrow crest.

= Aggressive planting of re-nourished beach berm and upper beach face within 200 m of the
emergency works rock (e.g., a community planting day). This should be with plants known to
survive the rigours of beach exposure in Southland (tussock, flax). Ceasing any roadside spraying
will aid the plant establishment.

*  Maintenance of the nourished and planted beach. After storm events, material which is cast
onto the road should be swept back to the berm. Similarly, if sediment slumping is noted in the
eroded areas of the beach this should be re-scraped to the beach berm and roadside. Any plants
which die or are washed away should be replanted.

= Restrict any further development in areas of coast along Colac Foreshore Road beyond the end
of the current revetment as a measure to permit a future option of relinquishing the road to the
beach should the interim protection measure be unsuccessful or the cost of
maintaining/extending the structure be unacceptable to SDC and ratepayers. This would also
recognise and provide for the likely impact of sea-level rise.

The recommended maintenance and monitoring (see Section 7.1 above) should continue alongside
these immediate actions.
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7.3 Interim protection measures 5
As highlighted above and throughout discussion with all parties, the contrasting perspectives and E
environmental sensitives mean there it not one clear solution to address the current issues and =
future changes without incurring some cost. Therefore, two interim mitigation measures are g
proposed to ‘buy some time’ to permit development of a unified long-term strategy for managing b
the coastal change along Colac Foreshore Road. These interim options differ in their coastal E
management strategy as one is a “hold the line, temporarily” approach and the other is a “managed O
retreat” option. The options both take a step towards keeping the roadway open in the short term Q
and both involve a financial investment with community input. Most importantly, while addressing ©
the present issues, selection of either option will not exclude any of the future long-term options. qE)
There is a risk that these mitigation options will be unsuccessful at managing the coastal erosion in s

the interim timeframe if there is a large storm event or unforeseen outcomes.

7.3.1 Structural mitigation: transitional revetment extension

The “hold the line, temporarily” option suggested is a multi-faceted approach designed to address
the many contrasting processes and perspectives at Colac Bay. The design is an attempt to prevent
the erosion worsening at the current location, interrupt the beach-wide erosional tendency and
reduce the edge-effects adjacent to the present revetment. The key component of this design is the
smooth transition from rock-dominant revetment with 1:2 fore-slope to a gravel-dominant beach
with few rocks and fore-slope of 1:4-1:5. This form of transitioning the revetment through a flatter
slope and sparser rock placement is not as visually appealing as a natural beach or traditional rock
revetment and will not be an inexpensive option. However, this approach forms a first step to
intervening, maintaining the current road within the legal parcel, and holds flexibility for any long-
term strategy.

This option is described schematically in Figure 9 with steps for implementation below.

Legal boundary

To Colac Bay Single lane road Road realignment

Refreshed 2012 Transitional revetment extension

% Natural beach
each nourishment

=1 = | _]
Revetment face slope 1:2 — 1.3 e A —_— 1:5 ——»  natural
1
Rock placement density dense P sparse  ———®  none
Revetment toe position advance 1-3m > tie into natural beach
Figure 9 - schematic of proposed transitional revetment extension.
1. Realign and narrow Colac Foreshore Road inland as much as possible within the existing legal

boundary. The most effective version of this will be reducing it to one lane for a 200 m length
around the protection works. This realignment will gain 2-4 m of beach width for the protective
works.
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Rebuild and strengthen the 2012 emergency works section of the existing revetment. This
should include placement of new rock in exposed locations, at the crest, and embedding
additional rock at the toe of the revetment — the rock sizes should be finalised during a detailed
design phase. This will ensure the level of protection to the community and road does not
decrease without further maintenance of the existing structure.

Extend the revetment by 100-150 m with a revetment of variable foreshore slope, decreasing
rock placement density, and a toe extended seaward. This extension will transition from a 1:2
slope adjacent to the existing revetment to a 1:4 or 1:5 slope at its end; it will also transition
from a rock-dominant revetment to a gravel-dominant beach by decreasing the rock placement
density along its length (i.e., larger spaces between rocks). The revetment toe also advances
seaward by 1-3 m to allow for the flatter slope layback in conjunction with the realigned road.
The revetment should be backfilled with beach gravel extracted from the Tihaka end of Colac
Bay.

Nourish the beach in front of the 2012 emergency works and revetment extension with sand
and gravel extracted from the Tihaka end of Colac Bay. The sediment should be placed on the
revetment face as a wedge above the low-tide sand flat, reaching 2-3 m up the revetment. It
should also be placed over and throughout the refreshed 2012 emergency works and revetment
extension. The nourished beach should be graded to align with the natural beach profile where
possible.

