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• almost 70% lower maintenance and cleaning costs for the LED lighF 

• a capital cost advantage of around 10% for a HPS luminaire. This may reflect actual cost differences 
(which may change over time given that the technology is relatively new) or reflect the particular 
assumptions we have chosen in our modelling. 

Figure 3.1 Net present value of the whole-of-life-cost of a LED and HPS luminaire, representative of 
New Zealand roads 
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Notes: The time period for the NPV calculation is 20 years. 
Source: PwC calculations based on inputs from various sources. 

We assumed that line charges (ie the charges levied by electricity distributors and the national transmission 
grid operator Transpower for transporting electricity from the power plant to the road lights) are the same 
for both representative road lights. 3 

The actual whole-of-life cost savings will depend on the factors listed above, including road types, charges 
for electricity use (which depend on the Council's/RCA's contract with electricity retailers, and the line 
charges set by both the local electricity distributor (which vary nationally) and the national transmission 
operator Transpower. 

LED road lights are expected to provide additional benefits 
In addition to cost savings, LED road lighting is also expected to provide additional benefits, including 
increased safety, reduced crime and better environmental outcomes. 

Research is underway in New Zealand and around the world to quantify the size of these benefits but 
conclusive evidence is not yet available. We have therefore agreed with EECA and NZTA to exclude these 
effects from the analysis in chapter 6. What this means is that an analysis focusing exclusively on savings 
from lower whole-of-life costs resulting from a government intervention may under-estimate the actual net 
benefit from road lighting to New Zealanders. 

2 

3 

Maintenance costs are the total cost of all maintenance carried out at the service interval including any replacement parts and consumables and 
labour. Cleaning costs are the costs associated with cleaning the LEDS to keep the light provirnng consistent light output over its useful life of around 
20 years. 

The line charge seeks to recover the cost of providing capacity for transporting electricity to road lights. As discussed in a separate report by PwC for 
EECA, the most likely response from distribution companies is to move towards a charging structure that recovers a greater proportion of charges 
through fixed charges (ie those charges that do not vary with the amount of electricity delivered). This means that lines companies recover a similar 
amount of cost irrespective of the basis for charging for them. 
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Below we discuss briefly some of the additional benefits discussed in the literature. The discussion is not 
meant to be a comprehensive overview of benefits. It is also worth noting that what is perceived by some as 
a benefit may be perceived as a disadvantage by others. 

Enhancing road safety 
LED lighting promotes road safety and reduces accidents. LEDs produce high quality white light, which 
appears to improve driver reaction times to hazards and thereby averts accidents. A study of LED lights 
that mainly focuses on the Australian market shows that only a quarter of the energy is used to achieve the 
same driver reaction time as with HPS lighting. 4 

Reducing road crime and improving safety 
Studies also show that LED road lights reduce road crime and improve actual and perceived safety. The 
white light produced by LEDs improves visibility and allows pedestrians to recognise objects, facial 
expressions and possible intentions earlier. This allows pedestrians to better identify and avoid threats, 
while also increasing perceived night time security. 

For example, research by the U.S Department of Energy shows that improvements to the Los Angeles 
lighting system (involving the retrofitting of 150,000 road lights to LED throughout the city) contributed to 
a 10.5% reduction in reported incidents of road crime and vandalism compared to before the LED roll-out 
started in 2008/2009.5 

Community social benefits 
Social benefits such as an increase in the city's liveliness, increased urban desirability and enhanced civic 
pride are intangible and therefore difficult to measure. 

LED technology allows better control of road lights which can reduce unwanted spill light and the 
abatement of neighbourhood light nuisance. The reduction oflight pollution can affect people's mood, 
navigation in birds and insects, animals' lifecycles and flowering in plants. 6 It may also contribute to 
healthier sleep due to less light interference with sleep patterns. 

Environmental benefits 
LEDs consume less electricity than HPS based light systems. Assuming that at least part of the energy is 
produced from non-renewable sources, lower energy consumption decreases the emission of greenhouse 
gases. 

For example, energy efficient road lights used by Australian utilities (both LEDs and other energy efficient 
lighting with electric power supplies) are estimated to reduce Australian road lighting energy consumption 
and greenhouse gas emissions by at least 47%.7 

Unlike HPS lights, LEDs do not contain any mercury. Bulbs that contain mercury require recycling to avoid 
any substances contaminating the ecosystem. 

However, depending on the type of LED used, some can have some negative environmental impacts. For 
example, some may contain high levels oflead, iron, copper and nickel. 8 These substances are harmful to 
the environment and human health and therefore may require effective recycling. 

4 Towards More Sustainable Road Lighting (July 2014). Practice Note prepared by Next Energy and Strategic Lighting Partners for the Institute of 
Public Works Engineering Australasia Limited (IPWEA) and the Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government (ACELG) at the University of 
Technology, Sydney (UTS). www.ipwea m• Dracticenotes 

5 

6 

7 

8 

US Dept. of Energy, "The City of Los Angeles LED Roadlight Program" http:/ jwwwl.eere.energy.govfbuildingsfsslftext-alt_consortium
la_ video.htrnl 

Road lighting in Wellington City: Making a case for adopting LED lighting, p. 16. htt:v://wellington,govt.nz/-/rnedia/your
' ouncil meetinli,LCommittees.Jr.ansl.!.oli=and-.Urba!I=D=illpment-Committee 201 l.....Q.!l.Report8Attaehmeut1.1 '!if 

Towards More Sustainable Road Lighting (July 2014). Practice Note prepared by Next Energy and Strategic Lighting Partners for the Institute of 
Public Works Engineering Australasia Limited (IPWEA) and the Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government (ACELG) at the University of 
Technology, Sydney CUTS). 'yww il'wea or. ruu:l:i.wllltes 

European Commission: Science for Environment Policy (2on). http://ec.europa.eu/enviromnent/integration/research/newsalertlpdf/229na2 . .ru;lf 

PwC Page 7 



52

4· Road Controlling Authorities' 
intentions to roll out LED road lights 

Findings 

Over the next decade most road lights in New Zealand are expected to be replaced by road lights using LED 
technology. 

In this section we summarise our assessment of RCAs' intentions to roll out LED road lights. 

Why we need information on roll-out intentions 
EECA estimates that there are 376,671 road lights in New Zealand. An important part of the analysis in this 
report is to assess: 

• the extent to which road lights owners have plans for rolling out LED road lights to the lights they 
maintain and operate 

• the speed at which existing HPS lights are expected to be replaced and what factors may affect roll
out intentions. 

Based on the analysis in this section we have developed an assumption of the number of road lights that 
may benefit from a government intervention aimed at bringing costs savings in the roll-out of LED road 
lights. 

