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Council standing committee 

Council 

None 

Committee constituted by Council as per schedule 7, clause 30 (1)(a), 
LGA 2002.  

Committee delegated powers by Council as per schedule 7, clause 32, 
LGA 2002. 

The Services and Assets Committee is a committee of the whole 
Council.  The mayor and all the councillors will be members of the 
Services and Assets Committee.   

Six weekly or as required 

Not less than seven members. 

The Services and Assets Committee is responsible for ensuring that 
Council delivers its infrastructural asset based services in an effective 
and efficient manner that meets the needs of its communities and 
protects the investment that Council has in these assets. 

The committee is responsible for overseeing the following Council 
activities: 

• transport  

• property management including community facilities, acquisitions 
and disposals (including land dealings) 

• forestry 

• water supply, wastewater and stormwater 

• solid waste management 

• flood protection 

• waste management  

• Te Anau airport 

• Stewart Island Electrical Supply Authority 

• Stewart Island Jetties and Riverton Harbour  

• water supply schemes. 

The Services and Assets Committee shall have the following delegated 
powers and be accountable to Council for the exercising of these 
powers: 

Power to Act 

The committee has the delegated authority to: 

a) assess and provide advice to Council on the strategic issues relating 
to the delivery of infrastructural asset services 

b) reviewing and recommending to Council strategies on how it 
should go about managing the delivery of the infrastructural asset 
services that it provides 



 

c) monitor the condition and performance capability of the 
infrastructural assets owned by Council so as to ensure that it 
protects its investment in these assets in accordance with accepted 
professional standards 

d) monitor the delivery of capital works projects and the 
implementation of the capital works programme 

e) monitor the delivery of operations and maintenance contracts 

f) approve and/or assign all contracts for work, services or supplies 
where those contracts relate to work within approved estimates.  
Where the value of the work, services, supplies or business case or 
the value over the term of the contract is estimated to exceed $2 
million a prior review and recommendation of the business case by 
the Finance and Assurance Committee is required.  The business 
case shall include as a minimum; risk assessment, a procurement 
plan and financial costings.  If there is a different recommendation 
from the Finance and Assurance Committee the matter will be 
referred to Council for a decision 

g) monitor the return on all Council’s investments including forestry 

h) monitor and track Council contracts and compliance with 
contractual specifications. 

Power to Recommend 

The Services and Assets Committee is responsible for considering and 
making recommendations to Council regarding: 

a) policies relating to the scope of activities of the Services and Assets 
Committee 

b) changes to Council’s adopted levels of service  

c) the dividend from the forestry business unit 

Council authorises the following delegated authority of financial powers 
to Council committees in regard to matters within each committee’s 
jurisdiction. 

Contract Acceptance: 

• accept or decline any contract for the purchase of goods, services, 
capital works or other assets where the total value of the lump 
sum contract does not exceed the sum allocated in the Long 
Term Plan/Annual Plan and the contract relates to an activity 
that is within the scope of activities relating to the work of the 
Services and Assets committee 

• accept or decline any contract for the disposal of goods, plant or 
other assets other than property or land. 

Budget Reallocation.   

Committee is authorised to reallocate funds from one existing budget 
item to another.  Reallocation of this kind must not impact on current 
or future levels of service and must be: 

• funded by way of savings on existing budget items 

• within the jurisdiction of the committee 

• consistent with the Revenue and Financing Policy. 



Matters that must be processed by way of recommendation to Council 
include:  

• amendment to fees and charges relating to all activities  

• powers that cannot be delegated to committees as per the Local 
Government Act 2002 and sections 2.4 and 2.5 of this manual.  

Delegated authority is within the financial limits in section 9 of this manual. 

This committee shall maintain relationships including, but not limited 
to the following organisations: 

• Community Boards 

• Regional Land Transport Committee 

• WasteNet 

• FENZ (Fire and Emergency New Zealand) 

The committee will also hear and receive updates to Council from these 
organisations, as required.   

The committee chairperson is the authorised spokesperson for the 
committee in all matters where the committee has authority or a 
particular interest. 

Committee members do not have delegated authority to speak to the 
media and/or outside agencies on behalf of Council on matters outside 
of the board’s delegations. 

The group manager services and assets will manage the formal 
communications between the committee and the people of the 
Southland District and for the committee in the exercise of its business.   

Correspondence with central government, other local government 
agencies or official agencies will only take place through Council staff 
and will be undertaken under the name of Southland District Council. 
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1. The purpose of this report is: 

 to inform the committee of work that is being undertaken considering new charging methods 
for commercial jetty use on Stewart Island/Rakiura 

 to seek feedback from the committee on possible charging methods  

 for the committee to recommend to Council, a charging method that Council may endorse to 
include in the draft Long Term Plan 2021-2031.  