Plant vegetation after the nourishment and regrading works on the beach crest, upper foreshore
and road verge. This should be with plants known to survive the rigours of beach exposure in
Southland (e.g., native tussock or flax). Ceasing any roadside spraying will aid the plant
establishment. The community is encouraged to engage in this planting phase and continue to
maintain and replace any plants which die or a washed away rather than wait for SDC
maintenance cycles.

Maintain the existing and new structures. During winter and after any large storms, the beach
should be re-scraped at low-tide to re-gather rock and gravel that has migrated offshore. As the
rock revetment settles into place it should be topped-up annually with additional rock and
gravel.

While undesirable from a tourism access route, it is reiterated that ultimately the longer-term
approach is most likely going to need to involve removal or complete realignment of Colac Foreshore
Road, and this interim measure is to ‘buy some time’ over a while decisions are considered.

7.3.2 Non-structural mitigation: realign the Colac Foreshore Road.

The “managed retreat” option suggested allows the beach to naturally adjust to a new equilibrium
shoreline position by relocating the Colac Foreshore Road a short distance inland and out of the
current erosion risk zone without further changes to the beach system itself. The realignment
involves part-purchase of the former gravel pit and require some backfilling to form a suitable road
foundation. This retreat option is not as visually appealing as a natural beach or traditional rock
revetment as it will leave an exposed revetment and eroding beach.
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This option is schematically illustrated in Figure 10, with steps for implementation below.
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Figure 10 - schematic of proposed road realignment.

1. Acquire land from the former gravel pit approximately 20 m wide or as wide as recommended
after considering adequate setback distances.

2. Backfill a strip 5 m wide and 150 m long to a level suitable for road foundation. It is envisaged
in the first stage the road may only be built 5 m from the current alignment, only using a
fraction of the acquired land, therefore minimising the required fill volume for road
foundation. If the beach erosion then continues, the council can iteratively fill and realign the
road further inland.

3. Construct as a gravel road with appropriate signage and protective guardrail/berm before
removing the existing road surface.

4. Plant vegetation on the beach crest, upper foreshore, road verge and former road surface. This
should be with plants known to survive the rigours of beach exposure in Southland (e.g., native
tussock or flax). Ceasing any roadside spraying will aid the plant establishment. The community
is encouraged to engage in this planting phase and continue to maintain and replace any
plants which die or are washed away rather than wait for SDC maintenance cycles.

5. Monitor the beach condition, crest position and revetment end as the new beach equilibrium
position develops.

This option gives some control over timing and cost to the community and council by varying the
realignment offset distance and the size of land purchased to allow either/both a two-lane road or a
larger setback for the expected beach retreat.

For this option, the interim status means shifting the road to a location that is just out of the current
danger zone may be at hazard in the longer term (but at least this buys some time) or may even turn
out to be safe (and a long-term solution) once more is learnt about how the shore stabilises through
monitoring. In contrast, a long-term solution would be to shift it a conservative distance inland now

(say, 50 m) to avoid the potential costs of shifting the road multiple times.

The gravel surface of the road is envisaged as temporary in order to accommodate quick
construction or modification following storm events. This form of managed coastal retreat leaves the
end of the current revetment exposed and susceptible to erosion and undermining from wave attack
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and sediment stripping, consequently it will require active monitoring and/or pre-emptive placement
of rocks to percent erosion outflanking the revetment. However, this approach maintains the current
road access and holds flexibility for any long-term strategy with fewer ongoing maintenance
commitments than a revetment.

7.4 Long-term options

The suitability and extent of any future works will need to be refined through assessing the
perfarmance of the interim protection works, analysis of beach monitoring results along with
incorporating sea-level rise policies, community needs and funding conditions.

In relation to the form of a future long-term coastal management strategy at Colac Bay that
addresses the funding restrictions and community wishes, the options are limited to minimal
intervention such as “do nothing”, “managed retreat”, or substantial intervention such as “hold the
line”. There is little or no middle ground between these perspectives due to the site specific

complications and erosion history.

The options below are all presented assuming the ongoing maintenance, monitoring and immediate
actions have all been performed.

7.4.1 Do nothing

In the long term, if left unhindered, the coastline along the unprotected stretch of Colac Bay for

300 m east of the current revetment is likely to establish a new equilibrium position by retreating
inland beyond its current position. Without any intervention, it is expected to retreat by upto 1-2 m
per year to a total of 5-15 m. The retreat will be greatest immediately adjacent to the existing
revetment and will reduce further east along the beach. This will force closure of Colac Foreshore
Road through uncontrolled undermining and erosion.

The beach erosion is not expected to accelerate after reaching the gravel pit as there is a sufficient
volume of gravel remaining to resist erosion. In this scenario a small amount of the illegally dumped
landfill material is expected to reach the beach face. Note that coastal erosion reaching the historic
landfill is a highly unlikely outcome in the foreseeable future.

Because there is a suitable alternative access route (SH99), this option has the lowest cost to the
council for implementation, however it has the greatest uncertainty for the community in the
unpredictable timing and severity of storm erosion causing road closure.

