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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP01 Key Proposals 
Issue 01 Walkways and Cycleways 
Related strategies Infrastructure Strategy, Transportation Strategy,  

Walking and Cycling Strategy 
 
 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council decided through the 2015-25 LTP to deliver a District-wide network of 
cycleways, with the aim of linking from Waihi Beach to Paengaroa and Maketu, 
and eventually connecting Waihi to Rotorua. 
 
The priority projects that have since been progressed but not yet completed are: 

• Omokoroa to Tauranga 
• Waihi to Waihi Beach 
• TEL – Paengaroa --- Maketu Links. 

 
Through the 2018-28 LTP Council decided to consult on increasing the budget so 
that more of the network could be delivered, faster.  The increased funding will 
also enable local connections, including to packhouses, to be progressed. 
 
The decision to consult on increasing the funding was made following the positive 
feedback on the cycleway / walkway network Council is creating, received through 
the LTP pre-engagement Phase 1 and Phase 2.  There were also requests received 
that more funding for cycleway / walkway development be provided.  Walking and 
cycling was a key priority under the “getting around” theme in both Phase 1 and 
Phase 2. 
 
Issue and Trends 
Council received 265 pieces of feedback on the walking and cycling key proposal 
(from online submissions and Have Your Say events). 
46% supported Option 1 – continue with the current programme (funding of 
$345,000 per annum). 
 
48% supported Option 2 – increase funding to do more faster (total funding of 
$450,000 per annum, or $105,000 more than current programme). 
 
Overall, 94% of submitters supported Council funding walkways and 
cycleways. 
 
6 comments were received that Council cease all funding for walkways and 
cycleways. 
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2 comments were received that Council increase funding for walkway and 
cycleways development to $500,000 per annum, from Katch Katikati and the 
Katikati Community Board. 
 
Feedback on specific walkways / cycleways 

Waihi Beach 
 
17 comments were received specific to cycleways / walkways in Waihi Beach.  
While most submitters either supported Council’s current funding programme or 
wanted to see funding increased, they were concerned about where and how 
cycleways/ walkways were being developed, in particular at Pio Shores & Wakanoi 
Place. 
 
Some submitters commented that Council’s erosion works had inhibited public 
access, and they would like to see connections made along rockwalls and down 
the sides of one-mile and two-mile creeks. 
 
Katikati 
 
8 comments were received that all supported continuing with walkway / 
cycleway development in Katikati. Priorities were 
 -  the haiku walkway. The Haiku Pathway Focus Committee request the walkway 
be included as a project in its own right in the LTP.   
 - Creating connections to the forestry block development between Thompsons 
Track and Lund Road, and potentially future linkages from Thompsons Track to 
Matamata Piako and the Hauraki Rail Trail. 
- potentially making use of the rail corridor for walking / cycling development (note 
the rail corridor is privately owned). 
 
Te Puke / Paengaroa 
 
4 comments supported continued funding and prioritisation of walkway 
/cycleway development in the Te Puke / Paengaroa area.  Two submitters 
requested development of pedestrian bridges be a high priority, in particular to link 
Te Puke to Waitangi, and one supported development that helps seasonal workers 
move between work and town. One requested prioritisation of the Kahikatea 
walkway.  
One submitter wanted to clarify the focus is on local connections first, with a 
connection to Rotoiti not seen as a priority. 
 
Maketu 
 
Maketu Community Board request the following developments: 

- create a new footpath from Spencer Ave to the cemetery, and  
- extend a cycleway along Wilsons Road through to Paengaroa, and  
- construct a new footpath on Arawa Avenue. 

 
One submitter also requested that cycleways in Maketu link to the Rangiuru 
Business Park. 
One submitter opposed all cycleway development in Maketu, as the funding should 
be prioritised to other local amenities (i.e. public toilets, road maintenance). 
Omokoroa 
 
4 comments were received regarding walkways / cycleways in Omokoroa.  Two 
supported the completion of the Omokoroa – Tauranga link.   
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One submitter supported the development of a bridleway linking to the Omokoroa 
– Tauranga cycleway in Te Puna, and suggests more of these linkages will have 
added value. 
 
Te Puna 
 
Te Puna Heartlands request a walkway / cycleway be developed on Minden Road. 
 
Pyes Pa 
 
One submitter requests a shared pathway be developed from Pyes Pa Primary 
School to ACG school. 
 
Additional Feedback Received 
 
Interpretive Signage 
 
Pirirakau request that cultural interpretation be included along routes within the 
Pirirakau rohe.   
 
Heritage NZ also request funding be provided within the walkway / cycleway 
budget for interpretive heritage signage. 
 
Archaeological Assessments 
 
Heritage NZ requests archaeological assessments be carried out on proposed 
walkway / cycleway routes, to determine the need for archaeological authorities. 
 
Use of budget for road seal extensions 
 
Te Puke Community Board request the budget for walkways / cycleways be 
reallocated to road seal extensions, which would finance a further 1.15km of seal 
extension per annum. 

 
 
Consultation Document Options  
1 THAT Council fund cycleways and walkways as per the existing 

programme at $345,000 per year. 
2 THAT Council increases funding of cycleway and walkway 

development to $450,000 per year. 
 
Additional Options identified through Have Your Say 
3 THAT Council increases funding of cycleway and walkway 

development to $500,000 per year. 
4 THAT Council stagger the increase of funding of cycleways and 

walkway development over three years; $350k (year 1), $400k (year 
2) and $450k (year 3). 

 
For each option, a further recommendation is included, to address the feedback 
received on specific cycleway / walkway projects: 
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THAT staff present a list of prioritised projects to the Operations Committee for the 
2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on each project and how the feedback 
received through the LTP process has been considered. 
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Option 1: THAT Council funds cycleway and walkway development as per the existing programme at $345,000 per year. 
AND 
That staff present a list of prioritised projects to the Operations Committee for the 2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on each project and how the feedback 
received through the LTP process has been considered. 
Advantages 
• Enables delivery of key connections from Omokoroa to Tauranga, from Kaituna 

Road to Maketu, and a section of the Waihi Beach to Waihi route, within 10 
years 

• No additional impact on rates 
• Enables some funding to be leveraged from external sources 
• Submissions on specific walkways can be considered through the work 

programme, and community engagement on those specific projects can take 
place as required. 

Disadvantages 
• Does not enable delivery of the district-wide network and local connections at 

the same rate as planned in the work programme 
• Does not enable additional funding to be leveraged from external sources to 

the same extent as other options. 
 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets  
 
This option is not Council’s preferred option in the Draft LTP, and as such would reduce the proposed budget.  

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost e.g. 
Asset 

($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105)  

Capex funding            
• Rates ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) ($105) A reduction from the 

proposed budget of 
$450,000 per annum, 
back to $345,000 per 
annum. 

• Fin 
Contribution 

           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council increases funding for cycleway and walkway development to $450,000 per year. 
AND:  That staff present a list of prioritised projects to the Operations Committee for the 2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on each project and how the 
feedback received through the LTP process has been considered. 
Advantages 
• Enables faster delivery of the district-wide network 
• Aligns with central government’s direction for transportation set out in the Government Policy 

Statement to improve access by increasing mode shift from private vehicle trips to walking, 
cycling and public transport, and to reduce the impacts on the environment from the land 
transport system by investing in infrastructure that promotes active modes of transport (such as 
new cycleways) 

• Enables external funding to be leveraged 
• Submissions on specific walkways can be considered through the work programme, and 

community engagement on those specific projects can take place as required. 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in rates (note this is factored into the draft plan 

and is reflected in the proposed average rates increases). 
 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
This option is Council’s preferred option in the Draft 2018-2028 LTP, and has been factored into annual budgets. There is no additional implications for the draft budget 
from this option 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/2
0 

$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates           Budget of 

$450,000 
pa already 
included in 
draft LTP. 

• Fin 
Contribution 

           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 3: THAT Council increases funding for cycleway and walkway development to $500,000 per year. 
AND: 
That staff present a list of prioritised projects to the Operations Committee for the 2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on each project and how the feedback 
received through the LTP process has been considered. 
Advantages 
• Enables faster delivery of the district-wide network 
• Aligns with central government’s direction for transportation set out in the 

Government Policy Statement to improve access by increasing mode shift from 
private vehicle trips to walking, cycling and public transport, and to reduce the 
impacts on the environment from the land transport system by investing in 
infrastructure that promotes active modes of transport (such as new cycleways) 

• Enables external funding to be leveraged 
• Submissions on specific walkways can be considered through the work 

programme, and community engagement on those specific projects can take 
place as required. 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in rates of an additional $50,000 above what is factored into the LTP 

currently. 
 
 

Option : Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
Council’s preferred option has been included in the Draft LTP, and is an annual budget of $450,000.  This option would have an additional rates impact of $50,000 per 
annum. 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50  

Capex funding            
• Rates 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50  
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 
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Option 4: THAT Council stagger the increase of funding of cycleways and walkway development over three years; $350k (year 1), $400k (year 2) and $450k (year 3). 
AND: 
That staff present a list of prioritised projects to the Operations Committee for the 2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on each project and how the feedback 
received through the LTP process has been considered. 
Advantages 
• Enables delivery of key connections from Omokoroa to Tauranga, from Kaituna 

Road to Maketu, and a section of the Waihi Beach to Waihi route, within 10 
years 

• Reduced impact on rates 
• Enables some funding to be leveraged from external sources 
• Submissions on specific walkways can be considered through the work 

programme, and community engagement on those specific projects can take 
place as required. 

Disadvantages 
• Does not enable delivery of the district-wide network and local connections at 

the same rate as planned in the work programme 
• Does not enable additional funding to be leveraged from external sources to 

the same extent as other options. 
 

Option : Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
Reduction in the capital costs associated with these works in years one and two. Reduction in the length of the network developed. 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

(100) (50)          

Capex funding            
• Rates (100) (50)         A reduction from the 

proposed budget of 
$450,000 per annum. 

• Fin 
Contribution 

           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 
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Recommended Decision  
 
Option 2 
THAT Council stagger the increase of funding of cycleways and walkway 
development over three years: $350k (year 1), $400k (year 2) and $450k (year 3). 
 
AND 
 
THAT staff present a list of prioritised cycleway / walkway development projects to 
the Operations Committee for the 2018/19 year, with an overview of progress on  
each project and how the feedback received through the LTP process has been 
considered. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP01 Key Proposals 
Issue 02 Funding the Western Bay Museum 
Related strategies Community Building Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
In May 2014, the Western Bay Museum closed due to financial difficulties. Council 
took ownership of the collection to preserve in storage. As a result of public 
consultation on the 2015-2025 Long Term Plan, museum was allocated funding of 
up to $75,000 (to be matched by the Museum Trust) to fit out the former Katikati 
Fire Station, and an operating grant of $60,000 per year for three years.  
 
The grant was funded through rates, with 50% being targeted rates from Katikati 
ratepayers, and 50% from district wide rates. This amounted to $6.86 per Katikati 
rating unit, and $1.41 per district wide rating unit. 
 
In the 2015-25 LTP consultation process, 66% of submitters generally supported 
Council’s position of temporarily supporting the museum. In a follow up question, 
15% supported temporary support, and 58% supported ongoing support for the 
museum. In terms of funding, the majority of submitters (55%) supported a mixed 
funding scheme through targeted and district-wide rates, while 19% sought 
funding entirely from targeted rates, and 20% sought funding entirely from 
district-wide rates. 
 