We discuss the strategic reasons for a government intervention to promote the LED roll-out in chapter 5, 
and the results from our economic assessment of the scope for savings of an intervention in chapter 6. 

Data sources for our estimates of roll-out intentions 
We have relied on two types of information for assessing LED roll-out intentions: 

• A road lighting survey conducted in July 2014 by the New Zealand Society of Local Government 
Managers (the SOLGM survey) covering around half (38 out of 67) of RCAs. 

• Information on LED roll-out intentions published by cities with populations of more than wo,ooo.9 

The figure below shows the responses to the question "Does your Council have plans to undertake an 
accelerated road lights renewal programme, converting to LED?" 

Around half of the 150,000 road lights covered by the survey are owned by RCAs that stated they had plans 
for an accelerated roll-out. The remaining lights are owned by councils that do not have plans for 
acceleration, or have not yet decided whether they will develop a plan for accelerating the roll-out. 

9 We chose to focus on cities with more than 100,000 to limit the amount of overlap between responses in the SOLGM survey. These cities are 
Auckland, Christchurch, Dunedin, Hamilton, Napier, Tauranga, and Wellington. 
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Figure 4.1 Number of road lights managed by RCAs (accelerated roll-out question in SOLGM 
survey, grouped by response) 
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Source: PwC based on SOLGM survey (2014). 

In Appendix B we discuss some additional characteristics of survey respondents. 

One of the main shortcomings of the SOLGM survey for assessing roll-out intentions is that the questions 
aim to reveal councils intentions for accelerated roll-out of LED road lights. This means that we do not 
have direct information on: 

• councils' 'on-accelerated' roll-out of road lights (expected to be part of their business-as-usual 
maintenance cycle); or 

• the period over which LED road lights are expected to be installed under business-as-usual 
scenarios. 

We discuss other limitations of our assessment of intentions based on this survey at the end of this chapter. 

Many RCAs intend to roll out LED technology over the next 10 

years to a majority of their road lights 
Our assessment of published plans and a survey commissioned by EECA shows that many RCAs intend to 
roll out LED technology over the next 10 years. 

The left panel in figure 4.2 shows that in cities with populations of more than wo,ooo, So% of road lights 
are planned to be replaced with LED lights in the next five to six years. All lights are expected to be replaced 
with LED technology within 10 years.10 

The right panel shows that SOLGM survey respondents with acceleration plans in place intend to roll out 
LED lights to 8o% of their road lights within three to seven years.11 The remaining lights are planned to be 
rolled out over a longer period. In the chart we assume that all road lights are rolled out by 2025 and 2030 

in the high and low speed scenarios respectively (we have cut off a residual of road lights which our 
modelling of survey data suggested would take a long time). 

10 Some cities do not have a published roll-out timeline and we have estimated their roll-out speed based on cities for which we have information. We 
assumed that under a high roll-out speed they would install LEDs in all road lights within five years. Under low roll out speed we assumed that they 
would install LEDs in all road lights within eight years. 

11 The high and low speed estimates are based on roll-out ranges provided by respondents. 
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Figure 4.2 Stated LED road light roll-out intentions 

Cities with populations of more than 100,000 SOLGM survey respondents with accelerated roll-out plans. 
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Source: PwC based on RCAs published information and SOLGM survey (2014). 

La1•ger New Zealand cities intend to roll out lights 
Based on our assessment of council's stated intentions of cities with populations of more than 1oo,ooo, we 
found that: 

• most intend to roll out LEDs fairly quickly 

• most have reflected their plans to roll out LEDs as part of their long-term plans 

• of the larger cities most have recently started replacing their road lights with LED lights already, 
however, the uptake is in the early stages. 

RCAs in the survey 
Based on our assessment of survey responses, we found that among RCAs with plans to undertake an 
accelerated roll-out of LED lights: 

• most would like to roll out LEDs fairly quickly 

• most consider including a LED roll-out as part of their long-term plans, but have a decision to 
commit often depends on various factors (see table 4.1 below) 

• relative to larger cities, their views on the roll-out speed and volume of road lights to be installed are 
less fully formed. 

Factors affecting decisions for accelerated roll-out 
Table 4.1 summarises the factors survey respondents listed in relation to a decision to accelerate renewal of 
roads light with LEDs. 

Most of the RCAs appear to be considering accelerated roll-out. This suggests that they know about the 
benefits from LED lights. 
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Table 4.1 Issues listed by survey respondents in relation to a decision to put in place a plan to 
accelerate LED roll-out (figures are number of times a factor was listed) 

Decision 

Start time 

Number of replacements 

Issue 

Accelerated roll-out is under consideration 

Depends on NZTA incentives 

Updating existing strategy 

Depends on funding 

Depends on Council decision 

Part of long term plan 

Depends on NZTA involvement 

Depends on budgeUreplacement cost 

Source: PwC based on SOLGM survey. 
Note: More than one reason possible per respondent. 

Yes Unsure No 

6 5 

2 

3 

3 

Where we have some data on roll-out speed and amount, the roll-out speed and replacement rates vary. 
More than half of the planned roll-outs speeds were similar to or faster than in larger cities.12 

For respondents with plans for accelerated funding, budget and planning related questions seems to be an 
important factor in their decision to accelerate roll-out. There are possible interpretations for this, 
including that: 

• councils need to do further work to understand the cost of LED road light roll-out, assess their 
budget constraints and plan for efficient investment in the long term 

• councils face funding constraints. 

Three of the respondents had comparably slow roll-out profiles and: 

• appear to replace their existing HPS road lights with LEDs as part of their business-as-usual road 
lighting programme. This means that the roll-out speed is determined by the council's business-as 
usual light bulb replacement rather than being implemented faster. 

• are considering acceleration and a decision to do so depends on their long-term plan being accepted. 

Limitations of our assessment of survey responses 
As discussed above, one of the main shortcomings of the survey for assessing overall roll-out intentions is 
that the questions aim to reveal councils intentions for accelerated roll-out of LED road lights. This means 
that we do not have direct information on councils that may plan to replace the road lights as part of their 
business-as-usual maintenance cycle. Other limitations which affect the accuracy of our roll-out profiles 
include: 

• Councils may suffer from optimism bias, ie their desired replacement rates may be higher than is 
practical. 

• In particular respondents without plans in place may have been answering tactically if they expected 
that their answer may have financial implications. 

12 Some of the roll-out plans appear to be at the early stages. 
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5· Strategic reasons for intervening in 
the roll-out of LED road lights 

Findings 

There is not a strong case for using crown funding to accelerate the roll-out of LED road lights. 

However, there is likely to be a valuable role for EECA and NZTA for targeted interventions such as 
providing advice to RCAs to ensure the roll-out occurs at the lowest cost to rate payers. 