7.4.2 Managed retreat
Colac Bay is in the unigue position where there is an alternative access route and there are no

dwellings along the eroding stretch of road. This means that there are reasonable options available
for little cost. The simplest options are:

1. Pre-emptive closure of Colac Foreshore Road before a forced closure. This would involve
removal of the tar seal and redirecting vehicular tourist traffic along the adjacent highway. A
gravel walking track could be left for pedestrian and cycle access along the rear of the
foreshore as long as possible. The beach may then be left to adjust to a new equilibrium
shoreline position. This option would allow the community and council to control the closure
timing and better manage the implications of the closure on tourism and access.
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2. Complete and permanent realignment of Colac Foreshore Road inland through part-purchase
of the former gravel pit. This option is the ultimate extension of the interim option described
in Section 7.3.2 and would relocate the road a conservative distance inland (say, 50 m) such
that there would be minimal risk of erosion over the ‘long term”. Partial filling of the wetland
within the gravel pit would be required for roadway foundation. This option gives some control
over cost and timing to the community and council by managing the area of land purchased,
quality/width of the realigned road surface (gravel or sealed) and the setback allowance for
beach retreat. A key question is whether it would be more economical to choose this long-
term option now or to choose the interim, less conservative relocation option and run the risk
of having to shift the road again (perhaps several times).

There are several variations of this aption which may be developed further through consultation with
the affected stakeholders. Any managed retreat option will require ongoing monitoring along with
review timeframes and thresholds for intervention. The design of road setbacks for a permanent
road will require specific consideration of sea-level rises, analysis of extreme sea levels in conjunction
with acceptable road serviceability.

It appears that in the long term, this “managed retreat” through road realignment or closure is the
most suitable option given the complexities of the site and stakeholders.

7.4.3 “Hold the line”

If the Council and Community decide to “hold the line” to protect Colac Foreshore Road with
understanding of the cost and that this is likely to cause continuation of the existing erosion-
protection cycle (i.e. flow chart of Figure 6) and may have further downstream environmental
consequences (i.e., beach erosion and influencing the surf break), then attention should be drawn to
the following:

. Any further defence structure should be located (where possible) landward of the present
active beach, with the interface of the beach and structure well above present day high-tide
levels, i.e., the beach itself is left in front of the defence so the defence acts as a back-stop to
erosion. This would involve excavation, construction and re-building the beach in front of the
structure.

. The crest of any structure should not extend significantly higher than the level of the land
behind it, with a crest width of at least 2 m wide if a rock revetment.

= Rock backfill and under-layers for geotextiles should be found from an external source and not
from the immediately adjacent beach (the wide Tihaka end of Colac Bay would be an ideal
source for gravel material).

u The fore-slope of any revetment should be flatter than the present 1:2 revetment slope.

L] The final design will need to consider sea-level rise and analysis of extreme sea levels and
erosion likelihood during storm events.

Note that any fixed structure along the coastline will provide a reducing level of protection as sea-
levels rise into the future.
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8 Rough-order volumetric estimates

Each of the coastal management options outlined in Section 7 were developed to such an extent that
volumetric estimates of material quantities could be made. These volumes were to assist rough order
costs estimates by the Council who hold local knowledge of material sourcing, cartage and placement
rates. The cost estimates will assist decision making for the Community and Council.

A summary of the volumetric estimates associated with construction of each option are shown in
Table 1 with the annual operational maintenance volumes shown in Table 2. See Appendix A for
detailed breakdown of calculations with explanatory diagrams - this is a printed-version of the excel
spreadsheet used to compile the estimates.

The costing estimates for each option should be developed firstly based on the descriptions of
Section 7 with the volumetric estimates used as a supplementary reference.

If local material properties are unavailable, the recommended unit density for armour stone is
2,650 kg/m® and the recommended bulk density for gravel is 2,000 kg/m?®.

Where possible, the gravel material for beach nourishment should be drawn from a source with
similar properties to the beach itself {i.e., particle size grading, density, angularity and colour) such as
the backshore at the Tihaka end of the Colac Bay. The fill placed inland for road foundation does not
have this recommendation.

Note that these estimates are quantities only with no provision for labour, construction
complexity/methodology, contract management or otherwise. This phase of estimation does not
constitute detailed design and the cost far detailed engineering design should also be factored into
the selected option.

8.1 Construction volumes

The volumetric estimates associated with construction of each option represent the rough order
magnitude of material quantities for construction. The “volume of excavated rock” {options 3a, 4d)
represents the removal of the 2012 emergency works protection. The “volume of imported armour
stone” (3a, 3b, 4¢, 4d) represents importation and placement of new armour stone for revetment
extensions. The “volume of excavated gravel” (4d) represents excavation for the revetment
foundation — this volume will be re-placed in front/on-top of the structure. The “volume of imported
gravel” (2, 3a, 3b 4c, 4d) represents the amount required for both beach nourishment and/or gravel-
pit infill for road foundation.