LTP Consultation 
The museum is currently seeking a total grant of $70,000 per year for the next 3 
years, being $59,000 for the curator’s salary, and $11,000 for storage of the 
collection.  
 
The 2018-28 LTP Consultation Document sought feedback on three options: 

1. Provide no support for the museum ($11,000 per year for storage costs). 
2. Provide $70,000 per year for three years through district-wide rates. 
3. Provide $70,000 per year for three years through a mix of targeted rates 

and district-wide rates. 
 
 
 
 
260 submissions were received on the Western Bay Museum. Overall: 

• 117 (45%) supported option 2 (to provide $70,000 through district-wide 
rates) 

• 94 (36%) supported option 1 (to provide no support) 
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• 47 (18%) supported option 3 (to provide $70,000 through both targeted 
and district wide rates) 

• 2 supported their own option ‘4’ for support through district-wide rates, in 
perpetuity (not reviewed after 3 years) 

• 3 generally supported the museum with no preference of how to fund it 
 
Essentially, the 260 submissions can be summarised as 64% support 
funding the museum (through various methods of funding), and 36% 
are against funding the museum. 
 

Other responses 
Additional comments received are summarised as follows: 

- The museum is for the whole Western Bay of Plenty, not just Katikati 
- The museum is needed for historic knowledge, particularly for children and 

tourists 
- The internet supplies information of ancient history and artefacts nowadays 
- Push to combine with proposed Tauranga museum 
- Without Council’s support the museum will likely close 
- Increase the funding so that the museum can ‘move towards the future’ 
- Katikati doesn’t want it, so don’t make it targeted rates 
- Te Puke would like a museum as well 
- Would like to see Omokoroa Museum 
- The museum should support itself 
- Shouldn’t have to pay entry if Council funded 
- The museum was supposed to be self-funding within 3 years 
- Preserving and telling heritage stories for residents and visitors alike are 

important ways to keep heritage alive 
 
Some submitters, notably members of the museum, have suggested that funding 
should be provided in perpetuity, rather than consulting every three years. This 
would provide more certainty for the museums operation, and may also help their 
funding applications from external sources. 
 
Note that if the funding is approved for 3 years, a request to continue funding is 
likely to be made through the next LTP. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council provide no financial support for the Western Bay Museum. 
2 THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for 

the next three years, funded through district-wide rates. 
3 THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for 

the next three years, funded through a mix of targeted rates and 
district-wide rates 

4 THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for 
the life of the LTP (10 years), funded through district-wide rates, with a 
review triggered if Tauranga Museum proceeds. 

5 THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for 
the life of the LTP (10 years), funded through a mix of targeted rates 
and district-wide rates, with a review triggered if Tauranga Museum 
proceeds. 
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Option 1: THAT Council provide no financial support for the Western Bay Museum. 
Advantages 
• No future cost to Council for three years (aside from storage costs 

of approximately $11,000 per year) 
• Katikati rates/district-wide rates would not increase to fund the 

museum. 
 

Disadvantages 
• The manager (curator) may face either reduced hours or completed 

termination of the rule 
• Opening hours of the museum would likely be reduced, or may close 
• Alternative funding sources may be more difficult without Council’s backing 
• Council would need to pay $11,000 per year in storage (Council owns the 

collection) 
• Some members of the community value the museum and would be 

disappointed if it closed.  
Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex funding            
• Rates (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) (59) Reduction in budget 

contribution of $59,000. 
$11,0000 required for storage 
costs. 

 
Option 2: THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for the next three years, funded through district-wide rates. 
Advantages 
• Increased possibility of external funding for the museum 
• Council would not bear storage costs of $11,000 for three years 
• May retain the museum without the expense of full funding 
• Katikati residents’ rates would not increase as much as Option 3 
• This option can be reviewed after three years. 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in Uniform Annual General Charge by $3.30 
• Residents outside of Katikati may be reluctant to support a facility not 

located in their immediate community 
• Some residents within Katikati may be reluctant to support the museum at 

all. 
Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex funding            
• Rates           As per the draft LTP. 
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Option 3: THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for the next three years, funded through a mix of targeted rates and district-
wide rates. 
Advantages 
• Increased possibility of external funding for the museum 
• Council would not bear storage costs of $11,000 
• May retain the museum without the expense of full funding 
• Shared funding may be perceived as a more fair approach by those 

located outside of Katikati 
• This option can be reviewed after three years. 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in Uniform Annual General Charge by approximately $1.65 
• Increase in Katikati rates by approximately $8.10 
• Residents outside of Katikati may be reluctant to partially support a facility 

not located in their immediate community 
• Some residents within Katikati may be reluctant to support the museum at 

all. 
Option 3: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex funding            
• Rates           No change to the budget as 

per draft LTP. Change to 
funding methodology. 

 
Option 4: THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for the life of the LTP (10 years), funded through district-wide rates, with a 
review triggered if Tauranga Museum proceeds. 
Advantages 
• Greater certainty in the future of the museum 
• Increased possibility of external funding for the museum 
• Council would not bear storage costs of $11,000 
• May retain the museum without the expense of full funding 
• This option can still be reviewed after three years, although not as a 

highlighted consultation item. 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in Uniform Annual General Charge by approximately $3.30 
• Uncertainty in future increase in costs 
• Council has not consulted explicitly on this option 
• Residents outside of Katikati may be reluctant to partially support a facility 

not located in their immediate community 
• Some residents within Katikati may be reluctant to support the museum at 

all. 
Option 4: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex funding            
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• Rates    70 70 70 70 70 70 70 Funding for years 1-3 as per 
the draft LTP.  

 
Option 5: THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for the life of the LTP (10 years), funded through a mix of targeted rates and 
district-wide rates, with a review triggered if Tauranga Museum proceeds. 
Advantages 
• Greater certainty in the future of the museum 
• Increased possibility of external funding for the museum 
• Council would not bear storage costs of $11,000 
• May retain the museum without the expense of full funding 
• Shared funding may be perceived as a more fair approach by those 

located outside of Katikati 
• This option can still be reviewed after three years, although not as a 

highlighted consultation item. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Increase in Uniform Annual General Charge by approximately $1.65 
• Increase in Katikati rates by approximately $8.10 
• Uncertainty in future increase in costs 
• Council has not consulted on this option 
• Residents outside of Katikati may be reluctant to partially support a facility 

not located in their immediate community 
• Some residents within Katikati may be reluctant to support the museum at 

all. 

Option 5: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Opex funding            
• Rates    70 70 70 70 70 70 70 Funding for years 1-3 as per 

the draft LTP. 
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Recommended Decision  
OPTION 4 
THAT Council provide the Western Bay Museum $70,000 per year for the life of 
the LTP (10 years), funded through district-wide rates, with a review triggered if 
Tauranga Museum proceeds. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP01 Key Proposals 
Issue 03 Funding Arts and Culture Strategy Implementation 
Related strategies Arts and Culture Strategy, Communities Strategy 

  
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council currently has a service delivery contract with Creative Bay of Plenty to 
support their work as the umbrella organisation for arts and culture in the Western 
Bay of Plenty. 
 
In 2016 Council funded Creative Bay of Plenty to facilitate the development of a 
new sub-regional arts and culture strategy.  In 2017 Council endorsed the 
Strategy, noting that funding for implementation would be decided through the 
long term plan. 
 
Through the Draft Long Term Plan Council decided to consult on increasing 
funding for Creative Bay of Plenty, to enable them to continue with their ‘BAU” and 
to implement key actions identified in the arts and culture strategy. 
 
Council also decided to consult on providing a grant to The Incubator, to support 
their service delivery as a key organisation identified in the arts and culture 
strategy. 
 
Issue and Trends 
254 submissions were received on this key proposal.  Of those submissions: 

• 39% supported Option 1 – provide no additional funding. 
• 44% supported Option 2 – provide additional funding to enable partial 

implementation of identified key actions in the arts and culture strategy. 
• 17% supported Option 3 – provide additional funding to enable full 

implementation of identified key actions in the arts and culture strategy, 
and increase support for arts and culture in the district. 

 
Overall 61% supported some increase in funding for Creative Bay of Plenty and 
the Incubator. 
 
Additional Options received through consultation: 
New option proposed by Creative Bay of Plenty 
At the Have Your Say event in the Council chambers on 19 April 2018, Creative 
Bay of Plenty proposed a new funding option. The change (from the previous 
request) was prompted by further work being undertaken on the implementation 
of the Arts and Culture Strategy and some changes to the priorities for action. 
 
Creative Bay of Plenty are now requesting an increase to their baseline funding of 
$50,000 per annum, plus an additional sum every year for the next three years for 
implementation of the Arts and Culture Strategy. The breakdown of funding 
requested is set out below: 
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2018/19 Financial Year: Baseline funding increase of $50,000, plus $23,232 to 
implement Arts and Culture Strategy and $3,333 for capital expenditure 
contribution - TOTAL $76,565 (over and above the $50,000 currently 
provided) 
 
2019/20 Financial Year: Baseline funding increase of $50,000 CPI adjusted, 
plus $43,232 to implement Arts and Culture Strategy and $3,333 for capital 
expenditure contribution - TOTAL $96,565 (over and above the $50,000 
currently provided) 
 
2020/21 Financial Year – Baseline funding increase of $50,000 CPI adjusted, 
plus $48,232 for Arts and Culture Strategy Implementation and $3,333 for capital 
expenditure contribution - TOTAL $101,565 (over and above the $50,000 
currently provided) 
 
Creative Bay of Plenty’s written submission included letters of support from 
Creative NZ, Katch Katikati, Katikati Open Air Art and SociaLink. 
 
Other Feedback 
Council received two comments that no funding at all should be provided to 
Creative Bay of Plenty. The comments related to the service being a ‘nice to have’ 
and the needs to keep rates affordable, as opposed to issues with the service 
itself. 

 
 
Options (from consultation document) 
1 THAT Council provide no additional financial support for the Arts and 

Culture Strategy implementation. 
2 THAT Council provide additional funding to enable partial 

implementation of identified key actions of the Arts and Culture 
Strategy. 

3 THAT Council provide additional funding to enable full implementation 
of identified key actions of the Arts and Culture Strategy, and 
increased support for arts and culture in the Western Bay District. 

 
Additional Options (received through consultation) 
4 THAT Council provide additional financial support for the Arts and 

Culture Strategy implementation, as per the option presented by 
Creative Bay of Plenty as follows: 

• 2018/19 – additional funding of $76,565 plus a grant of 
$10,000 to The Incubator = $86,565 

• 2019/20 – additional funding of $96,565 plus a grant of 
$15,000 to The Incubator = $111,565 

• 2020/21 – additional funding of $101,565 plus a grant of 
$20,000 to The Incubator = $121,565 
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Option 1: THAT Council provide no additional financial support for the Arts and Culture Strategy implementation. 
Advantages 
• No impact on rates (over and above what is currently provided, which is 

$50,000 per annum). 
 

Disadvantages 
• Does not enable implementation of the Arts and Culture Strategy, which is the 

agreed strategy for the sub-region, with Creative Bay of Plenty and The 
Incubator as two key lead agencies 

• Does not align with public feedback received through the submission process, 
where 61% supported an increase in funding. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets –  
 
This option reduces the proposed rates calculated for the Draft 2018-19 LTP, by $60,000 in year 1, $65,000 in year 2 and $70,000 in years 3-10.  