2. Currently, commercial users of Stewart Island/Rakiura jetties hold a licence from Council to use 
the jetties for commercial purposes, and the licensees pay an annual fee per vessel to Council. In 
2017, the Stewart Island/Rakiura Jetties Subcommittee raised that a new charging regime for 
non-recreational jetty usage, based on patronage, might be more appropriate. 

3. Staff support reviewing the charging method as the review is a component of work being 
undertaken by Council to manage and fund jetties in a strategic and fair way.  

4. This work does not involve determining appropriate funding sources for jetties, or deciding the 
amount of the fee for non-recreational use. This piece of work is only looking at the method to 
calculate a fee. 

5. Currently, coastal permits for the jetties do not allow Council to charge non-recreational jetty 
users – so the current license fee is not in accordance with the coastal permit. Council needs to 
seek amendments to the coastal permits to enable a charging regime. Council has begun this 
amendment process, and it is likely to be completed in the coming months. The work outlined in 
this report, to amend the charging method, will only proceed if the coastal permits for jetties are 
updated.  

6. When considering charging methods, it is important that the committee considers who is 
benefitting and contributing to the need to provide and maintain jetties. It is also important that 
any charging method is practical, and that Council can prove the charge issued is accurate.  

7. In 2019, staff sought feedback on possible charging methods from the Stewart Island/Rakiura 
Community Board and the Stewart Island Rakiura Jetties Subcommittee (for the 2016-2019 
triennium). 



8. This report presents three charging options for the Committee to consider. Staff are seeking a 
recommendation from the Committee to Council, on the method that should be included in the 
draft Long Term Plan 2021-31. Possible charging options are: 

 option A - a base fee amount with an additional charge based on the number of passengers 
carried (for each vessel) 

 option B - a base fee amount with an additional charge based on vessel tonnage (for each 
vessel) 

 option C - a licence fee charged annually for each vessel.  

9. Option A is the charging option preferred by the board and subcommittee, and option C is the 
current charging method. Option B has been developed by staff in response to 
board/subcommittee feedback and is the recommended option. Staff are recommending option 
B, as: 

 it considers benefit received and whether a user contributes to the need to provide and 
maintain jetties  

 it is slightly easier to administer than option A 

 Council will have more certainty the charge issued is valid than for option A 

 there would be more certainty around the funding that will be generated than for option A 

 if necessary, it could be implemented without a formal agreement with jetty users.  

10. The next step is for staff to present any recommendation made by the committee in response to 
this report, to Council. Staff would be seeking a decision from Council to endorse a charging 
method for it to be included in the draft Long Term Plan 2021-31.  



 

 

 

 

The current charging method 

11. On Stewart Island/Rakiura, Council administers Fred’s Camp Jetty, Little Glory Jetty, Millers 
Beach Jetty, Port William Jetty and Ulva Island Jetty. It is anticipated that Golden Bay Wharf will 
also be transferred into Council ownership in the future. In this report, these facilities are 
collectively referred to as the jetties. It has been resolved that in the future, Council will also 
investigate and provide further detail on the potential development of the Golden Bay wharf and 
divestment of other wharves on Stewart Island/Rakiura. 

12. Council currently issues licences to non-recreational users of Stewart Island/Rakiura jetties, 
allowing licensees the non-exclusive use of the jetties for embarkation and disembarkation of 
passengers and for the loading and unloading of goods. The licence fee is currently $1,350 (GST 
inclusive), and this is charged annually for each vessel used by the licensee, in accordance with 
their licence. The licences currently held were issued in 2014 and the term of the licences is ten 
years. The licence agreements can be terminated upon notice. When notice is given, the 
agreement will expire on 31 October following the giving of notice.  



13. In 2017, the jetties subcommittee outlined that they wanted to change the current charging 
approach to be more in line with a user-pays regime based on patronage. 

Scope  

14. The work being undertaken seeks to review the current charging method and to identify an 
appropriate way to charge non-recreational users of Council administered jetties on Stewart 
Island/Rakiura. It is not within the scope of this work to determine what the user fee should be, 
or how jetties should be funded. 

15. A number of pieces of work are currently being undertaken or are anticipated, that relate to the 
jetties. These include: 

 review of the extent of provision, levels of service, projected demand and different service 
delivery options for the delivery of jetty services to the Stewart Island/Rakiura community 

 the review of the Stewart Island/Rakiura visitor levy 

 the review of the Revenue and Financing Policy (this involves applying legislation and 
considering appropriate funding sources for the jetties activity, for example considering 
whether district or local funding, fees and charges, grants etc are appropriate) 

 a Stewart Island/Rakiura Wharf and Jetties Service Delivery Strategy. 