Note that the outer rock/armour stones should be placed individually (or small groups) by excavator
(i.e., not end-tipped by truck) to maximise interlocking and erosion resistance. Similarly, the majority
of the gravel nourishment should be excavator-placed at/on the toe of the revetments as per the
diagrams.
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Table 1: Volumetric estimates associated with construction of each coastal management option. 5
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Volume of excavated
rock (i.e., 2012 (m?) 179 (0)* - - 179 (0)*
emergency works rock)
Volume of imported 5 * . o4 0652
armour stone (m?) 918 (662)* (115.2) (115.2) (5568)*
Volume of excavated
gravel (i.e., for (m?) - - - 3750
foundations)
Volume of imported
1050 9000
. . 3 . *E
grave;l (i.e., fill or (m?) 275 788 (1150)** (9100)** 1125
nourishment)
Area of geotextile (m?) . ) ) ) ) . ) 7500
underlayer
Area to plant (m?) 100 100 300 - 1200 1000 563
Area of road to remove [m?) - 900 - 1200 900 -
Area of road to form (m?) - 900 - 24 2275 -
Land area to purchase  (Ha) 0.2 1.5

* () indicate the volume required if the option to place the new layer of armour stone directly over the existing

2012 emergency works section is selected

** () indicate the optional pre-emptive 20 m revetment extension to prevent further outflanking and erosion

ok

excludes re-placement of any gravel excavated for revetment foundations
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8.2 Annual maintenance volumes

These volumetric estimates associated with annual operational maintenance represent the
susceptibility of each option to regular storm battering. Note that values shown are additional to the
ongoing maintenance (Option 1) which is assumed to underlay all options as it involves maintenance
of the existing structures. The options which do not involve active beach-front management (such as
road closure or realignment) have no additional ongoing maintenance volumes as the intention is to
allow the beach to naturally retreat inland. The “volume of imported armour stone”, “volume of
imported gravel” and “area to replant” represent replacement of lost material during storm erosion
(e.g., replacing the lost volume for 3 storms per year which each erode 10% of the initial

nourishment).

Maintenance of the immediate (2) and interim (3a) mitigation nourishment needs only to continue
until a longer-term management approach is in place.

Table 2: Volumetric estimates of annual operational works for each coastal management option.
Option 1 2 3a 3b da 4b dc ad
0 = T
c © 1 @ c
£ - 5
g c ¥ 3t % 5 v 8
2 =] T e L« - z - c
= = E 2 E % £ 2 = 4 = c o
® % c Lo T @ C] o o % g o B
S @5 B € E ® o 23z LE 3
- E= u [ = 0 v @ [T =%
o £ E T 5§ x = =z B i Y w o £
E [ 2 S =3 o o = T T = U
Item ] = ¥ © Tt e 9w Zz o o 5 o g = E
2 W = 25 e = w g [T -2
o = © = O S o 00 w 2 ® 5 =23
s T - 0 = [T o = c 3 cE 8 o 3
B ¢ o 5@ ] - [ © 35 T =
4 E E 5 Lo o =t = = £
£ E = E o o, o o ' o
°© =3 %% E . ¢ 2
= = ™~
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- -t
E
Volume of imported
P (m¥) | 13.5* - 13 - ; ; ; 23
armour stone
Volume of imported
gravel (i.e., fill or (m?) - 82.5 165 - - - - 338
nourishment)
Area to re-plant (m?) - 30 30 - - - - 169

* Ongoing maintenance should occur in addition to all options
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9 Summary and recommendations o
9.1 Overview =
This report addresses the request for advice about coastal erosion in Colac Bay, Southland, g
specifically to communicate the physical processes contributing to the ongoing erosion and provide '|_|:
practical mitigation options taking into account the contrasting perspectives of stakeholders. <
The problem of coastal erosion at Colac Bay has been ongoing since the 1930s and led to the ‘D.
construction of the extensive rock revetments. However, the construction of the protection works -]
further destabilised the natural equilibrium between sediment supply, wind/wave conditions and E
shoreline position and ultimately contributed to exacerbation of erosion along the beach front. There Q
has been a cyclic process of erosion outflanking the protection works which has subsequently —

required extension of protection works along the beach. This has occurred to a point where all
dwellings are adequately protected by the rock revetment, but the access route along Colac
Foreshore Road is at risk. A large proportion of the sediment which has been stripped from the
foreshore of western Colac Bay has migrated east through longshore transport to the Tihaka end
where the beach is now 40-50 m wide and accreting.