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

(60) (65) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70)  

Opex funding            
• Rates (60) (65) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70) (70)  
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council provide additional funding to enable partial implementation of identified key actions of the Arts and Culture Strategy.  
Advantages 
• Enables Creative Bay of Plenty and The Incubator to begin implementing the Arts and 

Culture Strategy 
• Is the option that received the most support from submitters (favoured by 44% out of 

the total 254 submissions) 
• Recognises that Creative Bay of Plenty are not the only organisation Council supports 

to deliver arts and culture services to local communities, and that these other 
agencies also contribute to achieving outcomes in the Arts and Culture Strategy. 

Disadvantages 
• Will inhibit the ability of Creative Bay of Plenty to deliver fully on the 

actions in the arts and culture strategy, to the extent identified in the 
strategy’s implementation plan. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
 
Option 2 was Council’s preferred option in the LTP Consultation Document, and has been included in the draft budget. The overall additional impact on rates factored into 
the Drat LTP is $60,000 in year 1, $65,000 in year 2, and $70,000 in years 4-10.  There is no additional implications for rates from this option.  

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 

          Budget included 
in draft LTP to 
implement this 
Option.  

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 3: THAT Council provide additional funding to enable full implementation of identified key actions of the Arts and Culture Strategy, and increased support for arts 
and culture in the Western Bay District. 
Advantages 
• Enables Creative Bay of Plenty and The Incubator to carry out full 

implementation of the arts and culture strategy actions that they are assigned to 
lead on 

• Has support from some key agencies in the arts and culture sector such as 
Katch Katikati and Katikati Open Air Art, showing these organisations believe 
additional funding for the umbrella organisations will have local benefits. 

Disadvantages 
• Impact on rates over and above what has been factored into the draft LTP 
• May mean Council rethinks its investment in other arts and culture 

organisations, as the funding delivered to these two organisations will be a 
significant increase on what the sector as a whole currently receives from 
Council. 
 

Option 3: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
Council’s draft LTP includes an overall additional impact on rates of $60,000 in year 1, $65,000 in year 2, and $70,000 in years 4-10.  This option is set out to show the 
additional impact over and above the budget included in the draft LTP. 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 

113 108 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 103  

Opex funding            
• Rates 113 108 103 103 103 103 103 103 103 103  
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Additional Options 
 
Option 4 THAT Council provide additional funding to enable full implementation of identified key actions of the Arts and Culture Strategy, and increased support for arts 
and culture in the Western Bay District, as requested by Creative Bay of Plenty in their submission to the LTP, as follows: 
2018/19 – additional funding of $76,565 plus a grant of $10,000 to The Incubator = $86,565 
2019/20 – additional funding of $96,565 plus a grant of $15,000 to The Incubator = $111,565 
2020/21 – additional funding of $101,565 plus a grant of $20,000 to The Incubator = $121,565 
Advantages 
• Enables the sector to carry out full implementation of the arts and culture 

strategy actions that are assigned to Creative Bay of Plenty and The Incubator to 
lead on 

• Has support from some key agencies in the arts and culture sector such as Katch 
Katikati and Katikati Open Air Art, showing these organisations believe additional 
funding for the umbrella organisations will have local benefits 

Disadvantages 
• Impact on rates over and above what has been factored into the draft LTP 
• May mean Council rethinks its investment in other arts and culture 

organisations, as the funding delivered to these two organisations will be a 
significant increase on what the sector as a whole currently receives from 
Council. 
 

Option 4: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
Council’s draft LTP includes an overall additional impact on rates of $60,000 in year 1, $65,000 in year 2, and $70,000 in years 4-10.  This option is set out to show the 
additional impact over and above the budget included in the draft LTP. 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

$26.565 $46.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 

Opex funding           
• Rates $26.565 $46.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 $51.565 
• External           
• Other (specify)            
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Recommended Decision  
Option 2 
THAT Council provide additional funding to enable partial implementation of 
identified key actions of the Arts and Culture Strategy. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 

Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP01 Key Proposals 
Issue 04 Council’s Debt Management Approach 
Related strategies Financial Strategy 

  
Staff Narrative 
Background  
As a rapidly growing district in the early 2000s, Council made significant loan-
funded investments in infrastructure for wastewater, water and roading to cope 
with the forecast growth and to stimulate further growth. The global financial crisis 
between 2007 and 2011 significantly slowed growth, and while Council adopted a 
‘just in time’ infrastructure upgrade policy, the significantly reduced income from 
development resulted in a shortfall of paying back loan interest alone of $2.5 
million. 
 
Through the 2015-25 Long Term Plan process, Council resolved to contribute $2.5 
million per year from a combination of general rates ($0.1m), Roading Rates 
($0.9m), and the Uniform Annual General Charge ($1.5m) to fund a $2.5 million 
shortfall per year on growth-related loan interest repayments.  
 
Issue and Trends 
Council is now in a stronger financial position, and as such has proposed in the 
LTP Consultation Document to lower this contribution for the 2018/19 year only to 
$1 million. This would save ratepayers in the order of $38.18 for a $505,000 
property, or $138.36 for a $1.83 million property for that year.  
 
Given the volatile nature of growth, the proposal only relates to the 2018-19 
financial year. The $2.5 million debt repayment figure for the following financial 
years could be adjusted through the Annual Plan, if appropriate. 
 
In the 2015-25 LTP consultation, 65% of submitters supported the adopted 
approach, with 13% supporting the $1.5 million option, 13% supporting a 
$1 million option, and the remaining 9% suggesting alternative funding options 
ranging from no rates increases to cutting projects and costs. A submission with 
over 2300 signatures was also received demanding a rates freeze and more 
consultation with the community. 
 
 
 
Submissions on the Long Term Plan 
The LTP 2018-28 Consultation Document sought feedback on two options:  

1. Continue with current approach of contributing $2.5m a year from rates to 
interest and debt repayments 
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2. Change the debt management approach to contribute $1m of rates to 
interest and debt repayments for year one, AND continue with the current 
approach of contributing $2.5m a year from rates to interest and debt 
repayments from year two onwards. 

 
Of the 233 submissions made on this topic, 142 (61%) supported 
Option 2 ($1m contribution for year 1 only), and the remaining 91 
(39%) supported Option 1 (continue with $2.5m contribution) 
 

 
Other responses 
Additional comments received are summarised as follows: 

- Pay off debt as quickly as possible, to use rates for essential services and 
repairs 

- Need to focus on maintaining existing infrastructure and be more prudent 
in our spending/rates take 

- Should have spend $4.2 million on debt repayment instead of Katikati 
library 

- Money just going to finance Omokoroa 
- Need to state how much is debt reduction and how much is interest 

repayment 
- Difficult to see how debt was reduced from $144m to $100m in 3 years 
- Option 2 reduces impact of rates rises 
- Obtain advice on managing debt 
- Paying debt should take priority over new buildings 
- Use any surplus to pay back debt 
- Pay debt sooner while interest rates are low 
- Fixed net debt limit should be reduced to 140%. 

 
Overall, many submitters commented that Council’s debt is too high, and is a key 
factor in high rates – therefore reduce debt to reduce rates. However, the majority 
of submitters, who did not make further comments on debt, supported to reduce 
the debt contribution to $1m for year 1 of the LTP. 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council continue with the current approach of contributing $2.5 

million per year from rates to interest and debt repayments. 
2 THAT Council change the debt management approach to contribute  

$1 million of rates to interest and debt repayments for year one (2018/19) 
of the LTP only, and continue with the current approach of contributing 
$2.5 million per year from rates to interest and debt repayments from year 
two onwards, and to review this approach annually. 

 
 
 

2
1
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Option 1: THAT Council continue with the current approach of contributing $2.5 million per year from rates to interest and debt repayments. 
Advantages 
• Debt will be paid down faster than Option 2 
• Council will spend less on debt interest in the long term 
• Financially stronger position than Option 2, in terms of a lower net 

debt to revenue ratio. 

Disadvantages 
• Higher rates through the Uniform Annual General Charges than Option 1 in 

2018/19 year 
• Average rates would increase to approximately 5.65%, instead of the 

projected 3.1% as per the Consultation Document. 
Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Net Debt 
repayments 

1,500          Increase in year one, otherwise 
as per the draft LTP. 

 
 
Option 2: (Preferred option in Consultation Document) THAT Council change the debt management approach to contribute $1 million of rates to interest 
and debt repayments for year one (2018/19) of the LTP only, and continue with the current approach of contributing $2.5 million per year from rates to 
interest and debt repayments from year two onwards, and to review this approach annually.  
Advantages 
• Lower rates through the Uniform Annual General Charges than 

Option 1 in 2018/19 year. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Debt will be paid down slower than Option 2, and cost more in debt interest 

over time 
• Financially weaker position than Option 2, in terms of a marginally higher 

net debt to revenue ratio. 
Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Net Debt 
repayments 

          No change to budgets, as per 
the draft LTP. 

 
  

29



 
Recommended Decision 
OPTION 2  
 
THAT Council change the debt management approach to contribute $1 million of 
rates to interest and debt repayments for year one (2018/19) of the LTP only, and 
continue with the current approach of contributing $2.5 million per year from rates 
to interest and debt repayments from year two onwards, and to review this 
approach annually. 

 
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Topic two
Transportation

Long Term Plan 2018-2028

LTP Committee
7 June 2018

Issues and options
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 02 State Highway 2 Upgrades 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy, Infrastructure Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Funding and works on State Highways is overseen by the New Zealand Transport 
Authority (NZTA). Council takes an active role in advocating and planning, 
however is not able to implement any of the improvements on State highways 
directly. 
 
State Highway 2 (SH2) is recognised as one of New Zealand’s worst road in terms 
of deaths and serious injuries; that traffic volumes are some of the largest in the 
region; that an appropriate intersection at Omokoroa is essential to cater for 
growth; that current and future residents’ safety must be provided for; and that 
the Katikati community requires a bypass. 
 
Council is actively advocating and lobbying both regionally and nationally to see 
these projects prioritised.  
 
The State Highway 2 North improvements are included in the draft Regional Land 
Transport Plan (RLTP), and their necessity was emphasised through Council and 
public submissions. The RLTP will be provided to NZTA to determine which 
projects are prioritised and funded at a national level, based on the Government’s 
direction in the Government Policy Statement Land Transportation.  
 
The State Highway 2 corridor projects include the Waihi to Tauranga Safer System 
project, Katikati Bypass, Omokoroa intersection, the Omokoroa to Te Puna 
capacity improvements and the Tauranga Northern Link. Council staff have 
contributed to the New Zealand Transport Agency Business Case Activities for 
State Highway 2. The Council is a stakeholder in the outcomes and benefits that 
the business cases demonstrate.  
 
The need for a bypass at Katikati was first acknowledged in the 1940’s, has had 
substantial community backing and has gone through several rounds of promises 
and plans, with land designated in 1994. 
 
 
Issue and Trends 
16 submission points were made seeking improvements to SH2, primarily between 
Waihi and Tauranga. 
 