In this section we set out potential strategic reasons for intervening in the roll-out of LED road lights. 

There does not appear to be a case for a nationwide intervention 
In a ministerial briefing from 6 June 2014, EECA contemplated a package of financial and non-financial 
interventions aimed at accelerating the uptake of LED road lighting in New Zealand. The aim of the 
package of interventions was to create whole-of-life cost savings, reducing the cost of road lighting for New 
Zealanders. As part of this package EECA considered that a co-ordinated roll-out over seven years would be 
feasible. 

We do not consider that there is a case for a nation-wide intervention. Based on our assessment of roll-out 
intentions in chapter 4, larger cities and many of the smaller RCAs already have plans to roll out LED 
technology to a majority of road lights over a similar time frame to that envisaged by EECA in its 
ministerial briefing. It is therefore likely that for many road lights, while an intervention would create 
whole-of-life savings, these would not be additional to those realised under business-as-usual. 

Given the lower whole-of-life cost of LED lights compared to HPS lights (illustrated in chapter 2 and shown 
in many other studies) there appears to be a strong financial incentive for councils to invest in LED lights. 
In addition, since half of councils' transport related expenditure is funded by NZTA, it has a strong 
financial incentive to ensure councils make efficient asset management decisions (for example, so that 
funds are freed up for other transport related initiatives). 

There may be benefits from targeted interventions 
The roll-out of LED lights involves replacing a proven and well known technology (HPS) with a new 
technology. Given the relatively limited experience many RCAs are likely to have with this technology, in 
the short term councils may have to commit resources over and above those they normally require to 
manage road lights. They also may require more access to capabilities they normally need less off. 

RCAs may benefit from targeted interventions in the roll -out of road lighting. For example, some of the 
survey responses implied they would benefit from better understanding the assumptions for estimating the 
cost of a roll-out (for example, to use as part of their annual and longer term planning). 

Further work would be required to recommend specific type of interventions (which may vary across 
councils as their individual circumstances may vary). At a generic level, ranging from less to more 
interventionist, interventions may include: 

• advice to RCAs, for example helping with business planning 

• establishing a platform for sharing experience among road lighting asset managers and engineers 

• assisting RCAs at relevant stages of the LED procurement process so that RCAs have access to the 
best prices (including through bulk discounts) 

• assist RCAs at relevant stages of the LED installation process so that RCAs have access to the best 
installation prices (including through installation bulk discounts) 
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• assisting with financial planning 

• providing financial assistance to those councils that cannot afford road lights. 

Illustration of when it may be appropriate to intervene 
Figure 5.1 sets out circumstances under which RCAs may benefit from an intervention to achieve bulk 
discounts and circumstances in which they may achieve bulk discounts without intervention. 

Figure 5.1 Under which circumstances may an intervention result in cost savings that would not be 
achieved under business-as-usual? 

Bulk discount likely to be 
achieved without intervention 

(eg, larger cities) 

PwC 

No 

RCA able to achieve bulk 
discount on its own 

whenever it decides to 
roll out lights 

Yes 

Bulk discount may not be 
achieved without intervention 

RCA co-ordinates with other 
RCAs to achieve maximum bulk 

discount (may result in 
additional inventory costs) 

No intervention 
required 

RCA benefits from 
bulk discount by 

co-ordinating rollout 
with faster adopters 

-l 
RCA does not 

achieve maximum 
bulk discount 

Intervention 
beneficial 
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6. Assessing potential cost savings from 
a targeted intervention 

Findings 

A comparison of the cash flows under business-as-usual and an EECA intervention scenario shows that an 
intervention ( involving 97,000 road lights) may deliver cost savings of up to net present value 
$7.5 million over 20 years. This estimate assumes that these savings 

• are the result of a 15% bulk discount on the purchase price of LED luminaires, and installation cost 
savings of 5% 

• would not be achieved without intervention. 

In this section we assess the potential cost savings from a targeted intervention in the roll-out of LED road 
lights. This report does not focus on specific interventions for different road classifications. 

Modelled intervention 
For the purpose of the economic assessment in this report we have modelled two interventions: 

• a 15% bulk discount on the capital cost of road lights 13 

• a 5% discount on installation costs. 14 

Up to 100,000 lights may benefitfrom an intervention 
We assume that approximately 97,000 of the c.370,ooo road lights belong to RCAs which might not have 
the size and/or capacity to secure a bulk discount of 15% or achieve a 5% discount per unit from more rapid 
installation. 

We agreed to focus our assessment on 96,688 road with EECA based on a discussion of the roll-out 
intentions which we have summarised in chapter 4· 

To arrive at this number we took into account the following: 

• EECA's estimate of the number road lights in New Zealand 

• the number of road light in cities with populations of more than 100,000; we assumed that all of 
these are able to achieve the maximum amount of savings 

• the number of road lights owned by NZTA; we assume that NZTA does not require assistance to 
achieve the maximum amount of savings 

• the rest of the road lights are assumed to have the properties of the sample in the SOLGM survey 

• a discussion with EECA, which suggested that half of the yes survey respondents may not be in a 
position to fully secure the benefits resulting from a LED roll-ouus 

13 Evidence from the UK suggests that bulk discounts of 15% can be achieved on orders of 10,000 or more LED road lights. 

14 Based on discussions with EECA. This figure requires further testing, for example with a road lighting engineering firm. 

15 In the meeting with EECA and NZTA on Thursday, 9 October 2014, we agreed to assume that so% of the survey respondents that stated they had 
plans to accelerate the roll-out would benefit from the intervention. 
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The table below shows the steps we followed to get from the estimated number of road lights in New 
Zealand (376,671) to an estimate of the number of road lights that are assumed to require intervention to 
benefit from bulk discounts and installation cost discounts (96,688). 

Table 6.1 Steps to estimate the number of road lights assumed to benefit from an intervention 

A. Estimate of total number of road lights (source: SOLGM survey) 

of which 

B. Number of lights in cities with populations of more than1 00,000 (source: 
PWC calculations based on RCA plans and EECA information) 

C. Estimate of number of road lights owned by NZTA (source: NZTA) 

D. Number of road lights assumed to have characteristics of survey sample 
(D =A-B-C) 

E. Number of roads lights owned by RCAs assumed to have plans to 
accelerate LED roll-out (source: PWC estimate based on EECA survey) 

F. Estimated number of road lights assumed to require intervention to 
benefit from bulk discount (F= D- 0.5x E) 

Source: PwC based on EECA, published information by larger cities and SOLGM survey (2014 ). 

Number of road lights 

376,671 

234,217 

20,700 

121,754 

50,132 

96,688 

Note: We assume all growth in road lighting is in LED road lights. New lights are therefore excluded from our analysis. 