The majority of the present revetments along Colac Foreshore Road currently provide adequate
protection for the inhabited areas immediately behind the road (excluding the 2012 emergency
works which are in a poorer condition). There has been minor slumping, overtopping and leaching of
the fine gravels through the armour material. These processes are normal for a revetment exposed
to large waves and are within the serviceable limits for the structure. The Council has managed the
minor subsidence of the revetment rear face through backfilling and allowing vegetation to grow.
This type of maintenance work should continue and be performed periodically to maintain the
current state of the structure.

The main tension between local residents and the Council is maintaining access along Colac
Foreshore Road; the road is a tourist route and is seen as important to the survival of the town but
any constructed protection works require financing. This tension is complicated by the well-known
“trees” surf break at the midpoint of the beach and a historic gravel pit which is partially landfill.
Note that in the scenario that Colac Foreshore Road is removed/relocated and the beach erodes into
the former gravel pit, it is unlikely that the beach erosion will accelerate after reaching the gravel pit
as there is a sufficient volume of gravel remaining to resist erosion and wholesale coastline retreat to
reach the landfill in the north-eastern corner of the site is a highly unlikely outcome in the
foreseeable future.

9.2 Recommendations
There are no simple coastal management solutions addressing the erosional problem, conflicting

tensions and environmental sensitivities at Colac Bay. The recommended approach to managing the
current erosion situation is presented in Section 7 and summarised below:

1. Ongoing maintenance and monitoring

The existing rock protection is in need of some preventative maintenance to ensure that its level
of protection does not diminish without further maintenance. This type work should continue to
be performed periodically to maintain the current state of protection and would be considered
maintenance of existing structures for resource content.
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A beach monitoring programme should be initiated to regularly profile and photograph Colac Bay
to monitor the ongoing beach evolution and inform design of any long-term options.

2. Immediate mitigation (do now)

As the process of deciding the extent of protection works and who/how they will be funded can
take some time (years in many cases), it is recommended that an immediate intervention be
undertaken at Colac Bay to prevent deterioration of the beach and revetment before any interim
erosion mitigation is in place. The immediate actions include a) the one-off nourishment of a

100 m section of the beach, b) aggressive planting of re-nourished beach berm and upper beach
face within 200 m of the emergency works rock (e.g., a community planting day), ¢) maintenance
of the nourished and planted beach, and d) restrictions on any further development in areas of
coast along Colac Foreshore Road beyond the end of the current revetment.

3. Interim mitigation measures

Two interim mitigation options are suggested which will “buy some time” as the community and
council decide on the appropriate long-term solution and funding model for any works. The
options are:

i. A transitional revetment extension designed to interrupt the erosion tendency and
transition the beach from an artificial structure to a more natural beach form, phase out
the reliance on hard-engineering revetments and reduce ongoing
maintenance/improvement costs. This option includes a road realignment within the
existing legal boundary, construction a revetment extension, nourishing the beach and
planting vegetation. It is likely that this approach will require topping-up and some
refinement as there is a delicate balance of sediment dynamics to manage along the
foreshore.

ii. A managed retreat option to allow the beach to naturally adjust to a new equilibrium
shoreline position by relocating the Colac Foreshore Road out of the current erosion risk
zone without changing the beach system itself. The realignment involves part-purchase
of former gravel pit land and requires some backfilling to form a suitable road
foundation. This option links into the long-term option for managed retreat.

4, Long term

Colac Bay is in the unique position that there is an existing adjacent access route a safe
distance from the shore and no development behind Colac Foreshore Road, so closing or
realigning Colac Foreshore Road are reasonable options with the limited financial
requirements. The community and Council need to consult to decide on a suitable long-term
approach with suitable compromises from both parties. Reasonable options include:

i “do nothing” which is to allow the shoreline to retreat, causing uncontrolled erosion
and undermining with eventual closure of Colac Foreshore Road.

ii. “managed retreat” by i) pre-emptive closure of Colac Foreshore Road before a forced
closure or ii) realignment of Colac Foreshore Road a conservative distance inland
(say, 50 m).
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jil. “hold the line” by construction of further revetments with knowledge of the likely
erosional consequences and commitments to future maintenance works.

Ultimately, given the complexities of the site and stakeholders, the long-term coastal management
approach is most likely going to need to involve the “managed retreat” option through road
realignment or closure.

Rough-order volumetric estimates of the material quantities required for construction and annual
operational maintenance of each option have also been provided for cost estimation by Council.