A further eight submission points were made specifically stating the need for the 
Katikati Bypass. 
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Submitters raised safety concerns with the road and commented on the negative 
effects of SH2 bisecting communities, in particular Katikati. The submissions 
generally pointed to the increased volume of traffic and the surrounding growth 
(both current and projected), as being the main contributing factors forcing the 
urgent need for improvements to SH2. 
 
One submission raised concerns with SH2 South and the intersection with Wilson 
Road. 
 
Council are as concerned as the community with regard to the safety record and 
increasing capacity issues suffered by users of SH2. Staff are working closely with 
the Regional Transport Committee, neighbouring Councils and NZTA to highlight 
the importance of this route and to see that these improvements are prioritised.  
 
Whilst Council is unable to fund and deliver the major improvement projects on 
SH2, Council will continue to look at making improvements on the local connecting 
roads within our jurisdiction. 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council continues to advocate for investment and 

improvements on State Highway 2, including the Katikati Bypass. 
2 THAT Council does not continue to advocate for investment and 

improvements on State Highway 2, including the Katikati Bypass. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continues to advocate for investment and improvements on State Highway 2, including the Katikati bypass. 
Advantages 
• Council involved in the planning processes 
• SH2 projects are highlighted at a national and regional level 
• Recognises the community demand 
• Reflects real concerns with the road 
• NZTA and central government are made aware of their previous 

promises. 

Disadvantages 
• Staff time required 
• Reliant on other parties to deliver the necessary projects. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding           Met within current operational 
budgets. 

• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council does not continue to advocate for investment and improvements on State Highway 2, including the Katikati bypass. 
Advantages 
• Staff resourcing refocused elsewhere. 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Council is not involved in the planning processes 
• SH2 projects are overlooked at a national and regional level 
• Does not recognises the community demand 
• Does not respond to real concerns with the road 
• NZTA and central government are unaware of or ignore previous promises. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council continues to advocate for investment and improvements on State 
Highway 2, including the Katikati bypass. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 03 Public Transport 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy, Infrastructure Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
The Council does not have an active role in the provision and management of 
public transport, however we are involved in planning and advocacy. 
 
Bay of Plenty Regional Council (BOPRC) is responsible for public transportation in 
the region. The Council works collaboratively with BOPRC to inform transport 
planning and to encourage public transport patronage. 
 
Issue and Trends 
Seven submission points were raised regarding public transport. All suggested that 
an increase in public transport provision was necessary. 
 
Park and Ride facilities, increased services and use of rail were all raised by 
submitters. 
 
Staff recognise the value that public transportation provides and will continue to 
work closely with BOPRC, Tauranga City Council, the Regional Transportation 
Committee, NZTA and other stakeholders in public transportation planning. 
 
The Council provides public transport infrastructure such as roads, bus stop signs 
and markings and urban bus shelters.  
 
Rural school bus shelters are provided by residents and maintained by Council. 
 
Submitters comments have been passed on to BOPRC for their consideration as 
well. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council will continue to work closely with BOPRC, the Regional 

Transportation Committee, NZTA and others in public transportation 
planning and advocacy. 
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Option 1: THAT Council will continue to work closely with BOPRC, the Regional Transportation Committee, NZTA and others in public transportation 
planning and advocacy. 
Advantages 
• Seeks to see appropriate services provided 
• Enables a joined up approach to planning 
• Supports transportation objectives sought by Council. 

Disadvantages 
•  Requires staff and Elected Member time. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
• Met within current operational budgets. 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1 
THAT Council will continue to work closely with BOPRC, the Regional 
Transportation Committee, NZTA and others in public transportation planning and 
advocacy. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 04 Seal Maintenance and Extensions 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy, Infrastructure Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Council’s seal extension policy sets the priority and limits for sections of the 
unsealed network to receive seal extension investment.  
 
Council invests in various network improvements such as seal widening, new 
footpaths, traffic services, delineation and marking improvements each year. NZTA 
provides co-investment funding for network improvements under the low risk low 
cost work category. 
 
Seal extension, seal widening and network improvements are undertaken to 
provide a level of service that is consistent with the traffic volume using a road, 
and the Councils Development Code of Practice, which sets the requirements. The 
desired outcome is to improve road user safety. 
 
Issue and Trends 
8 submissions have been received on this topic requesting seal extension works 
and levels of service improvements, summarised as follows: 

• Road maintenance is undertaken too late 
• No specific reference in LTP on maintaining Te Puke Highway 
• Park and Ride facility needed from Paengaroa, and include railcar 

connection to Te Puke, Mount Bayfair and Tauranga CBD 
• Seal Allport Road 
• Need more seal extensions 
• Prioritise seal extensions over cycleways 
• Provide additional funding for road improvements and improved access to 

1031 Omanawa Road (including painting yellow lines adjacent to Omanawa 
Falls), as part of TCC’s proposal to invest $2.7million in Omanawa Falls 

• Include Work Road in the seal extension project (project 283408) for the 
2018-19 year 

• Resealing is too regular – it should be less frequent but of higher quality. 
 
 
 
Seal Extensions 
Seal extension is undertaken in accordance with the Seal Extensions Policy. The 
policy sets the priority order. The funding controls how fast projects are delivered. 
Increasing funding will enable more seal extensions to occur. 
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Omanawa Road 
With regard to Omanawa Road, it should be noted that WBOPDC received a 
submission from the residents (submission 265) that was also sent to Tauranga 
City Council about upgrading the Omanawa Falls reserve itself. The reserve is 
owned by Tauranga City Council, and as such this matter must be resolved 
through Tauranga City Council’s Long Term Plan process. 
 
While TCC have requested roading improvements, this work has not been scoped. 
Therefore funding sources and budget implications cannot be determined at this 
stage. There is potential that this will qualify as a low cost low risk improvement 
project under NZTA funding. 
 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council continues with its current network improvements plans 

for seal extension and low risk low cost projects as the planned 
annual funding allocations permit, and that the matter be referred for 
consideration through the 2019/20 Annual Plan. 

2 THAT Council increases the annual funding allocation for seal 
extension works from $1,029,000 to $1,500,000 per annum. 

3 THAT Council support TCC’s Omanawa Falls access project by 
installing yellow lines where appropriate and working with TCC to 
determine the scope of upgrading Omanawa Road where required. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continues with its current network improvements plans for seal extension and low risk low cost projects as the planned annual 
funding allocations permit, and that the matter be referred for consideration through the 2019/20 Annual Plan. 
Advantages 
• Reduction in the unsealed network length 
• Greater benefits for unsealed road users and rate payers 
• Improvements included with asset renewal activity 
• Does not increase ratepayer contributions. 
• Further consideration can be given in preparing the Annual Plan 

2019/20. 

Disadvantages 
• Does not achieve a greater level of improvement over time.  
 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Seal 
extension 
Seal widening 
Low cost / Low 
Risk 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 No implications (status quo) 

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council increases the annual funding allocation for seal extension works from $1,029,000 to $1,500,000. 
Advantages 
• That seal extension improvements would be achieved faster 
• Safety benefits would be  provided earlier 
• Council development codes could be achieved on more roads 

sooner. 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Would impact on rates. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost  471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 The proposed increase of 
$471,000 per year may 
partially qualify for NZTA 
funding 

Capex funding            
• Rates 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471 471  
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 3: THAT Council support TCC’s Omanawa Falls access project by installing yellow lines where appropriate and working with TCC to determine the 
scope of upgrading Omanawa Road required.  
Advantages 
• Safer access to Omanawa Falls reserve as part of TCC’s proposed 

improvements to the reserve 

Disadvantages 
• Some Staff workload and budget implications 

Option 4: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
 

          Improvement works not 
scoped, therefore implications 
cannot be determined at this 
stage 

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision 
Option 1 
THAT Council continues with its current network improvement plans for seal 
extension and low risk low cost projects as the planned annual funding allocations 
permit, and that the matter be referred for consideration through the 2019/20 
Annual Plan. 
 
AND 
 
Option 3 
THAT Council support TCC’s Omanawa Falls access project by installing yellow 
lines where appropriate and working with TCC to determine the scope of 
upgrading Omanawa Road required. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

 

45



Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper 

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 05 Goodall Road 
Related strategies Transportation strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Goodall Road Submissions 
Three residents of Goodall Road, and Whakamarama Community Inc, have 
submitted via the LTP to have Goodall Road vested in Council and/or maintained 
by Council. One resident notes that road is currently in poor condition with 
drainage problems and needs to be sealed. 
 
Background 
Goodall Road, located off Whakamarama Road, is a 506m long partially Māori 
Roadway and partially Private Roadway, which serves approximately 12 properties. 
The maintenance of the road and subdivision allowed along the road, have been 
contentious points with those residents since approximately 2003 when 
maintenance of the road ceased for a while due to a change in NZTA funding 
eligibility.  
 
In August 2005 the residents attempted to vest the road in Council, obtaining 
written consent from most of the landowners but not from Māori land owners. This 
process was never completed. 
 
Council passed resolution on 21st May 2009 to continue maintenance of Goodall 
Road as access to NZTA funding became available again. Council’s Maori 
Roadways Policy 2012 now specifically covers Goodall Road in the maintenance 
schedule, and as such the unsealed road is maintained to road group level 7. 
Section 6.4 of the Policy states “that ongoing maintenance will be limited to the 
standard at which the maintenance responsibility is assumed by Council or its 
agents, and Council will not upgrade the road apart from what is desirable to 
facilitate maintenance”. 
 
Request to vest  
The residents of Goodall Road and Whakamarama Community Inc have requested 
that Council commence discussions for the vesting of Goodall Road with the Māori 
Land Court.  
 
Ownership details for some portions of the Māori Roadway are difficult to obtain 
without further research; details are not clearly set out on the computer copy of 
the Certificate of Title. Council may wish to commence the process of vesting by 
further investigating ownership, prior to obtaining written consent from all owners 
of the private road portion. Vesting may provide certainty of maintenance to the 
owners of Goodall Road, however it may also raise expectations of the level of 
service of the road, such as sealing, widening and/or drainage improvement. 
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The submitters advise that the first section is not a Maori Roadway but is Maori 
land.  Council, in its decision making, has treated it as a Maori Roadway, however 
the distinction may not change the situation. 
 
The road will need to meet Council’s requirements prior to vesting in Council. 
Upgrade works, including sealing if applicable. The road owners are liable for this 
cost, however the policy allows for this to be loan-funded by Council and 
recovered through targeted rates on these properties. 
 
Condition of road 
In addition to ownership of the road, one submission states that the road is 
currently in poor condition, causing dust issues (which in turn fouls their water 
supply), and the “ever present danger” of poor drainage causing flooding problems 
and runoff into private property.  
 
Council may wish to increase the level of service for Goodall road by re-grading, 
widening and/or improving the drainage. Transportation Manager Jim Paterson 
notes that any drainage improvements may also have consequential drainage 
impacts on adjoining properties along and below Goodall Road. 
 
Sealing the road cannot be delivered under Council’s Seal Extension Policy as it is 
not a Council-owned road. It may be sealed under the Māori Roadways Policy, 
however only as a necessary step towards vesting in Council (as discussed above). 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council not actively seek the vesting of Goodall Road and continues 

to maintain it as a level 7 road (Status Quo). 
2 THAT Council investigates the vesting of Goodall Road, including the 

processes, costs and responsibilities and in the interim continues to 
maintain as a Group 7 Road. 