Assumed roll-out profiles 
To develop a business-as-usual roll-out profile we assumed that: 16 

• Road lights owned by RCAs with yes and unsure responses follow the roll-out profile of major cities 
(shown in figure 4.2). 

• Road lights owned by no-respondents follow the low roll-out speed profile of the yes survey 
respondents (also shown in figure 4.2). 

The figure shows the resulting roll-out profile. Most road lights are rolled out within the first 10 years of the 
roll-out, with a full replacement after 15 years. 

For the EECA intervention we assumed the roll-out would occur over seven years. 17 

As explained further below the roll-out speed is not a major driver of savings from an intervention 
(compared to business-as-usual). 

16 Note, the data underpinning the profile is based on the survey undertaken with the different RCAs. As PWC was not involved in the survey design 
and execution, the roll-out profile might lack robustness (depending on the objectivity, reliability and validity of the survey). 

17 Source: EECA. 
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Figure 6.1 Assumed roll-out profile under business-as-usual and under an EECA intervention 
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Source: PwC based on EECA, information published by larger cities and SOLGM survey (2014). 

Cost savings modelled in this report 
In the chart below we set out our approach to estimating the net benefit to New Zealanders affected by the 
intervention. 

We assume that there are no changes in outputs from the intervention (ie the lighting services provided 
under business-as-usual and the EECA intervention are the same. We also exclude from the calculation any 
additional benefits that LED road lighting may provide over and above the whole-of life- savings (refer to 
discussion in chapter 3).Given that there is no change in benefit, we focus on differences in the net present 
value of cash flows under the business-as-usual and the EECA intervention.1B 

Figure 6.2 

Source: PwC. 

Approach to estimating net benefits from the EECA intervention 

Cost savings from EECA intervention that achieves a 15% bulk discount on LED 
lunrlnaires, a 5% discount on installation costs, and a faster roll-out 

Cost of street lighting under business-as-usual 
RCAs are assumed to install 96,668 LED street lights 

as per roll-out profile in figure 6.1. RCAs pay the full capital and installation costs. 

Cost of street lighting under EECA intervention 
RCAs are assumed to install 96,668 LED street lights as per roll-out profile in figure 6.1. A 

15% bulk discount on capital costs and as% installation cost discount applies. 

Our modelling assumes that the lifecycle of an LED luminaire is 20 years (at the end of which it would need 
to be replaced). All modelling below is over 20 years, except for the sensitivity analysis in figure 6.4. (We 
explain the reasons for this below.) 

18 A fuller cost-benefit analysis would also consider the net change in administration cost. For example, if bulk discounts are achieved through 
centralised purchasing, this would result in cost savings within RCAs. However, at least some of this cost would be shifted to the organisation that 
coordinates the centralised purchasing. 
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Estimated savings from the intervention 
Figure 6.3 shows the cumulative net present value of the EECA intervention. After 20 years the savings 
relative to business as usual are around $7.5million.As a default discount rate we used 6%, and show a 
sensitivity of 8%. 

As shown in figure 6.1, up to 2019 the volume of roll-out is similar. After that the roll-out volume increases 
relative to the business as usual. The higher early capital cost of the EECA intervention roll-out leads to the 
dip in relative cash flows around 2020 shown in figure 6.3 

Figure 6.3 Cumulative net-cash flow of EECA intervention relative to business-as-usual 
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Having assessed that the net present value of cash flow savings is around $7.5million after 20 years, figure 
6-4 sets out the main components of cost differences between business as usual and the EECA intervention. 

Overall, costs are around 2.5% lower under the EECA intervention. The figure shows that accelerating 
capital costs earlier leads to an increase in (the net present value of) costs of almost 2.5% compared to 
business-as-usual. This cost increase is more than offset by cost savings in other cost components. The 
main sources of saving are the bulk discount on luminaire capital costs and reduced energy use, each of 
which are estimated to reduce the NPV of costs by around 2%. 
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Figure 6.4 Components of cost savings from EECA intervention compared to business-as-usual 
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Source: PwC modelling. 
Note: All calculations are expressed in percentage terms relative to BAU, which is represented by the black horizontal line through 
zero. Line charges are assumed to be the same under BAU and the EECA intervention, and therefore do not contribute to cost 
savings. 

The effect of delays in the BAU roll-out increase 
It is possible that while the councils overall may plan to follow a roll-out profile under BAU as that 
described in figure 6.1, the start ofthe roll-out may be delayed. Without the momentum in the first year, 
the roll-out may be pushed forward, resulting in the s-shaped rollout profiles like those in figure 6.5. 

Figure 6.5 Assumed roll-out profiles for BAU and s-shaped sensitivities 
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Source: PwC based on EECA, information published by larger cities and SOLGM survey (2014). 

2040 

To assess the effect of such delays on the present value of savings, we have compared the cumulative cash 
flows under the EECA intervention with the business-as-usual cash flows being successively rolled forward 
by two year intervals (ie using the roll-out schedules in the figure above). 
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We have assumed that it is feasible to delay the roll-out under the BAU without affecting services levels and 
that there are no consequences for the cash flows in later years (for example, higher expenditure due to 
need to catch up with deferred maintenance and replacement). 

It is very unlikely that a longer deferral (eg, 10 years) would be without consequence. However, we expect 
the consequences of a deferral to be not materially significant for services and whole-of-life costs in a long
run. The chart in figure 6.6 below needs to be interpreted accordingly. In particular, in practice the 
difference between BAU and the EECA intervention would be less than that suggested by delaying the BAU 
roll-out because councils could not delay spending under BAU without consequences. 

Under the assumptions made, the chart illustrates that delays in BAU roll-out delays the break even. This is 
the result of capital costs being deferred (without any assumed consequence for costs and service outputs). 
However after 20 years the cumulative cash flows are similar, which suggests there is little need for 
targeted intervention. 

Figure 6.6 NPV of successively delaying the roll-out start under business-as-usual. 
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Appendix A Important notice 

This report has been prepared solely for the purposes stated herein and should not be relied upon for any other 
purpose. We accept no liability to any party should it be used for any purpose other than that for which it was 
prepared. 

This report is strictly confidential and (save to the extent required by applicable law and/or regulation) must 
not be released to any third party without our express written consent which is at our sole discretion. 

To the fullest extent permitted by law, PwC accepts no duty of care to any third party in connection with the 
provision of this report and/or any related information or explanation (together, the "Information"). 
Accordingly, regardless of the form of action, whether in contract, tort (including without limitation, 
negligence) or otherwise, and to the extent permitted by applicable law, PwC accepts no liability of any kind to 
any third party and disclaims all responsibility for the consequences of any third party acting or refraining to 
act in reliance on the Information. 