In conclusion, the present erosion issue at Colac Bay is a consequence of natural shoreline
fluctuations exacerbated by human intervention. It is clear that there are no simple long-term
options to protect the access route along Colac Foreshore Road without incurring some construction
cost or some adverse environmental effect. The suggested interim measures attempt to make
allowance for the long term erosion, phase out the reliance on hard-engineering revetments, and
transition the beach from artificial protection to a naturally wider and more resilient beach. Before
these works are constructed (as funding regimes are decided) there are several immediate actions to
prevent further deterioration along with ongoing monitoring of the beach and maintenance of the
structures.
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Appendix A Detailed calculations and diagrams

Step  Component Calculations Estimate  Explanation
Backfill localised slumping % damage Revetment length (m) Number of slumps  Volume (0.3m*1m)  Instances per year
i.e. slurmping of a single 1m*1m*0.3m block of material
every 50m along the revetment occuring 3x per year 1% 1500 15 45 3 135 hantenance fill volume (m3/year)

Step  Component Caleulations Estimate  Explanation
Nourishment length area of nourshiment (m2)
Mourished volume (wedge in front of revetment) 100 275 - - - 275 One-off nourishment volume [m3)
Planting vegetation (tussock, grasses) length surface area (m2)
planted surface area of verge (tussock, flax) 200 05 - - - 100 Surface areato plant (m2)
Replenist t of nourisk t and vegetation after storms % loss velume or area instances per year
re-nourishing volume per year 10% 275 3 - - 825 re-nourished valume (m3/year)
replacing lost vegetation 105 10 3 - - 30 re-planted area (m2/year)

i.e. 2-3 truckloads of replenishing gravel to top-up beach in front of erosion hot-spot + replanting vegetation as needed per storm

Vegetation planting

2012 emergency works

One-off nourishment

Road centreline

Embedded toe

A: Typical section at 2012 emergency works

Vegetalion planting

One-off nourishmen*

Road centreling

Exposed beach face

B: Typical section in front of beach face
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Step  Component Calcwlations Estimate  Explanation
Realign road within legal boundary length  Road base fill volume (m3/m length)
Road base fill (surface remains gravel) 200 0.25 - - - 50 Volume for road fill (m3)
Rebuild and strengthen 2012 emergency works length Face surface area [m2/m length) depth Val reduction factor
Excavate old (can be reused as backfill but not on beach) 100 45 05 08 - 179 Existing rock removed [m3}
Place news+crest rock (0.7m dS0 *1m thick consistent with
rest of revetment) 100 [ 1 08 - 480 Imported rock material (m3)
or or
Place new revetment rocks over old revetment [no
removal of current rock) 100 4 o7 08 - 224 Imported rock placed on old rock (m3)
Construct L t extensi length surface area (m2/m length) depth Vol reduction factor placement density
1:2 section next to existing 1 6.00 1 o7 1 4 new rock required (m3/m length)
1:4 section along beach 1 10 1 o7 04 3 new rack required (m3/m length)
average between 1:2and 1:4 125 - - - [ 43 total volume of new rock required (m3)
gravel fill to achieve desired slope 125 E 05 1 1 188 new gravel required (m3)
Nourish beach length area trapezoid m2
nourished velume 200 2,75 - - - 550 One-off nourishment volume (m3)
Plant vegetation length surface area (m2)
planted surface area (tussock, flax) 200 05 - - - 100 Surface area to plant (m2)
Maintenance after storms sedamage volume or area instances per year
rack loss 1.0% 4375 3 - - 13 Replacment rock (m3/year)
gravel/nourishment scraping 108 55 3 - - 165 Gravel scraped from lower foreshore {m3/year)
plant loss 1068 10 3 - - 30 re-planted area (m2fyear)

i.e. 1truckload of replacement rock, scraping gravel from lower foreshere and replanting vegetation as needed per storm

Vegetafion planing

Crest retreal through,

road realignment

boundary

A: Typical section with 1:2 revetment slope

Crest refreal through
road realignment

Toe advancing

seaward

Vegetation planting

B
; One lane roadway

Old road Legal
centreline boundary|

Initial nourishment

Slope 1:4 and grading to
natural profile

A: Typical section with 1:4 revetment slope
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Step  Component Calewlations Estimate  Explanation
Realign roadway length width

Purchase land 200 10 - - - 0.2 Land area to purchase (Hectares)

length Average widening at road level (m) average depth (m) nat slope new slope
Backfill strip for roadway 150 4 2 0.40 050 7 Gravel pit fill volume (m3/m length)
1050 Total gravel pit fill volume (m3)
length width

Construct realigned roadway (+signage and fencing) 150 6 - - - 800 Area of roadway to construct (m2)

Revove existing road surface 150 & - - - 900 area of roadway to remove (m2)
Plant vegetation

planted surface area (tussock, flax) 200 15 - - - 300 Surface area to plant (m2)
Option: pre-emptive revetment end protection extension length surface area p/m (at 1:2->1:4 slope) depth voids density

Rock armaour 0 3 1 09 08 1152 new rock required [m3)

Underlying backfill material (gravel and smaller boulders) 20 5 1 1 1 100 new gravel required (m3)

note the underlying backfill may be sourced from the 2012 revetment armour if deconstructed

Vegetation planting R
\ New carriageway
— - Ex-gravel pit
Eroding beach o1 broad Old legal (depth and profile vary
centreline  boundary