16. These pieces of work will impact how jetties are funded and the charge for non-recreational use.  

Work already undertaken 

17. In 2017, a consultant Sandra James produced a community engagement report that captured the 
views Stewart Island/Rakiura residents hold about jetties on the island. This included views on 
jetty ownership, identifying the most critical jetties, jetty usage, strategic management, and 
funding. 

18. Staff presented reports to the board and the jetties subcommittee in December 2018 seeking 
endorsement to undertake work with the jetties subcommittee to investigate, identify and 
implement a practical and fair user pays regime for non-recreational jetty usage. Staff also 
requested funding from the board to contribute towards the work. The board and jetties 
subcommittee endorsed the work, and the subcommittee agreed to pay $20,000 from reserves or 
from a loan, towards the work.  

19. In March 2019, Council endorsed proceeding with this work, and approved $20,000 of 
unbudgeted expenditure for the work to be funded from the jetties subcommittee general 
reserves. 

20. After receiving legal advice, in late 2019 staff presented five possible charging methods to the 
jetties subcommittee and the board. The methods were developed taking into consideration 
section 101 of the Local Government Act 2002, which outlines what Council must consider 
when it is determining how to meet its funding needs. The jetties subcommittee identified a new 
charging option (Option A presented in this report). After the meetings staff developed another 
option after considering feedback received from the board and subcommittee (Option B 
presented in this report). 



21. The current coastal permits for the jetties do not allow for a charging regime. Staff are in the 
process of working with Environment Southland to update the coastal permits, and it is 
anticipated that the permits will be amended in the next couple of months. Work to alter the way 
people are charged for jetty usage will only proceed if the permits are amended.  

22. Staff are anticipating the coastal permits will be amended as required, and on this basis, are 
presenting to this committee three possible charging options for non-recreational jetty usage. 
Staff are seeking feedback from the committee and request it make a recommendation to Council 
on the method that should be included in the draft Long Term plan 2021-31.   

23. Not all of the charging options that were discussed with the subcommittee and board are 
presented in this report as formal options. Staff have filtered the options based on community 
views and practicality (ensuring the charging method is reasonably practical for Council to 
implement). 

24. It is important that any new charging method is practical to administer and that Council can 
validate the fee it charges. 

25. Advantages and disadvantages for each option are discussed in the ‘analysis of options’ section of 
this report. 

Charging options 

Option A - A fee that has a base amount and an additional charge based on passenger 
numbers (for each vessel) 

 

26. The board and subcommittee have presented this option, and it is their preferred option. For this 
option, a base fee amount and a charge per passenger carried (for example $X per person) would 
be set through the annual plan/long term plan process. This charge would apply to each boat 
using the jetties. The number of passengers would be the number who travelled on a return trip. 
For example, if a person took a water taxi to and from Ulva Island, that would be counted as one 
passenger. If that person did the trip again the next day, their travel would measure as two 
‘counts’. The captain and any associated crew (employees etc) on a vessel, would not count as 
passengers. 

27. The subcommittee outlined that passenger numbers are recorded in manifests/ logbooks, and 
this information could be used as a basis to provide passenger number information to Council.  

28. For this option, staff are proposing to amend the current license agreements with non-
recreational jetty users. The amendments would include removing reference to the current license 
fee and including that jetty users would pay the amount set in Council’s annual fees and charges. 
Stakeholders may want assurance in the contract that the charge set won’t significantly increase in 
future years. New clauses would also have to be inserted requiring the jetty users to provide 
passenger number information, how passenger numbers should be counted, and terms could be 
set on what will happen if passenger numbers aren’t provided. Terms could also establish how 
the verification of passenger numbers is to occur – allowing some form of audit. Some clauses in 
the current contracts, such as on jetty usage, indemnity/insurance, and termination clauses, 
would continue to be part of the revised contracts.  



29. Staff foresee that if this option is implemented, it would involve the non-recreational jetty user 
sending Council’s property team a count of passenger numbers, at the end of each quarter. The 
property team would raise an invoice, and the charge would be issued to the jetty user.  

30. This charging method would rely on an honesty system to obtain information on the number of 
passengers carried. Terms of the contract could outline how passenger numbers will be verified, 
however, there will still be an honesty-based component, and this could be problematic for 
Council, in regard to validating the fee charged. 