We have not independently verified the accuracy of information provided to us by EECA, NZTA and other 
sources. Accordingly, we express no opinion on the reliability, accuracy, or completeness of the information 
provided to us and on which we have relied in our analysis. 

The statements and opinions expressed herein have been made in good faith, and on the basis that all 
information relied upon is true and accurate in all material respects, and not misleading by reason of omission 
or otherwise. 

The statements and opinions expressed in this report are based on information available as at the date of the 
report. 

We reserve the right, but will be under no obligation, to review or amend our report, if any additional 
information, which was in existence on the date of this report was not brought to our attention, or subsequently 
comes to light. 

We have relied on assumptions (including forecasts) prepared by others which, by their nature, are not able to 
be independently verified. Inevitably, some assumptions may not materialise and unanticipated events and 
circumstances are likely to occur. Therefore, actual results in the future will vary from the forecasts upon which 
we have relied. These variations may be material. 

This report is issued pursuant to the terms and conditions set out in our contract dated 10 October 2014. 
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Appendix B Characteristics of survey 
respondents 

RCAs that intend to accelerate the roll-out of LED road lights differ in the number of road lights they manage 
and their planned roll-out speed. The number of road lights per RCA ranges from more than 10,000 to fewer 
than 1,ooo. 

In figure B1 we show the number road lights by response, ordered by size. Most of the yes and no responses 
were from RCAs with fewer than 5,000 road lights. In assessing the qualitative responses, we found that RCAs 
with fewer than 5,000 roads were diverse in their survey response profile. 

Half of the respondents who did not seem to have clear roll-out intentions (and which we classified as unsure') 
own more than 5,000 road lights. In assessing the qualitative responses, we found that almost all of the unsure 
respondents considered accelerating the LED roll-out, but may face barriers that may prevent them from 
currently committing to an accelerated road light renewal programme (see table 4.1). 

Figure 81 Number of road lights managed type of RCA response 

Yes responses No-responses 

15,000 15,000 

10,000 10,000 

5,000 

I I I 
5,000 

I I I I I I I I I I I • I I I • • -

Unsure responses 

15,000 

10,000 

5,000 

--
Source: PwC based on SOLGM survey. 



Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Utilities re-budgets 
Issue  Utilities re budgets from 2016/17 and 2017/18. 
Project No  Project number as per schedule below. 
Related strategies  
 
Submission & Staff Comment 
 
A review as been undertaken on the 2016/17 and 2017/18 work programme and it is 
proposed the following projects be adjusted as outlined in the tables below; 
 
Water 

Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/17 
Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 

or beyond Reasoning  
318201 District Wide 

Water 
metering 
Project - WSZ 

 -$ 250,000   -$ 250,000  $ 500,000  Water meter installations are 
being undertaken by Councils 
maintenance contractor (Veolia).   
Veolia is under resourced to 
complete this work this financial 
year.  Therefore it is 
recommended $250,000 is re 
budgeted from 2017FY to the 
2019FY. Re budget $250,000 
from 2017/18FY to 2018/19FY. 

287112 Pongakawa 
WTP 
enhancement 
/ stage 2 

 -$ 450,000   $ 150,000   $ 300,000  Investigations continuing into a 
design change triggered from 
poor water quality. Trials 
extended to March 2017.  Re 
budgeted $150K from 2017 to 
2018 and $300K from 2017 to 
2019 to complete trial and 
design. 

323801 District Wide 
Water 
Metering - 
Eastern Supply 
Zone 

- -$ 150,000 - Project complete.  Funding not 
required. 

243320 Central supply 
zone 
additional Bore 

- -$ 500,000 $ 500,000 Re budget $500,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

243002 Eastern Water 
Reticulation 
improvements 

- -$ 250,000 $ 250,000 Re budget $250,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

243310 Central Water 
Reticulation 
Improvements 

- -$ 250,000 $ 250,000 Re budget $250,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

  
-$700,000  -$1,250,000  

 
$1,800,000  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Wastewater  
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Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/2017 

Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 or 

beyond 
Reasoning  

225742 

Katikati 
Pump 
Station 
Additional 
Storage 

 -$ 295,000    $ 295,000   -  

Delay in project due to availability 
of contractors.  Contract to be 
awarded in May 2017 however 
work unlikely to begin until July 
2017. 

331701 

Te Puna 
West 
wastewater 
system 

 -$1,654,000   $1,154,000   $ 500,000  

Delay in procurement of 
contractor for the installation of 
the Te Puna west wastewater 
scheme.  Contract has been 
awarded and contract underway. 
Potential to use $500K funding in 
2018/19 for Ongare Point 

225619 

Te Puke 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant 
Renewals 

 -$ 250,000   $ 250,000   -  

Delay due to availability of 
contractor.  Contract has been 
awarded however work unlikely to 
be completed until the 2017/18 
FY.  

340501 Wastewater 
Modelling -$ 30,000 $ 30,000 - 

To complete district wide 
wastewater modelling.  Contract 
awarded.   

225620 

Te Puke 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant 
renewals of 
resource 
consent 

 -$ 130,000   $ 130,000   -  

Consent lodged in May 2016.  
Currently awaiting Regional 
Council feedback.  Total cost 
unknown until the outcome of the 
consenting process is complete.   

335001 

Maketu 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant - 
Operations 
Improvemen
ts 

- -$ 125,000   

The identified options capital cost 
is less than previously identified 
therefore $125K surplus in 
funding.     

331801 

Ongare 
Point 
Wastewater 
Scheme 

- -$ 300,000  $ 300,000 Re budget $300K to 2018/19 

  -$2,359,000 $1,434,000  $800,000   
 
 
Stormwater  

Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/2017 

Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 or 

beyond 
Reasoning  

226353 
Waihi Beach 2 
Mile Creek 
West Bank 

 -$ 100,000  -$ 900,000  $ 1,000,000    
Consent lodged with Regional 
Council.  Currently being 
processed. 

226305 Waihi Beach - 
Open Drains  -$ 190,000   $      -     $ 190,000  

Issues with consenting and 
budget ($400K required to 
complete works). Suggest re 
budget and review through 
LTP.  

226648 
Te Puke Open 
Drain Safety 
Improvements 

- -$ 150,000 $ 150,000 

To allow time for further 
investigations/design and 
consenting. Re budget to 
2018/19. 

226352 
Waihi Beach 2 
Mile Creek 
East Bank 

- -$ 400,000 - 
Project to be completed 
2016/17 FY.  Funding not 
required.  