Typical section of interim road realignment

New legal
boundary
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Close the road (eventually) - signage

Step  Component Calculotions Estimate  Explanation
Actions for closure and rehabilitation length width total area m2
Remaove roadway 200 6 - 1200 areaof roadway to remove (m2)
Create turning bay within verge 8 3 - 24 Area of roadway to construct or seal (m2)
Plant vegetation over old road-bed to resist erosion
(tussock + trees) 200 6 - - - 1200 Surface area to plant (m2)

+signage for closure
+Provision for walking/cycling access

Step  Component Caleulations Estimate  Explanation

Detailed design for long-term coastal set backs - - - - 555 consultant fee

Road realignment length width depth batter slope
Land purchase (strip of ex-gravil pit, some 50m wide -
based on sethacks for Oyster Lane development) 300 50 - - - 15 Land area to purchase [Hectaras)
Infill gravel pit for road formation (7mwide at crest, 1:2
batter slopes) 300 12 25 05 - 2000 Gravel pit fill valume (m3/m length)
construct road 325 7 - - 2275 Areaof roadway to construct or seal (m2)
remove old road 150 6 - - - 200 area of roadway to remove {m2)
+signage and fencing

Plant vegetation
plant old roadbed and upper foreshore (tussock, flax) 200 5 - - 1000 Surface area to plant (m2)

Option: pre-emptive revetment end protection extension length  surface area p/m(at 1:2->1:4 slope) depth voids density
Rock armour 20 8 1 09 0.8 115 new rock required (m3)
Underlying backfill material (gravel and smaller boulders) 20 5 1 1 1 100 new gravel required (m3)

note the underlying backfill may be sourced from the 2012 revetment armour if deconstructed

Vegetation planfing

Ex-gravel pit :
(depth and profile vary)
-—

0ld road Old legal
centreline boundary

—
Eroding beach

Typical section of long-term road realignment

New carriageway

New legal
boundary
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Step  Component Calcuiotions Estimate Explanation
Rebuild and gthen 2012 gency works length face surface aream2/mlength depth woids
Excavate old {can be reused as backfill not on beach) 100 447 o5 08 179 Existing rock removed
Place newscrest rock (0.7m d50 consistent with rest of -
revetment) 100 6.00 07 0.6 Imparted rock material (m3)
or ar
Place new rocks averoldr tmant {no 158
remaval of current rock) 100 4 0.7 06 Imparted rock placed on old rodk {m3)
Detailled design of extended revetment 585 consultant fee
i length (m) volume per mlength width wvoids
Excavation far canstruction platfarm 750 5 - 3750 Volume temporarily excavated during canstruction
place geotextile 750 - 10 - [ 7500 area covered by geotextile (m32)
place bedding gravels (fram that excavated) (0.2m layer) 750 2 1500 Valume re-placed as underlayer (m3}
volume of secondary armeour/underlayer (0.2 m d50, in 950
0.2mlayer) 750 16 - 08 new rock required {m3)
volume of primary armour (d50=0.7m to 1.0m, 1 layer 0.8m 2430
thick]+toe rock 750 74 - 08 new rock required {m3)
Additional beach gravels placed aver revetment (topup 1135
from that excavated) 750 15 - - Volume re-placed as badkfill {m3)
Vegetation planting length surface area per m length coverage /m2
planted surface area (tussock, flax) 750 15 05 563 Surface area toplant (m2)
storm maintenance (per year) Fadamage m lass over length instance pa
rock damage/loss 10% 75 3 - 3 Replacment rack {m3/year)
gravel damage,loss 10% 112.50 3 - 338 Gravel scraped from lower foreshore (m3/year)
vegetation damage /loss 10% 56.25 3 - 169 re-planted area {m2/year)
Maote there are multiple options for rock armaur in addition to quarrystone
Crestwidln = 3 stones
MASSIVE BULKY SLENDER  MULTI - HOLE|

Quarrystone or
concrete armour units

;. 2 Geotextile
Embedded toe

Typical section of revetment extension

Rock underlayer

Road centreline

1
|
1
H

Vegetation planting

TETRAPOD SHED

> @
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Unbudgeted expenditure - Te Anau Community Board -
support for the 2018 GODZone event

Record No: R/17/11/26652
Author: Simon Moran, Community Partnership Leader
Approved by: Rex Capil, Group Manager Community and Futures

Decision O Recommendation O Information

Purpose

To ask the Council to consider the Te Anau Community Board’s (the Board) recommendation
that it approves $20,000 of previously unbudgeted expenditure by the Board to support the
GODZone event being held in Te Anau in March 2018.

Recommendation
That the Council:

a) Receives the report titled “Unbudgeted expenditure - Te Anau Community Board -
support for the 2018 GODZone event” dated 17 November 2017.

b) Determines that this matter or decision be recognised as not significant in terms of
Section 76 of the Local Government Act 2002.