31. If Council implemented this option, it would not know in advance the amount of funding that 
would be generated each year from non-recreational users. Events such as Covid-19 would 
impact the fee being charged. If less funding was generated than anticipated, it may impact jetty 
maintenance plans. Under Council’s current Revenue and Financing Policy, jetties are locally 
funded. Council is responsible for ensuring the jetties are maintained appropriately. Maintenance 
budgets could be recalibrated triennially as part of the long term plan process to respond to 
funding variations.  

32. This option would be hard to implement if Council was unable to reach a formal agreement with 
jetty users. This is discussed below under the ‘risk’ sub-heading.  

Option B - A fee that has a base amount and an additional charge based on vessel tonnage 
(for each vessel) 

33. For this option, non-recreational users of jetties would pay an annual fee and an additional charge 
based on the weight of the vessel, for each vessel visiting Council jetties. Different tiers of boat 
weight would be used (such as <10 tonnes, 10-20 tonnes, and >20 tonnes) and a fee would be set 
for boats in each weight range. Heavier vessels would be charged a higher fee. This option hasn’t 
been considered by the subcommittee and board, but an option based purely on vessel tonnage, 
was considered. 

34. This option would also involve Council amending the current license agreements. Clauses about 
the license fee would need to be removed and replaced with clauses requiring payment to be 
made in accordance with Council’s annual fee and charges. Again, stakeholders are likely to want 
assurance that the charge won’t substantially increase in subsequent years. Information about 
vessel weight would be included in the contract. As with option A, clauses on jetty usage, who is 
liable for damage, indemnity/insurance, and termination clauses, would still be part of the 
contract. 

35. In practice, this option would require the property team raising an invoice annually, and the 
charge being issued to the jetty user.  

36. This option would not give Council certainty on the amount of funding that would be generated 
per annum. If fewer vessels were using the jetties than anticipated, there would be shortfalls in 
funding.  

Option C - a licence fee charged annually for each vessel (the status quo) 

37. As is outlined above, Council current issues licences to non-recreational users of the jetties, 
allowing the licensees the non-exclusive use of Council administered jetties. The licence fee is 
currently $1,350 (including GST), and this is charged annually for each vessel used by the 
licensee. Under the license agreements, commercial users are liable for any damage they cause. 



Council does have the option of continuing with this charging approach. This option is 
administered by Council issuing an annual invoice to the jetty users. 

38. As with option B, the current charging method does not give Council certainty on the amount of 
funding that is generated per annum. If fewer vessels use the jetties, less funding would be 
generated.  

Risks 

39. There is a risk that Council won’t reach agreement with all the non-recreational jetty users, to 
amend the current contracts. This may take place at a time when Council has already committed 
to a particular charging method, in the Long Term Plan 2021-2031. If this occurs, Council might 
have to set and administer the charge without contracts in place (with all users). If there was not 
contracts in place with some jetty users, for those users: 

 there would not be contractual provisions on jetty usage  

 there would not be contractual provisions on liability for damage  

 there would not be contractual provisions requiring jetty users to provide passenger numbers  

 vessel tonnage information may not be captured in a contract and Council may have to 
estimate  

 Council would have to undertake any required monitoring, to be able to validate any charge 
issued (for example if a charge is being issued based on passenger numbers, Council would 
have to have webcams (or similar) to record passenger numbers) 

 there may be additional costs as Council may be required to undertake more administration, 
and other formal rules for jetty use might need to be established (such as a bylaw) 

 Council would have to terminate the current license agreement, and that agreement would 
cease to be in effect from 31 October following the giving of notice. An invoice could be 
issued (in accordance with any new charging method and fee) when the contract was no 
longer in effect.  

40. There is small risk that applications to vary the coastal permit for the jetties, may get declined. If 
this is the case, staff advise Council not proceed to change the way jetty users are charged, and 
Council may decide not to charge for non-recreational jetty use going forward.  

41. As was mentioned above, if less funding is captured from non-recreational jetty users than was 
anticipated, it may impact scheduled maintenance plans.  

Enforcement 

42. Council has avenues available to enforce a charge for non-recreational jetty use.  

43. If formal agreements have been reached with jetty users, dispute resolution provisions in the 
agreement would outline a specific process to deal with disputes or differences. Under the 
current license agreements Council can terminate the agreement at any time, and the amended 
contracts are likely to have a similar termination clause.  

44. Council could also seek payment in accordance with its debt recovery policy. This may involve 
Council or an external recovery agency taking steps to recover the outstanding amount. Council 



would have the ability to recover a charge as a debt in the District Court, an assessment would be 
made regarding whether the costs of recovery is likely to exceed the amount recovered.  

45. Outside of any contractual agreement, Council could set fines for late payment in its schedule of 
fees and charges, or it could set a fine through a bylaw process. 