  -$290,000  -$1,450,000   $ 1,340,000    
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Summary 
 

Activity area 

Total 
adjustments 
to 2016/17 

Total 
adjustments 
to 2017/18 

Total re budget from 
2016/17 to 2018/19 

Water  -$   750,000  -$ 1,250,000  $ 1,800,000  
Wastewater  -$ 2,359,000   $ 1,434,000  $   800,000  
Stormwater  -$   290,000            -$ 1,0450,000  $ 1,340,000  
Total  -$ 3,349,000  -$ 1,266,000  $3,940,000  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Options  
1 That Council approves the re-budgeting and rephasing of Utilities 

Infrastructure Projects as outlined above. 
2 That Council does not approve the re-budgeting of Utilities 

Infrastructure Projects as outlined above. 
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Option 1: That Council approves the re-budgeting and rephrasing of Utilities Infrastructure Projects as outlined above. 
Advantages 
• Better financial planning 
• Projects will be completed in the year planned and financed. 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Projects will be delayed. 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost -1,266 3,940       Refer to spreadsheets in staff comment for full 

detail. 
Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Option 2: That Council does not approve the re-budgeting of Utilities Infrastructure Projects as outlined above. 
Advantages 

 
Disadvantages 
• Costs are not allocated to the appropriate year 
• Projects will not be completed in the year planned and financed. 
• Projects underspent. 

 
Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2017/18 
$000 

2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

Comments 

Capital 
cost 1,266        Refer to spreadsheets in staff comment for full detail 

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
THAT Council approves the re-budgeting and rephrasing of Utilities Infrastructure as 
per tables outlined below;  
 
Water 

Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/17 
Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 

or beyond Reasoning  
318201 District Wide 

Water 
metering 
Project - WSZ 

 -$ 250,000   -$ 250,000  $ 500,000  Water meter installations are 
being undertaken by Councils 
maintenance contractor (Veolia).   
Veolia is under resourced to 
complete this work this financial 
year.  Therefore it is 
recommended $250,000 is re 
budgeted from 2017FY to the 
2019FY. Re budget $250,000 
from 2017/18FY to 2018/19FY. 

287112 Pongakawa 
WTP 
enhancement 
/ stage 2 

 -$ 450,000   $ 150,000   $ 300,000  Investigations continuing into a 
design change triggered from 
poor water quality. Trials 
extended to March 2017.  Re 
budgeted $150K from 2017 to 
2018 and $300K from 2017 to 
2019 to complete trial and 
design. 

323801 District Wide 
Water 
Metering - 
Eastern Supply 
Zone 

- -$ 150,000 - Project complete.  Funding not 
required. 

243320 Central supply 
zone 
additional Bore 

- -$ 500,000 $ 500,000 Re budget $500,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

243002 Eastern Water 
Reticulation 
improvements 

- -$ 250,000 $ 250,000 Re budget $250,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

243310 Central Water 
Reticulation 
Improvements 

- -$ 250,000 $ 250,000 Re budget $250,000 to 2018/19 
FY. 

  
-$700,000  -$1,250,000  

 
$1,800,000  

  
 
 
Wastewater  

Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/2017 

Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 

or beyond 
Reasoning  

225742 

Katikati Pump 
Station 
Additional 
Storage 

 -$ 295,000    $ 295,000   -  

Delay in project due to availability 
of contractors.  Contract to be 
awarded in May 2017 however 
work unlikely to begin until July 
2017. 

331701 
Te Puna West 
wastewater 
system 

 -$1,654,000   $1,154,000   $ 500,000  

Delay in procurement of 
contractor for the installation of 
the Te Puna west wastewater 
scheme.  Contract has been 
awarded and contract underway. 
Potential to use $500K funding in 
2018/19 for Ongare Point 

225619 

Te Puke 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant 
Renewals 

 -$ 250,000   $ 250,000   -  

Delay due to availability of 
contractor.  Contract has been 
awarded however work unlikely to 
be completed until the 2017/18 
FY.  
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340501 Wastewater 
Modelling -$ 30,000 $ 30,000 - 

To complete district wide 
wastewater modelling.  Contract 
awarded.   

225620 

Te Puke 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant 
renewals of 
resource 
consent 

 -$ 130,000   $ 130,000   -  

Consent lodged in May 2016.  
Currently awaiting Regional 
Council feedback.  Total cost 
unknown until the outcome of the 
consenting process is complete.   

335001 

Maketu 
Wastewater 
Treatment 
Plant - 
Operations 
Improvement
s 

- -$ 125,000   

The identified options capital cost 
is less than previously identified 
therefore $125K surplus in 
funding.     

331801 
Ongare Point 
Wastewater 
Scheme 

- -$ 300,000  $ 300,000 Re budget $300K to 2018/19 

  -$2,359,000 $1,434,000  $800,000   
 
 
Stormwater  

Project Project 
Name 

Adj to 
2016/2017 

Budget 

Adj to 
2017/18 
Budget 

Adj to 
2018/19 or 

beyond 
Reasoning  

226353 
Waihi Beach 2 
Mile Creek 
West Bank 

 -$ 100,000  -$ 900,000  $ 1,000,000    
Consent lodged with Regional 
Council.  Currently being 
processed. 

226305 Waihi Beach - 
Open Drains  -$ 190,000   $      -     $ 190,000  

Issues with consenting and 
budget ($400K required to 
complete works). Suggest re 
budget and review through 
LTP.  

226648 
Te Puke Open 
Drain Safety 
Improvements 

- -$ 150,000 $ 150,000 

To allow time for further 
investigations/design and 
consenting. Re budget to 
2018/19. 

226352 
Waihi Beach 2 
Mile Creek 
East Bank 

- -$ 400,000 - 
Project to be completed 
2016/17 FY.  Funding not 
required.  

  -$290,000  -$1,450,000   $ 1,340,000   
 
 
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Katikati Wastewater Treatment Plant Renewals 
Issue   
Project No  225724 
Related strategies  
 
Submission & Staff Comment 
The Katikati wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) step screen has reached the end of 
its life and now requires renewal. 
 
The step screen is the first stage in the wastewater treatment process.  Wastewater 
first entering the plant passes through the screen, removing all large inorganic 
material before the liquid passes into the aerated lagoons.   
 
The aerated lagoons then further treat the waste, breaking down the organic matter 
before settling out any sludge. 
 
The step screens at the Katikati WWTP were first installed in 1999 and are expected 
to have a design life of 20 years.  The screen is undersized for the flow coming into 
the WWTP and the wastewater often flows over the top, bypassing the screening 
process.  This is resulting in excess sludge and inorganic material entering the 
aerated lagoon, affecting the next stage of treatment. 
 
The control panels for the screen are at the end of their life and require replacement. 
 
An independent review of the WWTP undertaken by Global Environmental 
Engineering Ltd recommends the screen be renewed as soon as possible. 
 