3 THAT Council investigate increasing the current level service provided to 
Goodall Road, including increased drainage provision, with any 
subsequent budget included in the Annual plan, noting that this is 
inconsistent with the Māori Roadways Policy 
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Option 1: THAT Council not actively seek the vesting of Goodall Road and continues to maintain it as a level 7 road (Status Quo). 
Advantages 
• No change in maintenance budget for Goodall Road 
• Council does not own Goodall Road as an asset, and retains the 

road on the schedule of road maintenance at its discretion. 

Disadvantages 
• Does not meet Goodall Road residents’ request. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
• No change (status quo) 

 
 
Option 2: THAT Council investigates the vesting of Goodall Road, including the processes, costs and responsibilities and in the interim continues to 
maintain as a Group 7 Road. 
Advantages 
• Goodall Road residents’ request to investigate vesting with Council 

would be actively pursued. 

Disadvantages 
Depending on the outcome of the investigation: 
• Council could take on Goodall Road as an asset, and would thereafter 

maintain in perpetuity  
• Increase in staff time to research Māori land ownership, obtain signatures, 

and process the request to vest in Council. 
• Request has not come from the Maori land owners themselves. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
• Increase in staff time to research Māori land ownership, liaise with owners and trustees, obtain signatures, and process the request to vest in 

Council. 
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Option 3: THAT Council investigate increasing the current level service provided to Goodall Road, including increased drainage provision, with any 
subsequent budget included in the Annual plan, noting that this is inconsistent with the Māori Roadways Policy. 
Advantages 
• Goodall Road residents’ request to investigate quality of road would 

be actively pursued. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Costs associated with drainage upgrade 
• This is against section 6.4 of the Māori Roadways Policy which states that 

“The application must acknowledge that ongoing maintenance will be 
limited to the standard at which the maintenance responsibility is assumed 
by Council or its agents, and Council will not upgrade the road apart from 
what is desirable to facilitate maintenance”. As such this would require a 
Section 80 (LGA 2002) resolution acknowledging inconsistency with the 
policy and reasons for it. 

Option 3: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
• Increased staff time and resources to investigations. 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 2: 
THAT Council investigates the vesting of Goodall Road, including the processes, 
costs and responsibilities and in the interim continues to maintain as a Group 7 
Road. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 06 Western Bay Sub-Regional Transportation Strategy 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy, Infrastructure Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
The significant growth in the sub-region has placed stress on the transportation 
network. Traffic accident rates, unreliable travel times, capacity issues and limited 
public transport utilisation are being suffered by the sub-region. 
 
Council works closely with our sub-regional partners, including Bay of Plenty 
Regional Council, Waikato Regional Council, Tauranga City Council, New Zealand 
Transport Authority, Iwi and others. Through Smart Growth, growth in the sub-
region is considered and planned with a consideration to connectivity and 
transportation, amongst other considerations. We are also involved in more 
immediate planning, including BOPRC’s recent Public Transport Blueprint, which 
has led to increased services being provided in some areas. As well the Tauranga 
Transport Programme, Tauriko programme business case and state highway 
business case projects including SH2, SH29, and SH33. 
 
The draft Government Policy Statement on Land Transport has explicitly made 
clear the government’s focus on multi-modal options with this forming a key 
theme and increased funding made available for public transport, rail and walking 
and cycling projects.  
 
Current actions by Council/others on multi-modal planning/strategies include the 
Public Transport Blueprint and the Tauranga Transport Programme. 
 
Issue and Trends 
Two submissions were received, requesting a Western Bay Sub-regional 
Transportation Strategy. One from Priority One seeking innovative short term 
solutions (including park and ride facilities) and the development of longer term 
solutions. The other from Te Tumu Landowners Group, requesting a medium-long 
term focused strategy.  Both sought to see a multi-modal approach and increased 
use in public transport. 
 
A sub-regional approach is currently taken with staff work closely with our sub-
regional partners. Planning seeks to ensure cost–effective options for 
transportation solutions are found and considers increased use of public 
transportation.  
 
This aligns with the proposed Sub Regional Transport Centre. 
 
The requested sub regional strategy is in the process of being developed through 
the Tauranga Programme Business Case, the Passenger Transport Plan, the Future 
Development Strategy which includes a draft Sub Regional Transport Strategy. 
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Options  
1 THAT Council continue to work with sub-regional partners on 

transportation planning and raise the idea of a sub-regional 
transportation strategy with the Regional Transportation Committee. 

2 THAT Council continue to work with sub-regional partners on 
transportation planning and does not raise the idea of a sub-regional 
transportation strategy with the Regional Transportation Committee. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continue to work with sub-regional partners on transportation planning and raise the idea of a sub-regional transportation 
strategy with the Regional Transportation Committee. 
Advantages 
• Seeks to see appropriate services provided 
• Enables a joined up approach to planning 
• Supports transportation objectives sought by Council 
• Addresses perceived strategic gap. 

Disadvantages 
• Requires staff and Elected Member time 
• Reliant on sub-regional partners. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council continue to work with sub-regional partners on transportation planning and does not raise the idea of a sub-regional 
transportation strategy with the Regional Transportation Committee. 
Advantages 
• Seeks to see appropriate services provided 
• Enables a joined up approach to planning 
• Supports transportation objectives sought by Council. 

Disadvantages 
• Does not address perceived strategic gap 
• Requires staff and Elected Member time 
• Reliant on sub-regional partners. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council continue to work with sub-regional partners on transportation 
planning and raise the idea of a sub-regional transportation strategy with the 
Regional Transportation Committee. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 07 Te Puna Area Roading Improvements 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
 
Background 
Five submissions received concerning Minden Road, Munro Road, Te Puna Station 
Road covering walking and cycling, road widths and speed limits.   
 
Issue and Trends 
The NZTA are about to undertake monitoring of various traffic management options in 
an attempt to improve the State Highway efficiency and reduce the impacts of local 
traffic entering and exiting at Te Puna Station Road.  
 
The NZTA are also commencing a process to review the SH2 speed limits and will 
consider reducing them to 80km/hr from the existing limits of 90km/hr or the 
100/km/hr. This process will include stakeholder engagement and possibly public 
consultation. 
 
The Council reviews speed limits under its Bylaw process. 
 
The Council undertakes seal widening in conjunction with pavement rehabilitation 
work to maximise delivery efficiency from the available funding. Road width is 
provided under the Development Code requirements based on the traffic volume 
demand. 
 
Road sections with lengths totalling 320km have width deficiency greater than 1m, 
20km have width deficiency greater than 1.5m and 5k have width deficiency greater 
than 2.0m.  
 
Munro Road is 1m under-width based on the Council’s Development Code of Practice 
and its 324 traffic vehicle movements per day.  There are no pavement rehabilitation 
requirements needed in the next 10 or so years. The northern end of Munro Road, 
I’anson Road to SH2 is expected to be impacted by the future SH2 improvements. 
 
There are no plans in Council’s priority list for the next 3 years to construct new 
footpath along Munro Road, Munro Road East or Minden Road from Perkins Drive to 
the Minden lookout. Over the next three years, Council will be reviewing its rural 
footpath priorities. The cost to install footpaths is a minimum of $200,000 per 
kilometre. 
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Options  
1 THAT Council include Minden Road in its next speed limit bylaw 

review, and that Council scopes the cost estimate for Minden Road 
footpath. 

2 THAT Council, as part of its advocacy role, continue to support NZTA 
initiatives to improve the SH2 and Minden Zone functions to deliver 
improved capacity and safety outcomes. 
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Option 1: THAT Council include Minden Road in its next speed limit bylaw review, and that Council scopes the cost estimate for Minden Road footpath. 
Advantages 
• Aligns with the 10 May Operations and Monitoring Committee 

Decision. 
• Consistent with the National Speed Management Guidelines. 
• Scoping work to estimate costs for Minden Road footpath. 

Disadvantages 
• Costs associated with scoping Minden Road footpath 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
No direct budget implications. Reprioritisation of work programme to fund Minden Road scoping. 

 
 
Option 2: THAT Council, as part of its advocacy role, continue to support NZTA initiatives to improve the SH2 and Minden Zone function to deliver 
improved capacity and safety outcomes. 
Advantages 
• Continued Council engagement with NZTA 
• Aligns with Council’s key concerns and advocacy on safety and 

capacity for SH2 

Disadvantages 
•  

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
No direct budget implications 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council includes Minden Road in its next speed limit bylaw review, and that 
Council scopes the cost estimate for Minden Road footpath. 
 
AND 
 
Option 2: 
THAT Council, as part of its advocacy role, continue to support NZTA initiatives to 
improve the SH2 and Minden Zone function to deliver improved capacity and 
safety outcomes. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 08 Youngson Road 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
As part of its submission, the Whakamarama Community Inc has raised concern 
on the status of Youngson Road, including: 

- Sight distances for approximately 50% of the 106 identified property 
entrances are substandard and do not comply with section 4B.4.3(b) of the 
District Plan 

- The pavement width of Youngson Road is approximately 5.4 metres, 
whereas Section 4.2.4 of the Development Code requires a width of 7.5m 
(passed on a traffic flow of 750 ADT) 

- Several vertical curves (rises) which limit visibility to hide oncoming traffic 
- In the future when there is more traffic, Whakamarama residents likely to 

use Youngson Rd/Omokoroa Rd/SH2 intersection, instead of Barrett 
Rd/Plummers Pt Rd/SH2 intersection 

- Youngson Road between Plummer Road and Whakamarama is 3.15km in 
length. 
 

Background 
The sealed road length makes up 82% or 860km of the local road network in the 
District. 
 
Road sections with lengths totalling 320km have width deficiency greater than 1m, 
20km have width deficiency greater than 1.5m and 5km have width deficiency 
greater than 2.0m. 
 
The width deficiency and where possible safe stopping sightline deficiencies are 
addressed when the sealed road pavements are rehabilitated at the end of their 
economic life cycle.   
 
Issue and Trends 
The Council undertakes seal widening in conjunction with pavement rehabilitation 
work to maximise delivery efficiency from the available funding. Road width is 
provided under the Development Code requirements based on the traffic volume 
demand. 
 
The current three year budget based on 51% subsidy is: 
2019 $1,400,000 
2020 $2,044,000 
2021 $2,088,000 
 
This continues for the Long Term Plan. 
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Youngson Road between Old Highway and Plummer Road (680m, 5.6m wide) is 
1.9m under width based on the Councils Development Code of Practice and its 673 
traffic vehicle movements per day.  
 
Youngson Road between Plummer Road and Whakamarama is 3.15km, 5m wide, 
and 1.5m under width based on the Councils Development Code of Practice and its 
294 traffic vehicle movements per day.  
 
There are no pavement rehabilitation requirements needed in the next 10 or so 
years. However, this will be re-assessed when the impacts of the SH2 upgrades 
are known for the local roading network.  
 
Seal edge break wear resulting from vehicles running off the sealed pavement 
surface occurs where the traffic volume and road width are mismatched and do 
not meet the standards. The consequential maintenance requirement to reinstate 
the seal edge surface is delivered under the One Network Maintenance Contract 
lump sum.  
 
In order to proceed with seal widening ahead of the rehabilitation works the 
Council will need to allocate additional funding.  The funding may be eligible for 
NZTA Low Cost Low Risk category subsidy. 
 