46. Council would not be able to prevent non-recreational jetty user having access to the jetties 
unless the restriction was explicated stated in the coastal permit. Council is not proposing to 
amend the coastal permit, to state that it can ban jetty users who have not paid a specified fee.  

47. Under section 101(3) of the Local Government Act 2002 (the LGA), Council must meet its 
funding needs for each activity following consideration of factors including who is benefitting, 
the period over which any benefit will occur, and whether the actions of a particular group 
contribute towards to need to undertake the activity (such as whether particular jetty users require 
more maintenance to be undertaken on the jetties). Council is also required to consider the 
overall impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the current and future social, 
economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of the community. 

48. Council have received advice on how to create a legal mechanism for collecting and enforcing a 
fee for non-recreational jetty use. To make monitoring and collection easier, Council should try 
and reach agreement on how and when jetty users will pay Council, and on how information 
(such as passenger numbers) should be verified. The most practical way to set a fee for 
commercial jetty use is through fees and charges section in its Annual Plan/Long Term Plan. 
Council can set a fee in the Annual Plan/Long Term Plan in accordance with section 103(2)(c) of 
the LGA. 

49. In setting a fee, Council has to ensure: 

 the charge is fair and reasonable based on jetty usage 

 jetty resource consent conditions and any user fee, align 

• the charge does not ‘double dip’ (commercial users are not charged for amounts that will 
also be funded from other sources). 

50. As is outlined above, Council is currently in the process of amending the consent conditions, to 
allow for charging.  

51. Council’s financial services team have also assessed that visitor levy funds and funds from non-
recreational jetty users are separate funding streams, and funding is not collected for the same 
purpose. 

52. In relation to monitoring and enforcement, Council should be able to prove that the people 
being charged a fee for jetty usage are using the jetties and Council should be able to justify any 
charge levied.  



53. Council is aware of some community views on this matter. Research completed on the Stewart 
Island Wharfing Provision, by consultant Sandra James in 2017, investigated community views on 
jetties on Stewart Island/Rakiura and identified: 

 that local users understood the need to pay for their use of the jetties 

 that there was a need for long term strategic planning rather than a reactionary approach to 
jetties 

 that there was unanimous agreement that the jetties should be self-funding and not a burden 
on rate payers alone 

 a new funding strategy should be investigated, with funding from multiple sources, that is 
fair and equitable. 

54. Council has sought feedback on potential charging options from the jetties subcommittee and the 
board - this feedback has been outlined above. Staff have not sought feedback from the board 
elected for this triennium. The board and non-recreational users of the jetties have also been 
informed about the content of this report, and have been encouraged to provide feedback at this 
meeting. 

55. If a new charging method is proposed, anyone who would like to provide formal feedback will 
have the opportunity to make a submission, when the method is presented in the draft Long 
Term Plan 2021-31. 

56. Staff anticipate that stakeholders will be more interested in the amount they will be charged than 
the method used to calculate the charge. If the current licensees are required to pay more to use 
jetties, they are likely to expect a commensurate improvement in the service that they are 
receiving. This would include, for example, an improved maintenance and renewals regime. If 
there is an increase in user fees, this may not be well received well by some stakeholders and it 
may be seen as not facilitating local businesses.  

57. As has been outlined above, $20,000 of unbudgeted expenditure from the jetties subcommittee 
general reserves has been allocated to undertake this work. Funding has already been used 
seeking legal advice on charging methods, and further expenditure is anticipated on varying jetty 
consent conditions and the current license agreements.  

58. Income for the jetties activity is currently budgeted to come from licencing fees and interest on 
reserves. Other possible income sources may be grants, such as from the visitor levy or central 
government grants. The jetties activity is locally funded, however, there is no local rating for the 
renewal and maintenance of the jetties. Expenses for the activity include insurance, maintenance, 
depreciation and internal interest.  

59. If Golden Bay jetty is transferred to Council ownership, and both Golden Bay and Ulva Island 
jetties are replaced, it is likely a loan will be required to partially fund these renewals. Servicing 
this loan would substantially increase the annual expenditure for the jetties activity.  

60. Council recognises that jetties have both public and private use. This is considered when Council 
determines appropriate funding sources. 



61. One of the work streams that has come out of the sustainability review is to develop a Stewart 
Island/Rakiura Wharf and Jetties Service Delivery Strategy, to ensure jetties are managed well in 
the future.  