The current WWTP renewals schedule for Katikati identifies renewal of the screen in 
the 2020/21 financial year.  $180,000 has been allocated (in 2020/21) to undertake 
the works. 
 
The updated engineer’s estimate to undertake the renewal works is $400,000. 
 
This is significantly more than previously estimated as the current screen channel will 
need to be relocated due to insufficient space in current location. The relocation of 
the screen will mean a new building, and relocation of some pipework will be 
required. 
 
Currently Council has $75,000 available in the 2017/18 year to undertake renewal of 
the aerators.  This renewal work was completed in the 2016/17 financial year with 
existing budgets. 
 
To fund the $400,000 required for the renewal of the screens in the 2017/18 
financial year it is proposed;  

- $75,000 available for Katikati WWTP renewals remains 
- $180,000 available in the 2020/21 financial year be brought forward into 

2017/18 
- The budget for the Katikati wastewater treatment plant renewals be 

increased by $145,000 for the 2017/18 year. 
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Options  
1 THAT Council approves the $400,000 required to upgrade the Katikati 

wastewater treatment plant step screen in 2017/18, funded from 
rebudgeting $75,000 from 2016/17, bringing forward $180,000 from 
the 2020/21 budget and an increase in the renewal budget of $140,000 

2 THAT Council does not approve the $400,000 required to upgrade the 
Katikati wastewater treatment plant step screen in 2017/18, funded 
from rebudgeting $75,000 from 2016/17, bringing forward $180,000 
from the 2020/21 budget and an increase in the renewal budget of 
$140,000 
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Option 1: THAT Council approves the $400,000 required to upgrade the Katikati wastewater treatment plant step screen in 2017/18, funded from 
rebudgeting $75,000 from 2016/17, bringing forward $180,000 from the 2020/21 budget and an increase in the renewal budget of $140,000 
Advantages 
• Decreased risk of screen failure 
• Decreased risk of treatment failure 

 Decreased risk of non-compliance with discharge quality parameters 
and resource consent conditions. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Increased expenditure required. 

 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

235   (180)     Bring $180,000 forward from 2020/21 and increase 
current budget by an additional $145,000 

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Current 
Account 

235   (180)     Funded from the wastewater UAC 
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Option 2: THAT Council does not approve the $400,000 required to upgrade the Katikati wastewater treatment plant step screen in 2017/18, funded 
from rebudgeting $75,000 from 2016/17, bringing forward $180,000 from the 2020/21 budget and an increase in the renewal budget of $140,000 
Advantages 
• Less funding required 
 

Disadvantages 
• Risk the screen will overtop, causing failure in WWTP treatment process 
• Risk of failure to meet resource consent conditions 
• Failure of obsolete equipment. 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial impact 
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Recommended Decision  
THAT Council approves the $400,000 required to upgrade the Katikati wastewater 
treatment plant step screen in 2017/18, funded from rebudgeting $75,000 from 
2016/17, bringing forward $180,000 from the 2020/21 budget and an increase in the 
renewal budget of $140,000 
 
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Omokoroa Stormwater Renewals 
Issue   
Project No  226524 
Related strategies  
 
Submission & Staff Comment 
 
The recent slips at Omokoroa have seen Council’s stormwater infrastructure being 
damaged.  In addition CCTV of Council’s stormwater network has identified a number 
of stormwater soak holes.  Soak holes are not allowed in Omokoroa and can result in 
distributing water into layers that are impermeable, causing the layer above this 
impermeable layer becoming waterlogged.  This could potentially lead to the ground 
letting go, with a significant outcome being a major slip.  Council has progressively, 
over the previous 5 years, been working with landowners to remove all soak holes 
from Omokoroa.  However, with the identification of additional soak holes through 
CCTV, immediate action should be taken to remove the soak holes from the network.   
 
Currently $45,000 is budgeted for the 2016/17 financial year to undertake renewal 
works on a stormwater line at Ruamoana Place, Omokoroa.  The stormwater line had 
been damaged due to a previous slip occurring in 2014.  At the time a temporary 
repair was made on the pipe, with complete renewal of the pipe being required in 
the long term.  Hence Council budgeted funding for the 2016/17 financial year for 
the complete renewal of the pipe.  The utilities budget issues and options paper 
requests this funding be rebudgeted to the 2017/18 financial year to allow time to 
complete investigations on all damaged infrastructure as a result of slips.   
 
Staff are undertaking further investigation and the full scope of works will be 
presented to Council once investigations are complete.  
 
This issue and options paper requests an additional $75,000 be allocated to the 
Omokoroa stormwater renewals to remove soak holes at Omokoroa and repair 
stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips. 
 
 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 

and increase the Omokoroa Stormwater renewals budget by $75,000 to 
complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips.   

2 THAT Council approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 
to complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips. 

3. THAT Council does not approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of 
$45,000 and increase the Omokoroa Stormwater renewals budget by 
$75,000 to complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged 
by slips.   
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Option 1: THAT Council approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 and increase the Omokoroa Stormwater renewals budget by $75,000 to 
complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips.   
Advantages 
• Repair to existing stormwater infrastructure  
• Remove soak holes from the network (reducing the risk of slips) 
• Reduced risk of stormwater network failing. 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Increased budget required. 
  

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 120        $45,000 re-budget from 2016/17.  Budget increase 

of $75,000. 
Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Current 
Account 

120        Funded by the growth communities Stormwater UAC 
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Option 2: THAT Council approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 to complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged by 
slips. 
Advantages 
• Reduced expenditure. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Increased risked of stormwater network failing 
• Increased risk of slips due to soak holes.   
• Only partially fix 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 45        Re budget 45k from 2016/17 to 2017/18 

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Current 
Account 

45        Funded by the growth communities Stormwater UAC 

 
 
 
Option 3: THAT Council does not approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 and increase the Omokoroa Stormwater renewals budget by 
$75,000 to complete the renewal of stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips.   
Advantages 
• Reduced expenditure. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Increased risked of stormwater network failing 
• Increased risk of slips due to soak holes.   

Option 3 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial implications 
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Recommended Decision  
 
THAT Council approve a rebudget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 of $45,000 and increase 
the Omokoroa Stormwater renewals budget by $75,000 to complete the renewal of 
stormwater infrastructure damaged by slips.   
 
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Stormwater Network Modelling 
Issue   
Project No  340101 
Related strategies  
 
Submission & Staff Comment 
Council, through its Long Term Plan process allocated annual funding for stormwater 
network and flood modelling.  As a result Council has progressively been developing 
and updating stormwater models for its urban catchments.  The works completed to 
date include; 

- Waihi Beach North (2012) 
- Te Puke (2014) 
- Waihi Beach South (2017) 
- Omokoroa Network Model (2017) 

 
Through the Annual Plan initial planning process it was thought funding available in 
the 2017/18 financial year would not be required as a significant amount of 
consultation would be undertaken on the Waihi Beach South model.  The 
consultation would be undertaken in 2017/18 using available resources.   
 