The indicative cost to widen Youngson Road is in the range of $1,600,000 - 
$3,500,000.  Detailed investigation and estimating has not occurred. 
 
The budget is indicative at $600,000 pa for 5 years and assumes that NZTA 
subsidy will be approved.  This is not guaranteed. 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council continues to deliver roading improvements such as seal 

width and safe stopping sightlines in conjunction with its pavement 
rehabilitation programme, noting that Youngson Rd will be reviewed 
following NZTA decisions on SH2 upgrades, when the impact on the 
local road network is known. 

2 THAT the Council increases the annual funding allocation for Low 
Cost/Low Risk minor improvement works by $600,000 per annum for 
5 years and progressively widen Youngson Road. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continues to deliver roading improvements such as seal width and safe stopping sightlines in conjunction with its pavement 
rehabilitation programme, noting that Youngson Rd will be reviewed following NZTA decisions on SH2 upgrades, when the impact on the local road 
network is known. 
Advantages 
• Greater benefits for road users and rate payers 
• Improvements included with asset renewal activity 
• Does not increase ratepayer contributions. 
• Enables an inclusive consideration of the network 

Disadvantages 
•  Does not achieve a greater level of improvement over time 
• Does not widen Youngson Road as it is not scheduled for pavement 

rehabilitation. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

          No change to current budget 

Capital cost  
 
Low cost / Low 
Risk 

           

• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT the Council increases the annual funding allocation for Low Cost/Low Risk minor improvement works by $600,000 per annum for 5 years 
and progressively widen Youngson Road. 
Advantages 
• That network improvements would be achieved faster 
• Safety benefits would be  provided earlier 
• Council development codes could be achieved on more roads sooner 
• Youngson Road would be widened over 5 years. 

Disadvantages 
• Would impact on rates 
• Subject to NZTA Subsidy. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost  
 
Low cost / Low 
Risk 

600 600 600 600 600       

Capex funding            
• Rates 300 300 300 300 300      Roading Rate 
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External 300 300 300 300 300      NZTA Subsidy subject to their 
approval. 

• Other 
(specify) 

           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council continues to deliver roading improvements such as seal width and 
safe stopping sightlines in conjunction with its pavement rehabilitation programme, 
noting that Youngson Rd will be reviewed following NZTA decisions on SH2 
upgrades, when the impact on the local road network is known. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 09 Speed Limits 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Issue 
Through the Long Term Plan 2018-28 consultation process, three submitters have 
raised the following points regarding road speed limits: 

- Rural roads speed limits should be lower 
- Variable speed limit between Waihi and Bethlehem: 90km/h at night, 

70km/h during day (between 6am to 7pm) 
- Change “overtaking lanes” to “slow vehicle lanes” 
- Reduce Minden Road speed limit. Suggests 60km/h, and motorists will 

travel at 70km/h (which is acceptable) 
 
WBOPDC already advocates for safer speed limits along State Highway 2 and will 
continue to contribute to the NZTA state highway speed management processes. 
 
In the case of Minden Road, the submitter also noted that pedestrian safety is of 
particular concern, so reducing the speed limit along that road would also increase 
pedestrian safety. 
 
The Councils undertakes speed limit reviews under its speed limit bylaw process 
and is currently considering including all the network north of Tauranga when 
NZTA review the State Highway 2 speed limits. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council advocate for reduced speed limits along certain 

sections of State Highway 2 between Waihi Beach and 
Bethlehem, noting that public consultation will be required to be 
undertaken by NZTA. 

2 THAT the speed limit of Minden Road be reviewed in 
conjunction with the next speed limit review process. 
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Option 1: THAT Council advocate for reduced speed along State Highway 2 between Waihi Beach and Bethlehem, noting that public 
consultation will be required to be undertaken by NZTA. 
Advantages 
• Safer vehicle travel along State Highway 2. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Minor additional staff time in advocacy 
• Some motorists may consider that a reduced speed along that 

stretch of highway is not necessary 
 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
 
• Minor additional staff time in advocacy. 

 
 
Option 2: THAT the speed limit of Minden Road be reduced. 
Advantages 
• Safer vehicle travel along Minden Road 
• Safer pedestrian access along Minden Road. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Costs associated with replacement of existing speed limit signage 
• Some motorists may consider that a reduced speed along Minden 

Road is not necessary 
• Compliance may not be achieved by some users. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
 
• Additional staff resources required for planning and project management to replace existing speed limit signage. 
• Costs associated with replacing existing speed limit signage. 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council advocate for reduced speed limits along certain sections of 
State Highway 2 between Waihi Beach and Bethlehem, noting that public 
consultation will be required to be undertaken by NZTA. 
 
AND 
 
Option 2: 
THAT the speed limit of Minden Road be reviewed in conjunction with the 
next speed limit review process. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 10 Road Safety and Improvements 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
This IOP covers five submissions for topics including the Paengaroa speed limits, 
road safety initiatives, intersection improvements, rural roading investment, Waihi 
Beach Road and Williams Road kerb and channel request. 
 
Issue and Trends 
The District speed limit review will consider community requests for new speed 
limits. These will be progressively reviewed across the District as Council cannot 
logistically complete a review of all speed limits within one year. The first priority 
will be between Tauranga and Katikati, in conjunction with NZTA. 
 
The Council is a stakeholder working with NZTA to improve the State Highway 
network and the local road intersections that connect to them. This may include 
roundabouts where appropriate. 
 
The seal extension policy and programme guides where seal extension investment 
is undertaken. Other rural roading improvements are funded from the pavement 
renewal activity combined with the low cost/low risk minor improvements 
programme which relies on NZTA funding a 51% share. 
 
Urban community roading allocations are available for local roading improvement 
projects which the community boards prioritise. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council refer LTP submissions requesting speed limit reductions 

to the proposed speed limit review process. 
AND 
THAT Council continues with its advocacy for state highway 
improvements that impact on its ratepayers. 
AND 
THAT Council continues to deliver road safety education and 
awareness through its joint road safety activity with stakeholders. 
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Option 1: THAT Council refer LTP submissions requesting speed limit reductions to the proposed speed limit review process. 
AND 
THAT Council continues with its advocacy for state highway improvements that impact on its ratepayers. 
AND 
THAT Council continues to deliver road safety education and awareness through its joint road safety activity with stakeholders. 
Advantages 
• Enables thorough consideration of speed limit changes as part of the 

review 
• Continues cost effective planning and delivery of projects with 

associated stakeholders 
• Continues Council commitment to road safety education 
• Actions currently included in the draft LTP budget. 

Disadvantages 
• Requires staff time and operational costs. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council refer LTP submissions requesting speed limit reductions to the 
proposed speed limit review process. 
 
AND 
 
THAT Council continues with its advocacy for state highway improvements that 
impact on its ratepayers. 
 
AND 
 
THAT Council continues to deliver road safety education and awareness through its 
joint road safety activity with stakeholders. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 

 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP02 Transportation 
Issue 11 Kaituna Link 
Related strategies Transportation Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
New topic resulting from submissions 

Background 
The Kaituna Link is a proposed connection from the eastern end of the Te Tumu 
Urban Growth Area in Tauranga City across the Kaituna River to the proposed TEL 
interchange at the Rangiuru Business Park. 
 
Issue and Trends 
The purpose of the Link is to service the Te Tumu development inside the City 
boundary. In particular, this is for access from Te Tumu to the Rangiuru Business 
Park, and as a Civil Defence evacuation route. 
 
The submitter seeks the Kaituna Link planning and designation be carried out 
between 2018-24 and the construction be carried out between 2024-28. 
The Link is being considered as part of the Te Tumu structure planning process 
being undertaken by TCC. It is that process that will determine the future of the 
Link in terms of whether it is required and if so, what the timing will be, and how it 
will be funded. The Link is not required for WBOPDC purposes. 
 

 
 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council does not include the Kaituna / Te Tumu Link as a 

funding item in the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan and that Council will 
advocate for TCC to include in their future plans, as per SmartGrowth 
agreement. 

2 THAT Council does include the Kaituna / Te Tumu Link in the 2018-
2028 Long Term Plan. 
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 Option 1: THAT Council does not include the Kaituna / Te Tumu as a funding item in the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan and that Council will advocate for 
TCC to include in their future plans, as per SmartGrowth agreement. 
Advantages 

• The Link is not required for WBOPDC purposes, will not be 
financially contributed to by WBOPDC, and therefore does not 
need to be contained in the LTP. 

Disadvantages 
•   

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
 
This option has no associated budget or work programme implications. 
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Option 2: THAT Council does include the Kaituna / Te Tumu in the 2018-2028 Long Term Plan. 
Advantages 
• Signals that the Kaituna Link is a project that Council will pursue 
• Would enable better place making and connectivity with Te Puke. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Implies that Council has financial input into the project 
• Funding will be from other sources as the project is for the benefit of a UGA 

in Tauranga City. No assessment has been undertaken as to what the costs 
are and how they should be split. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

        80,000   

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
        80,000  Funding unkown but likely a 

mix of Te Tumu development 
contributions, TCC, and 
possibly NZTA 

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council does not include the Kaituna / Te Tumu as a funding item in the 
2018-2028 LTP and that Council will advocate for TCC to include in their future 
plans, as per SmartGrowth agreement. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

74



Topic three
Finance

Long Term Plan 2018-2028

LTP Committee 
7 June 2018

Issues and options
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 

Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 01 Rates Affordability 
Submitters  4, 8, 16, 40, 53, 57, 70, 75, 77, 86, 147, 148, 196, 214, 

282, 289, 294, 302, 305, 341, 366, 397, 405 
Related strategies Financial Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
There are a number of factors attributable to our rates being higher (as noted in 
the media) than other Councils in the country.  These include: 

• Approximately 75% of our rates comes from residential ratepayers 
including lifestyle properties.  This is due to the fact we have very little in 
the way of commercial and industrial ratepayers in the District. The District 
does not have a port, airport, or a large industrial sector to spread the cost 
to deliver services more broadly. So the burden falls mainly on our 
residential ratepayer. 

 
• Consideration needs to be given to the geographical size, topography and 

population of our district, compared to our neighbouring Councils and other 
local authorities. We have to provide for a population of 49,285 (and 
growing) over a District covering 212,000 hectares of area, with less than 
one percent of this area being urban. So a large proportion of our 
expenditure is managing roads, pipes and service supply across undulating 
land to our townships e.g. Waihi Beach, Katikati, Omokoroa, Te Puke and 
Maketu etc. 
 

• Western Bay Council is also in the process of installing water meters across 
the whole district, with the project due to be completed by 30 June 2018.  
The philosophy behind installing water meters is to encourage water 
conservation and directly charge consumers for the water they use. 

 
Comment 
Affordability is a key planning consideration for Council and involves finding a 
balance between the tensions around what communities’ desire and what is 
required in the form of essential services. 
 
As part of the 2018-28 Long Term Plan preparation, the proposed capital and 
operational expenditure budgets were reviewed thoroughly and any unnecessary 
expenditure removed. 
 
As part of the Draft Long Term Plan, Council set a limit on rate increases for the 
next 10 years, and ensured the budget was set within those limits. 
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The rate increase is set at no more than 4% per year, excluding growth. This limit 
demonstrates to ratepayers that Council has listened to their concerns over rates 
affordability.  