62. People operating commercial vessels on Stewart Island/Rakiura may pay other fees or levies. 
These include: 

 the Stewart Island/Rakiura Visitor Levy, or revenue collected by transport operators on 
behalf of Council  

 a marine levy to Environment Southland 

 collecting $1 from each passenger who travels to Ulva Island (this is then passed on to the 
Ulva Island Charitable Trust) 

 a fee to South Port for using the main wharf 

 a concession fee to the Department of Conservation (for operators who take visitors on 
guided trips).  

63. Possible charging options are: 

 option A - a base fee amount with an additional charge based on the number of passengers 
carried (for each vessel) 

 option B - a base fee amount with an additional charge based on vessel tonnage (for each 
vessel) 

 option C - a licence fee charged annually for each vessel.  

 considers that some users benefit more from 
using jetties (vessels that carry more 
passengers are likely to have more benefit) 

 considers that vessels that carry more 
passengers may contribute more to the need 
to provide/maintain jetties – more 
passengers may be associated with heavier 
vessels that may do more damage when 
berthing, or more frequent visits to jetties 

 passenger numbers may not directly relate 
to the benefit received from the jetties 

 passenger numbers may not directly relate 
to the need to provide/maintain jetties 

 the exact cost of implementing this option 
is not known 

 this option requires more administration 
than the other options, as passenger 
numbers are needed from stakeholders to 
issue an invoice (and Council staff may 
have to seek this input) 



 in line with general feedback given by the 
community that a fair user pays charging 
approach should be in place 

 contractual terms will outline how the jetties 
can be used, and about who will pay for 
damage etc 

 in line with the specific feedback given by 
the board and subcommittee 

 this option may enable commercial jetty 
users to identify the user fee in their retail 
price – being able to make this fee 
transparent may make it more palatable to 
both jetty users and their passengers 

 enforcement measures are available. 

 Council would have less certainty about the 
amount of funding that would be 
generated, compared to the other options 

 it would be hard to administer this option if 
formal agreements are not in place/if jetty 
users are not willing to provide passenger 
number information - for example, Council 
would have to set up webcams (or similar) 
so it can measure and validate passenger 
numbers 

 it may be difficult for Council to validate 
passenger numbers – Council would rely on 
the honesty of jetty users. 

 considers benefit as heavier vessels are able 
to carry more passengers/goods, so may 
benefit more from the jetties 

 considers that heavier vessels may contribute 
more to the need to undertake the activity as 
heavier vessels may cause more damage to 
the jetties than light vessels 

 in line with general feedback given by the 
community that a fair user pays charging 
approach should be in place 

 contractual terms will outline how the jetties 
can be used, and about who will pay for 
damage etc 

 this option would be slightly easier to 
administer than a passenger-based fee, as 
Council could issue an invoice without 
having to receive any information from jetty 
users 

 this option would mean there is more 
certainty (than option A) around the amount 
of funding that would be generated each year 
from non-recreational jetty use 

 enforcement measures are available. 

 vessel weight may not directly relate to the 
benefit being received from the jetties  

 vessel weight may not directly relate to the 
need to provide jetties (for example other 
factors may impact the damage caused, 
such as how often a user visits the jetties or 
how vessels are berthed) 

 the exact cost of implementing this option 
is not known 

 there would still be some challenges 
implementing this option if formal 
agreements weren’t in place with the jetty 
users 

 this option is not in line with the 
community views received from the board 
and subcommittee. 

 



 known by the commercial operators 

 contractual terms outline how the jetties can 
be used, and about who will pay for damage 
etc 

 considers the benefit received and damage 
that may be caused, as jetty users are charged 
per vessel 

 formal agreements are already in place 

 this option would be slightly easier to 
administer than a passenger-based fee, as 
Council could issue an invoice without 
having to receive any information from jetty 
users 

 this option would mean there is more 
certainty (than option A) around the amount 
of funding that would be generated each year 
from non-recreational jetty use 

 enforcement measures are available. 

 may not accurately measure benefit – for 
example the owners of vessels that carry a 
large number of passengers may be 
receiving more benefit from the jetties than 
owners with smaller vessels (who pay the 
same amount). 

 does not take into account that heavier 
vessels or vessels using the jetties more 
frequently may contribute more to the need 
to undertake the jetty activity  

 this option is not in line with the 
community views received from the board 
and subcommittee. 

64. This matter has been assessed as not significant in relation to Council’s Significance and 
Engagement Policy, and the LGA. Although stakeholders are likely to be interested in this 
matter, staff believe the level of interest is not to the extent to trigger this being a ‘significant’ 
issue.   

65. Staff recommend that the committee proposed to Council that option B be included in the draft 
Long Term Plan 2021-31. 