) Determines that it has complied with the decision-making provisions of the Local
Government Act 2002 to the extent necessary in relation to this decision; and in
accordance with Section 79 of the Act determines that it does not require further
information, further assessment of options or further analysis of costs and benefits or
advantages and disadvantages prior to making a decision on this matter.

d) Approves the Te Anau Community Board’s unbudgeted expenditure of $20,000 from
the Board’s general reserve to support the hosting of the GODZone event in Te Anau.

9.1 Unbudgeted expenditure - Te Anau Community Board - support for the 2018 GODZone Page 361
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Background
The 2018 GODZone event will be held in and around Te Anau from March 1-10.

The Fiordland event itself is going to be one of the biggest and longest GODZone races having
been extended from the usual 7 days to 10 days, with 100 local and international teams
competing. Along with the support crews for GODZone Pursuit teams this makes it a significant
event to be held in Te Anau and the wider Fiordland area.

Support from the local community, including financial support, was part of early discussions
around where the event was to be held. The Council has agreed to provide $30,000 to support
the event and the Community Board has previously discussed providing $20,000.

Issues

There are no specific issues the Council needs to consider beyond the fact that this expenditure
was not anticipated by the Te Anau Community Board in either the Long Term Plan or Annual
Plan and is therefore unbudgeted.

Factors to Consider

Legal and Statutory Requirements

At $20,000 the value of the financial support exceeds the financial delegation of the Board. The

Board resolved at its meeting of 11 October recommend to Council that it

Recommends to Council that it approve the Te Anau Community Board
unbudgeted expenditure of $20,000 from the Board’s general reserve to
support the hosting of the GODZone event in Te Anau.

Community Views

No formal consultation with the community has been undertaken, however, the report to the Te
Anau Community Board was in a publicly advertised open meeting therefore there was an
opportunity for people in the community to make their thoughts known to the Board prior to
any recommendation being made.

Costs and Funding

The funding for this will be from the Te Anau Community Board General Reserve which was
approximately $550,000 as at 1 July 2017

Policy Implications

There are no policy implications.

Analysis
Options Considered

The options considered are set out below.
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Analysis of Options

Option 1 - Approve the unbudgeted expenditure

Advantages

Disadvantages

« The Te Anau Community Board is able to
support an event in the town that could
have significant benefits for the town,
region, and New Zealand from the
participants, supporters, and international
coverage.

« Some members of the community may
perceive it wrong to spend ratepayers
money on such an event.

Option 2 - Do not approve the unbudgeted expenditure

Advantages

Disadvantages

« The community money can be spent on
other projects for Te Anau.

« It could be perceived as Te Anau not being
encouraging of these types of events

Assessment of Significance

The unbudgeted expenditure of $20,000 by the Te Anau Community Board is not considered
significant in terms of Council’s Significance Policy

Recommended Option

That the unbudgeted expenditure for the Te Anau Community Board’s support for the GodZone

event to be held in Fiordland is approved.

Next Steps

If approved the administrators of the GodZone event will be notified and the funding paid upon

receipt of an invoice.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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Exclusion of the Public: Local Government Official Information
and Meetings Act 1987

Recommendation

That the public be excluded from the following part(s) of the proceedings of this meeting.
C10.1Abandoned Land

C10.2Unbudgeted Expenditure - Kotui Library Management System

C10.3Te Anau Wastewater Project - Business Case for the Kepler Disposal Option

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for
passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of
the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution

are as follows:

General subject of each matter to be
considered

Reason for passing this resolution in
relation to each matter

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

Abandoned Land

s7(2)(a) - The withholding of the
information is necessary to protect
the privacy of natural persons,
including that of a deceased person.

That the public conduct of the whole
or the relevant part of the
proceedings of the meeting would be
likely to result in the disclosure of
information for which good reason
for withholding exists.

General subject of each matter to be
considered

Reason for passing this resolution in
relation to each matter

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

Unbudgeted Expenditure - Kotui
Library Management System

s7(2)(b)(ii) - The withholding of the
information is necessary to protect
information where the making
available of the information would be
likely unreasonably to prejudice the
commercial position of the person
who supplied or who is the subject of
the information.

That the public conduct of the whole
or the relevant part of the
proceedings of the meeting would be
likely to result in the disclosure of
information for which good reason
for withholding exists.

General subject of each matter to be
considered

Reason for passing this resolution in
relation to each matter

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

Te Anau Wastewater Project - Business
Case for the Kepler Disposal Option

s7(2)(a) - The withholding of the
information is necessary to protect
the privacy of natural persons,
including that of a deceased person.

That the public conduct of the whole
or the relevant part of the
proceedings of the meeting would be
likely to result in the disclosure of
information for which good reason
for withholding exists.

In Committee
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