 
Options  
1 THAT Council continue to limit rate increases to no more than 4% 

(excluding growth) per year, for the next 10 years. 
2 THAT Council review the limit on rate increases per year, for the next 

10 years. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continue to limit rate increases to no more than 4% per year, for the next 10 years. 
Advantages 
• Existing levels of service to the community are retained 
• Demonstrates to the community that Council has control of its 

operational and capital work programmes 
• The average rate increase over the 10 years is approximately 

3.01%. 

Disadvantages 
• The proposed rates increase does not fully address the affordability 

concerns of the community. Further rate reductions will negatively impact 
proposed levels of service. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

 
  

78



Option 2: THAT Council review the limit on rate increases per year, for the next 10 years. 
Advantages 
• Lower average rate increases in the community. 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Any decrease in rates could impact on the levels of service provided to the 

community. 
Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision 
Option 1: 
THAT Council continue to limit rate increases to no more than 4% per year, for the 
next 10 years. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper / Project Re-budget /  

Internal Submission Paper 
 

Issues and Options Paper     

Project Re-budget   ☐ (Also complete detail in Appendix A) 

Internal Submission Paper  ☐  
 

 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 03 Community Halls Funding – Waihi Beach 
Related strategies Community Facilities Strategy 

 
 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
The Waihi Beach Community Centre has requested that a fixed rates levy of $10 
per rate payer be introduced. This would allow them flexibility with regard to 
undertaking repairs and maintenance as required, while the fund is also built up to 
undertake works of a capital nature.  
 
This would see an increase in rates from $8.45 to $10 per ratepayer.   
 
This has been supported by two other submitters.   

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council approve an increase in the rates levy per rate payer 

from $8.45 to $10 over the Waihi Beach Community Board area. 
2 THAT Council decline an increase in the rates levy per rate payer 

from $8.45 to $10 over the Waihi Beach Community Board area. 
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Option 1: THAT Council approve an increase in the rates levy per rate payer from $8.45 to $10 over the Waihi Beach Community Board area. 
Advantages 
• This will enable the Waihi Beach Community Centre to secure 

necessary funding to ensure best practice repairs and maintenance 
work is carried out 

• The Hall Committee will be able to programme repairs and 
maintenance knowing the funding it has on an ongoing basis.  

Disadvantages 
• This will cost the ratepayers of Waihi Beach Community Board area $xxx per 

annum. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5  

Opex funding            
• Rates 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5  
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council decline an increase in the rates levy per rate payer from $8.45 to $10 over the Waihi Beach Community Board area. 
Advantages 
• No extra cost to rate payers. 
 

Disadvantages 
• This will prevent the Waihi Beach Community Centre ability to secure 

necessary funding to ensure best practice repairs and maintenance work 
is carried out 

• The Hall Committee will not be able to programme repairs and 
maintenance knowing the funding it has on an ongoing basis.  

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Opex funding            
• Rates 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council approve an increase in the rates levy per rate payer from $8.45 to 
$10 over the Waihi Beach Community Board area. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 

Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 04 Transition to Development Contributions 
Related strategies Financial Strategy, Infrastructure Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
At the moment Council fund (fully or partly) projects that are needed to cater for 
population growth, by charging financial contributions under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA) to those undertaking development so they pay their 
fair share of infrastructure costs. Changes to the RMA in 2017 mean councils can 
no longer charge financial contributions. 
 
The assumption for this Long Term Plan 2018-2028 is that we are still using 
financial contributions.  
 
Council must however transition to development contributions under the Local 
Government Act 2002, by 2022. There is a high level of uncertainty around this 
project given recent Local Government Act (2002) changes relating to 
development contributions and further financial analysis is yet to be carried out to 
quantify the impacts of the transition from financial contributions to development 
contributions. 
 
Future work 
Council staff are already in the process of developing a project scope for the 
transition from financial contributions to development contributions. 
 
Through the 2021-2031 LTP process Council will be adopting a policy on 
development contributions to complete the transition.  
 
Council will consider impact on the project in response to any future legislative 
changes that may affect the transition from financial contributions to development 
contributions. Budget implications will be considered through the 2019/20 Annual 
Plan. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council continue with the development of the project scope for 

the transition from financial contributions to development 
contributions for the LTP 2021-2031 process as per the changes to 
the Resource Management Act in 2017. 
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Option 1: THAT Council continue with the development of the project scope for the transition from financial contributions to development contributions 
for the LTP 2021-2031 process as per the changes to the Resource Management Act in 2017. 
Advantages 
• Council will have the Development Contributions Policy in place to 

recover growth related capital expenditure.  
 

Disadvantages 
• The transition process is complex and will consume extensive amounts of 

organisational resources. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets *Costs/ funding implications to be determined as part of the project 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision 
Option 1: 
THAT Council continue with the development of the project scope for the transition 
from financial contributions to development contributions for the LTP 2021-2031 
process as per the changes to the Resource Management Act in 2017. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 05 Te Puke Targeted Rates 
Submitters  59, 408 
Related strategies Financial Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
The Maketu community has an indicative targeted rate of $5.84 per rateable 
property in the Draft LTP for funding towards the Te Puke EDG service delivery 
contract. 
 
The Maketu Community Board have made a request to divert this funding to 
facilitate a Maketu Project Co-ordinator on the premise they consider the annual 
charge to Maketu ratepayers greatly outweighs any economic benefit to the 
Maketu area of benefit. 
 
To change this rating mechanism would require consultation with the community, 
which would form part of the 2019/20 Annual Plan. 
 
Further consideration may also be given to the level of service given to Te Puke 
compared to Katikati through service delivery contracts. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council maintains the status quo in the Long Term Plan and no 

further review required moving forward. 
2 THAT Council maintains the status quo in the Long Term Plan and 

carries out a further review as part of the 2019/20 Annual Plan. 
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Option 1: THAT Council maintains the status quo in the Long Term Plan and no further review required moving forward. 
Advantages 
• No financial impact for the Long Term Plan process 
• Consultation can be carried out alongside the Annual Plan, enabling 

Council to fulfil its legislative responsibilities. 

Disadvantages 
• Submitters concerns are not addressed 
• If funding is diverted through the Annual Plan process, Te Puke EDG 

may not be fully funded 
Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council maintains the status quo in the Long Term Plan and carries out a further review as part of the 2019/20 Annual Plan. 
Advantages 
• No financial impact for the Long Term Plan process 
• Consultation can be carried out alongside the Annual Plan, enabling 

Council to fulfil its legislative responsibilities. 

Disadvantages 
• Submitters concerns are not addressed 
• If funding is diverted through the Annual Plan process, Te Puke EDG may 

not be fully funded. 
Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT Council maintains the status quo in the Long Term Plan and no further 
review required moving forward. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 01 Maketu Beach Road Seawall Loan 
Submitters  408 
Related strategies Financial Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Around 2002/2003 the Maketu Community Board made a request to loan fund 
work around road widening of Beach Road, Maketu.  This loan was to be taken out 
under the Community Roading activity, and to include the creation of seawall 
protection as well as the road widening itself. 
 
Comment 
At the time of writing this Issues and Options paper, there is an outstanding loan 
balance of approx. $92k.  Repayments each year amount to approx. $27k per 
annum, with the loan due to be fully repaid by 2021. 
 
The Maketu Community Board has made a submission to Council, asking if Council 
would consider repaying the remaining debt left, therefore reducing the burden on 
the Maketu community.  This could either be funded from rates (which would incur 
a rates increase) or the General Rate Reserve (a balance sheet fund). 
 
It is worth noting that current reserve balances for the Maketu Community Board 
Reserve and the Maketu Community Roading Account stand at $137k and $100k 
respectively. 

 
Options  
1 THAT Council accept the submitter’s proposal and repay the Beach 

Road seawall loan balance via an increase in general rates. 
2 THAT Council accept the submitter’s proposal and repay the Beach 

Road seawall loan balance via Council’s General Rate Reserve. 
3 THAT Council decline the submitter’s proposal to repay the Beach 

Road seawall loan balance, and request the loan to continue to be 
paid down via the Maketu Community Roading account. 

4 THAT Council decline the submitter’s proposal to repay the Beach 
Road seawall loan balance, but suggest the loan be repaid from either 
the Maketu Community Board Reserve and/or the Maketu Community 
Roading account. 
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Option 1: THAT Council accept the submitter’s proposal and repay the Beach Road seawall loan balance via an increase in general rates. 
Advantages 
• Reduces the financial burden on the Maketu community. 
 

Advantages 
• Increases in rates 
• Creates issues over fairness and equity 
• Sets a precedence for other debt related activities. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

92           

Capex funding            
• Rates 92           
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

 
  

93



Option 2: THAT Council accept the submitter’s proposal and repay the Beach Road seawall loan balance via Council’s General Rate Reserve. 
Advantages 
• No impact on rates funding. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Creates issues over fairness and equity 
• Sets a precedence for other debt related activities. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 3: THAT Council decline the submitter’s proposal to repay the Beach Road seawall loan balance, and request the loan to continue to be paid down 
via the Maketu Community Roading account. 
Advantages 
• No impact on rates funding. 

Disadvantages 
• Ongoing financial burden to Maketu ratepayers until 2021. 

Option 3: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

 
 
 
 

95



Option 4: THAT Council decline the submitter’s proposal to repay the Beach Road seawall loan balance, but suggest the loan be repaid from either the 
Maketu Community Board Reserve and/or the Maketu Community Roading account. 
Advantages 
• No impact on rates funding 
• No ongoing financial burden to Maketu ratepayers. 

Disadvantages 
• A reduction in Maketu community reserves that may require an adjustment 

to community work commitments not yet funded. 
Option 4: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 4: 
THAT Council decline the submitter’s proposal to pay down the Beach Road 
seawall loan balance, but suggest the loan be repaid from either the Maketu 
Community Board Reserve and/or the Maketu Community Roading account. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 07 Revenue and Financing Policy 
Related strategies Infrastructure Strategy and Financial Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
 
This is a new topic arising from submissions. 
 
Submission points: 
Two submitters have concerns with Council’s Revenue and Financing (R&F) policy.   
 
Ngati Pikiao Ki Tai requests a review of the Representation R&F policy.  They are 
concerned that resource consent fees do not cover the full costs of consent 
hearings and that there is an element of general rates in the funding of resource 
consent hearings.  Through a review of the policy they would like to see 100% 
user fees funding for consent hearings. 
 
Federated Farmers of NZ (FFNZ) raise a number of points relating to the overall 
R&F policy; they believe farmers are paying too great a share when compared to 
their sector’s benefits.   
In general they would like to see:  

• closer matching of funding shares to benefit shares 
• greater use of fees and targeted rates wherever possible 
• maximum use of the UAGC within the bounds of the 30% cap (they believe 

it is currently only at 14%) 
• more use of financial and development contributions. 

FFNZ provide suggestions for changing the funding shares and tools for several 
activities to more closely reflect their perception of who benefits. 
 
Background 
Regarding Ngati Pikiao’s submission:  
The revenue and financing policy for Representation is on page 397 of the draft 
LTP and states that up to 25% of the cost of elected members expenses will be 
charged to the consent applicant, with the balance funded by General Rates.  The 
rationale is stated in the policy as follows: 
“Consent applicants receive a private benefit when the Regulatory Hearing 
Committee hears resource consent applications, although it is recognised that the 
purpose of the Committee is to provide a democratic process for the benefit of the 
public.  No intergenerational benefits have been provided. No exacerbator has 
been identified.” 
 