66. Staff recommend option B as it is a fair and reasonable way to set the charge, and it considers the 
distribution of benefit to non-recreational users of the jetties, and the extent users contribute to 
the need to provide and maintain jetties. This option also requires fewer administrative steps for 
Council to invoice an annual charge, and it isn’t reliant on an honesty system - where it may be 
hard for Council to validate the charge set. This option can also be implemented (more easily 
than option A) if a contract is not in place with jetty users. 

67. The steps to implement a new charging option are outlined below (please note some of the dates 
outlined below are tentative).  



Date  Task 

July 2020 -  Amend the coastal permits so they allow Council to charge for jetty 
usage 

27 August 2020 Report to Council seeking a decision on a charging option to be 
proposed in Long Term Plan 2021-31. Staff will present the 
recommendation from this committee 

February 2020 Inform stakeholders about the consultation process on the draft 
Long Term Plan 2021-31 

March 2021 Consult on the draft Long Term Plan 2021-2031 (including the 
proposed charging method and the associated fee) 

29 April 2021 Deliberate on draft Long Term Plan 2021-31  

May – June 2021 Amend and sign contracts with jetty users 

June 2021 Adopt Long Term Plan 2021-31 

1 July 2021 Long Term Plan 2021-31 (and any new charging method) comes 
into effect. 





☐ ☐ ☒

1 The purpose of this report is to update the committee on the progress of the major roading 
maintenance contracts and provide some context to the 2019/20 budget. 

2 SouthRoads currently have the Waimea and Central Alliance maintenance contracts and  
Fulton Hogan has the Foveaux alliance contract. 

3 During June, our contractors continued in catch up mode across the network.  A number of 
outstanding jobs were undertaken during June including the Waiau Street slip in Manapouri that 
is programmed to be opened to light traffic mid-July. 

4 Emergency flood repairs to the end of June total $1.51M. We are forecasting another $0.6M to 
complete the programmed repairs.   

5 Maintenance spend across the three contracts totalled $12.7M to the end of June (including 
emergency flood repairs). As a result of the February flooding and Covid-19 there was still 
uncompleted approved general maintenance budget of $0.46M. Uncompleted maintenance work 
has been reprogrammed to be carried out during the 2020/21 construction season.  

6 Customer satisfaction; Requests for Service (RFS), across the three alliance contracts were 130 in 
June 2020 compared to 209 in June 2019, a combined decrease of 28%. Note RFS for April and 
May totalled 99. 

7 In relation to health and safety; 8 contractor safety audits were completed during June and 19 
near misses reported.  

8 A total of two medical treatments and one lost time accident have been reported by our alliance 
contractors for the year. One lost time accident actually occurred at SouthRoads mechanical 
workshop and not during field operations. 

9 Activity performance: 

 metalling, 55,187m3 (100%) has been placed by the end of June of a total 2019/20 budget 
of 54,264m3 

 grading, 13,001km (97%) have been graded by the end of June of a total 2019/20 budget of 
13,400 km for the year 

10 In summary a challenging last five months of the 2019/2020 financial year across all contracts. 

Pavement rehabilitation 

11 The 2019/20 rehabilitation programme has been completed. 



Resurfacing 

12 The 2019/20 sealing season is now complete and the remaining sites deferred to the 2020/21 
programme. 

Pavement marking 

13 The 2019/20 marking season was targeting a 100% mark of the network. 83% was achieved and 
the remaining sites deferred to the 2020/21 programme. Considering the challenges for the year 
and that marking opportunities are limited during the cooler months, this result was anticipated.    

Bridges 

14 The two bridge design build packages are well underway. Downer (Southern package) have made 
a great start and have installed five bridges at Cook, Moffat, Pullar, Ashers and Braid Roads. 
SouthRoads (Northern package) have installed the Dunrobin Valley Road bridge and 
commenced work at Biggar Road.  

 

Installing beams at Pullar Road 

 

 

 



 

Completed Dunrobin Valley Road bridge 

15 The Lake Monowai Road bridge over Pioneer Energy’s hydro canal has been awarded to 
SouthRoads who have commenced worked in June. 

16 Four small single span bridges have been replaced with culverts at Smith Road 3 Winton, McGee 
Road Dipton and the two on Ardlussa Cattleflat Road, both of which will be divested to the 
adjoining land owner. 

 

Culverts at Ardlussa Cattleflat Road under construction 

 

 



Flood event 

17 Strategic transport team and our Alliance contractors had completed the vast majority of flood 
repairs. The most significant remaining repairs are Ellis and McLean Roads (both near Garston). 
Otautau Tuatapere Road slip repair pictured below, had construction commence during June. 

 

 

  



⇩
⇩
⇩

















☐ ☐ ☒

1 The CAMMS Project System tracks all Services and Assets projects. This report seeks to update 
the status of these projects to this Committee. 

2 Please see the attached report for your information. 

⇩





















 
 

 

☐ ☐ ☒

1 Downer was awarded Contract 10/01 for delivery of water and wastewater services to Council 
for the Southland District.  The contract was awarded in 2010 for a maximum period of 12 years. 

2 The purpose of this report is to update the committee on the progress of this contract.   

3 KPI scoring was 92% for June 2020 which is a drop of 8% on the previous month.  Operations 
have returned to normal after level 4 restrictions.  The contract is performing well and all works 
are up to date. 

4 All drinking water compliance testing was completed and carried out as per New Zealand 
Drinking-water Standards.  All samples were absent of Escherichia Coli, thus meeting the 
required bacteriological standards. 

5 There were four non-compliant tests during June.  The samples were from Te Anau, Ohai and 
Riversdale Waste Water treatment plants.  These plants all have upgrades planned. 

6 96 service request calls were received for June including 66 water, 14 rural water, 11 sewer and 5 
stormwater.   

7 There are no outstanding variations.   

8 There were 96 service requests received and 8 reordered as resolution time exceeded.  The total 
was made up of 66 water, 14 rural water, 11 sewer and 5 storm water calls.      

There were no incidents reported in June.  Some of the distancing measures implemented during 
level 4 COVID19 restrictions are being continued. 



 
 

 

9 No non-conformance/opportunity for improvement reports were issued and no instances of 
rework or product failure during the month. 

⇩
⇩







































☐ ☐ ☒

1 The purpose of this report is to provide for your information, PowerNet’s monthly reports for 
SIESA for the months of May and June 2020. 

⇩
⇩













☐ ☐ ☒

1 The IFS Growth Forest Manager’s Report advises of forestry activity for the period to 30 June 
2020. 

2 The IFS Growth Forest Manager’s report received is attached. 

⇩













☐ ☐ ☒

1 The purpose of the report is to provide an update to the Services and Assets Committee on 
activities of the chairperson. 

• along with other Southland leaders, attended the Southland Leaders Forum meeting with the 

Prime Minister and Ministers Wood, Robertson and Jones. Main focus related to the impact 
of the proposed Tiwai Smelter closure 

• attendance at Minister Jones’s shovel ready project announcement for Southland 

• attendance at the Air New Zealand re start of jet services between Auckland and Invercargill. 

First flight was 85% full with passengers traveling to Southland 

• regular attendance of the Southland Mayoral Forums; focus on regional wide issues and how 

best we can cooperate together 

• Zoom attendance at the Dunedin South Mayors Forum – how to address the major issue of 

migrant workers thorough the wider regions regarding Covid-19 

• regular attendance at the Waste Advisory Group meetings; recycling contracts and general 

rubbish land fill discussions 

• Hollyford Road on site visit with NZTA, Southland District Council and Milford Road 

Alliance to gain firsthand knowledge of the road damage resulting from the February flood 

• attendance at Minister Sage and Milford Tourism Management Forum in Te Anau regarding 

discussion on the impact of Milford Road closure due to February floods 

• participation in the two Milford Opportunities Reference Groups: Tourism and Business 

reference group meeting and the Statutory/Asset managers Reference Group 

• phase one of the Te Anau Wastewater Project progress and financial results 

• attendance at Fiordland Alliance Forum - Jobs for Nature being organised via Department 
of Conservation 

• organised and chaired Fiordland Economic Recovery Ideas Forum. 

• Following is a list of meetings and activities attended: 

community board meetings 

community board planning workshop 

external auditors meeting 

Air B&B discussions- local business operators 

Destination Fiordland and Fiordland Community Board strategic planning sessions for 
destination management plans  



meeting with local tourist operator(s) on the impact of Covid-19 

meeting’s with Otago/Southland member of parliament 

Finance and Assurance Committee meetings 

Community and Strategy meetings 

NZTA management meetings re Milford Road 

Milford Community Trust meeting 

Destination Fiordland Board meetings 

Te Anau Basin Water Supply Subcommittee  

Great South chief executive meeting – strategic discussion re Southland Destination 
Strategy  

Great South chief executive/tourist manager – meeting in Te Anau and drive to Milford  

Media interviews, RNZ, TV3, Southland Times, Otago Daily Times, Advocate 

Meeting with FCB chair and CPL – Te Anau township future planning design 

regular weekly meetings with FCB chair 

meetings with Te Anau Police 

attendance at the 3 waters workshop in Invercargill by the 3 Waters Steering Committee. 
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