Regarding Federated Farmers of NZ’s submission: 
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1. In accordance with s101 of the Local Government Act 2002, decisions on 
funding allocations consider more than just the share of benefit.  Other 
matters that must be considered are  

• community outcomes,  
• timing of benefits,  
• whether the actions or inactions of people contribute to the need for 

the activity  
• the costs and benefits and effects on transparency of funding the 

activity separately ( 
• the overall impact of the allocation on the needs of the community. 

 
2. Regarding the 30% cap on uniform charges, the proposals in the LTP reflect a 

ratio of 28.89%, not 14% as calculated by FFNZ. 
 

3. FFNZ is concerned that developers are not paying a great enough share of the 
costs of growth.  As a result of the abolition of Financial Contributions, Council 
will be developing a Development Contributions Policy by June 2021.  This 
process will provide FFNZ with an opportunity to be involved in the decision-
making process around growth funding. 

 
Process implications 
If Council agreed with the submitters and wished to review the policies, a review 
would have to be scheduled in the 2018/19 work programme.  The extent of the 
change requested by Federated Farmers NZ would be significant and further public 
consultation would be required on any new proposals. 
 

 
 
 
Options  
1 THAT the activity Revenue and Financing Policies and the Overall 

Revenue and Financing Policies as proposed in the LTP 2018-2028 
supporting documentation be confirmed. 

2 THAT a review of the activity and overall Revenue and Financing 
Policies be scheduled in XXXX subject to review of  the policy 
development work programme for that year. 
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Option 1: THAT the activity Revenue and Financing Policies and the Overall Revenue and Financing Policies as proposed in the LTP 2018-2028 supporting 
documentation be confirmed. 
Advantages 

• Council has already considered the matters raised in the submissions during the development of 
the draft LTP; the decisions taken have balanced the competing factors and perspectives that 
influence the allocation of funding, according to legislative requirements 

• There is an alternative route to address one of the concerns raised (shares of growth funding). 
This will be part of the process to develop of a Development Contributions policy starting in 
2018/2020.  

Disadvantages 
• Submitters may perceive that Council has 

not listened. 
 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT a review of the activity and overall Revenue and Financing Policies be scheduled in XXXX subject to review of the policy development 
work programme for that year. 
Advantages 
• Submitters will feel heard and have a chance to advocate for change 

in the allocation of funding. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Resourcing a review may mean that other work is postponed 
• Submitters expectations of change may be raised while there is no 

guarantee a review will produce the changes they seek 
• There is an alternative route to address one of the concerns raised (shares 

of growth funding).  This will be part of the development of a Development 
Contributions policy starting in 2018/2020.  

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
 

           

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 1: 
THAT the activity Revenue and Financing Policies and the Overall Revenue and 
Financing Policies as proposed in the LTP 2018-2028 supporting documentation be 
confirmed. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Long Term Plan 2018-2028 
Issues and Options Paper  

 

Issues and Options Paper     
 
Issue and Options (IOP) 
 
 Number   Description 
Topic LTP03 Rates 
Issue 9 Whakamarama Hall 
Related strategies Community Strategy, Financial Strategy 

 
Staff Narrative 
Background 
Whakamarama Community Centre Incorporated Society has requested a grant of 
$200,000 to provide seed funding from other entities, in order to undertake 
significant refurbishment of the Whakamarama Hall.  
 
A significant refurbishment would reduce subsequent years repairs and 
maintenance costs which could either be used to build up an asset replacement 
fund (in the case of a grant) or repay a loan in the case of making of loan of 
$200,000 to the Hall Committee. (The loan repayment would be of the order of 
$60 per rate payer for ten years which in conversation with the Hall Committee 
chair, is likely to receive an adverse response from the community).   
 
Oropi Hall has had similar funding provided to it (grant and loan which was 
inconsistent with Council’s policy) and Council may consider it appropriate to 
advance the Whakamarama Hall Incorporated Society this funding, under certain 
conditions.  
 
These conditions could include a requirement that the necessary third party 
funding be procured that would enable the project to be fully funded. 
 
The Whakamarama Community Incorporated has supported the Hall Committee’s 
request, which includes an increase in funding for maintenance per ratepayer from 
$20.04 (as proposed in the draft LTP) to $40 in perpetuity. This is additional to the 
requested seed funding, and would require consultation with the community. 
 
For the 2017/18 year the Whakamarama Hall funding is set at $12.95 per 
ratepayer. 
 
The proposal to increase the UAC to $40 will need to be consulted in the 2019/20 
Draft Annual Plan. 
 
In all the options, the UAC increases to $20.04 as consulted in the Draft Long 
Term Plan. 

 
 
 
 
Options  
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1 THAT Council approve a grant of $200,000 to provide seed funding to 
enable other entities to contribute funding for refurbishment of the 
Whakamarama Hall. 

2 THAT Council decline a grant of $200,000 to provide seed funding to 
enable other entities to contribute funding for refurbishment of the 
Whakamarama Hall. 

3 THAT Council could consider providing a loan to the Whakamarama 
Community Centre Inc to assist with the Hall upgrading cost subject 
to the following conditions:  

• Details and estimate of the proposed upgrade being provided 
to Council 

• A survey of ratepayers in area to determine level of support 
for the upgrade and willingness to pay an increased Hall rate  

• A full funding plan and procurement plan is provided 
• That a Places and Spaces Strategy feasibility assessment is 

undertaken and other external funding secured, 
• Any such decision be consulted by Council in the 2019-2020 

Annual Plan. 
4 THAT Council decline a loan of $200,000 to provide seed funding for 

refurbishment of the Whakamarama Hall, in accordance with Councils’ 
Halls Funding Policy, but this may be reconsidered at such time as 
the following has been provided  

• Details and estimate of the proposed upgrade being provided 
to Council, 

• A survey of ratepayers in area to determine level of support 
for the upgrade and willingness to pay an increased Hall rate , 

• A full funding plan and procurement plan is provided, 
• That a Places and Spaces Strategy feasibility assessment is 

undertaken and other external funding secured, 
And noting that any such decision be consulted on by Council through 
an Annual Plan. 
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Option 1: THAT Council approve a cash injection (grant) of $200,000 to provide seed funding to enable other entities to contribute funding for 
refurbishment of the Whakamarama Hall.   
Advantages 
• Necessary repairs and maintenance could be undertaken together 

with a significant refurbishment of the Hall 
• A significant refurbishment could reduce subsequent years repairs 

and maintenance costs which could either be used to build up an 
asset replacement fund (in the case of a cash injection (grant)) or 
repay a loan in the case of making of loan of $200,000. (The loan 
repayment would be of the order of $60 per rate payer for ten 
years. This would achieve funding 0f $30,000 per annum for 10 
years, which in conversation with the Hall Committee chair, is likely 
to receive an adverse response.   

Disadvantages 
• Diminished ability to obtain seed funding and diminished ability to refurbish 

Hall 
• Area of benefit ratepayers have not yet agreed to this proposal and the 

resultant cost on their rates. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

200           

Opex funding            
• Rates 200           
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 2: THAT Council decline a cash injection (grant) of $200,000 to provide seed funding to enable other entities to contribute funding for 
refurbishment of the Whakamarama Hall. 
Advantages 
• No additional cost to ratepayers. 

Disadvantages 
• Necessary repairs, maintenance and refurbishment of the Hall could not 

be undertaken 
• An asset replacement fund for subsequent years repairs and maintenance 

costs could not be built up.  
Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

2025/26 
$000 

2026/27 
$000 

2027/28 
$000 

Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  

Opex funding            
• Rates 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Option 3: THAT Council could consider providing a loan to the Whakamarama Community Centre Inc to assist with the Hall upgrading cost subject to the following 
conditions:  

• Details and estimate of the proposed upgrade being provided to Council 
• A survey of ratepayers in area to determine level of support for the upgrade and willingness to pay an increased Hall rate  
• A full funding plan and procurement plan is provided 
• That a Places and Spaces Strategy feasibility assessment is undertaken and other external funding secured, 
• Any such decision be consulted by Council in the 2019-2020 Annual Plan. 

Advantages 
• Necessary repairs and maintenance could be undertaken together with a 

significant refurbishment of the Hall 
• A significant refurbishment could reduce subsequent years repairs and 

maintenance costs which could either be used to build up an asset replacement 
fund (in the case of a cash injection (grant)) or repay a loan in the case of 
making of loan of $200,000. (The loan repayment would be of the order of $60 
per rate payer for ten years. This would achieve funding 0f $30,000 per annum 
for 10 years, which in conversation with the Hall Committee chair, is likely to 
receive an adverse response.   

Disadvantages 
• Diminished ability to obtain seed funding and diminished ability to refurbish 

Hall 
• Area of benefit ratepayers have not yet agreed to this proposal and the 

resultant cost on their rates 
• May raise expectations that the funding will be provided if the conditions are 

met, and members of the Hall Committee may incur a lot of time and effort 
developing the required information. 

Option 3: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service delivery, 
maintenance 

 
200 

          

Opex funding            
• Rates 10  30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 These figures are on the 

basis that a loan is 
approved and is the 
additional cost of funding 
the loan.  This envisages 
a rate increase to $60 
per property and does 
not include repairs and 
maintenance. 

• External            
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• Other 
(specify) 

           

 
 
Option 4: THAT Council decline a loan of $200,000 to provide seed funding for refurbishment of the Whakamarama Hall, in accordance with Councils’ 
Halls Funding Policy, but this may be reconsidered at such time as the following has been provided  

• Details and estimate of the proposed upgrade being provided to Council, 
• A survey of ratepayers in area to determine level of support for the upgrade and willingness to pay an increased Hall rate , 
• A full funding plan and procurement plan is provided, 
• That a Places and Spaces Strategy feasibility assessment is undertaken and other external funding secured, 

And noting that any such decision be consulted on by Council through an Annual Plan. 
Advantages 
• No additional cost to ratepayers. 
• Enables the submitter to prepare further evidence to support the 

request. 
• Enables the submitter to seek advice from other similar projects. 
• Further consideration by Council possible in the future. 

Disadvantages 
• Necessary repairs, maintenance and refurbishment of the Hall could not 

be undertaken 
• An asset replacement fund for subsequent years repairs and maintenance 

costs could not be built up.  

Option 4: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
2025/26 

$000 
2026/27 

$000 
2027/28 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 
e.g. Asset 

           

Capex funding            
• Rates            
• Fin 

Contribution 
           

• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
           

Opex cost 
e.g. grants, 
service 
delivery, 
maintenance 

 
 

          

Opex funding            
• Rates            
• External            
• Other 

(specify) 
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Recommended Decision  
Option 4: 
THAT Council decline a loan of $200,000 to provide seed funding for refurbishment 
of the Whakamarama Hall, in accordance with Councils’ Halls Funding Policy, but 
this may be reconsidered at such time as the following has been provided  

• Details and estimate of the proposed upgrade being provided to Council, 
• A survey of ratepayers in area to determine level of support for the 

upgrade and willingness to pay an increased Hall rate , 
• A full funding plan and procurement plan is provided, 
• That a Places and Spaces Strategy feasibility assessment is undertaken and 

other external funding secured, 
And noting that any such decision be consulted on by Council through an Annual 
Plan. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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