Since the initial review of the annual plan budgets, Council staff have been working 
with Bay of Plenty Regional Council (BOPRC) and Tauranga City Council (TCC) to 
align its work programme on natural hazards. 
 
The alignment of the work programme will address issues of multiple hazard models 
being completed by the BOPRC and District Council resulting in a better experience 
for our ratepayers. 
 
To align with BOPRC and TCC’s work programme, District Council  will need to speed 
up the proposed work programme and complete some stormwater modelling in the 
2017/18 financial year.   
 
The proposed schedule for network modelling is as follows; 

- 2017/18     Maketu / Pukehina / Paengaroa 
- 2018/19      

o Small communities along Tauranga Harbour, (incl. Te Puna, Ongare 
Point, Kauri Point, Tuapiro Point, Tanners Point) 

o Omokoroa 
o Katikati 

 
It is proposed $60,000 be brought forward from the 2018/19 financial year to 
complete flood hazard modelling for Maketu, Pukehina and Paengaroa in the 
2017/18 year. 
 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council approves $60,000 of funding to be brought forward from 

the 2018/19 financial year into the 2017/18 year. 
2 THAT Council does not approve $60,000 of funding to be brought 

forward from the 2018/19 financial year into the 2017/18 year. 
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Option 1: THAT Council approves $60,000 of funding to be brought forward from the 2018/19 financial year into the 2017/18 year. 
Advantages 
• Alignment of work programme with TCC and BOPRC 
• More up-to-date modelling information available at an earlier stage 

to assist with planning process 
• Better spread of modelling work programme. 

Disadvantages 
•  Earlier expenditure of funds. 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

60 (60)       $60,000 brought forward from the 2018/19 financial 
year to 2017/18 

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Current 
Account 

60 (60)       Funded from the Stormwater UAC 

 
Option 2: THAT Council does not approve $60,000 of funding to be brought forward from the 2018/19 financial year into the 2017/18 year. 
Advantages 
• Delayed expenditure of funds. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Work programme will not be aligned with BOPRC  and TCC 
• Large modelling work programme to be undertaken in the 2018/19 year, 

which could stretch internal and external resources. 
Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial impact 
 
  

83



 
Recommended Decision  
THAT Council approves $60,000 of funding to be brought forward from the 2018/19 
financial year into the 2017/18 year. 
  
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 

Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

Reference 
Number Description 

Topic Oropi Hall Rate 
Issue 
Project No 42 04 03- 280806 
Related strategies 
Submission 8r.. Staff Comment 

Council approved a $100,000 loan to the Oropi Hall Committee to underwrite the 
hall upgrade/restoration. 

The project has come in over budget and the hall committee is requesting that the 
loan be increased from $100,000 to $245,000. 

Halls Policy: 
Councils Halls Policy clause 3.1 and 3.2 states that Council may fund capital works 
and renewal costs. 

At the request of Council, the hall committee has surveyed residents in the rating 
area as to whether they support an increase in the hall rate from $26.05 to $63.60 
to cover the additional $145,000. 

Halls Policy: 
Hall's Policy 3.6.5 states that the wider community will have the opportunity to 
submit on the proposal during the Annual Plan I Long Term Plan. Due to timing, 
this consultation was undertaken by the Hall Committee. 

The survey results are: 

Number 0/o 
Responses from 514 letters 134 26% 
Agree with rate increase 101 75% 
Do not agree with rate increase 33 25% 

The response rate of 26% while reasonable for a survey is only a quarter of the 
ratepayers. The Council could choose to conduct its own survey to verify the 
current results. A Council or independent survey e.g. Key Research would not 
necessarily increase the response rate. 

It is clear that a number of the costs incurred would have incurred as maintenance 
or compliance items that could have been funded from the hall rate over time in 
accordance with clause 4.5. 

Halls Policy: 
Halls Policy clause 4.5 states that compliance costs can be funded from the Hall 
rate. 

e.g. Deferred Maintenance: $47,639 
Wastewater Upgrade: $85,702 

This is consistent with the Te Puke Hall earthquake strengthening of $489,000 
which is a compliance requirement funded over 10 years from the Hall rate. 

A2900712 
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Halls Policy and Reserve Management Plan 
The Halls Policy states that Halls LOS can be reviewed during the RMP review. The 
adopted RMP notes the major redevelopment. 

Refer to attachments. 
1. Letter of 5 May 2017 from Chairman of the Hall Committee. 
2. Schedule of additional costs. 
3. Letter to ratepayers. 
4. Halls Policy. 
5. Oropi War Memorial Hall adopted Reserve Management Plan. 

Revised Hall Rate excluding any rate collected: 
$100,000 loan over 10 years $26.05 
$145,000 loan over 10 years $37.55 
Total $63.60 
Plus GST Rate $73.14 

Council would normally fund a building project such as this over a longer period to 
reflect the asset life. Extending the repayment period to 20 years reduces the 
annual rate for $245,000 to $41.65 plus GST. 

A comparison has been undertaken with the Te Puna Hall Deficit Approval process. 

Council Resolution C32.5: 
Council report 30 June 2016, approved underwriting the Te Puna Hall extension up 
to $300,000. The application from the Hall Committee was based on 118 
responses from a rating area of 1295 properties - a 9% response rate. The 
approval is for a capital expenditure for an extension of the new hall. It, however, 
was approved prior to the project proceeding. It was not consulted on in the AP or 
LTP due to the time constraints that existed at the time. 

Discussion: 
The situation is complicated due to the request for retrospective funding rather 
than preapproval. 

The 26% response to the survey can be considered a good response. An 
independent survey would not necessarily increase the response rate however it 
would remove any perception associated with the Committee run survey. 

The possible decisions include approving, declining or deferring the decision to 
loan pending an independent survey and formal consultation in the LTP. If this 
occurred, it would give the Hall committee time to seek additional external 
funding. However retrospective funding is often difficult to achieve from external 
funders. 

Options 
1 THAT the loan to the Oropi Hall Committee to fund the balance of the 

hall refurbishment/repairs and compliance expenses be increased 
from $100,000 to $245,000 and funded over a 10 year period noting 
that the hall rate will increase from $26.05 to $63. 60plus GST. 

2 THAT Council declines to increase the loan to the Oropi Hall 
Committee and that it remains at $100,000, repaid over 10 years, 
annual rate $26.05 for loan repayment plus GST. 

A2900712 
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3 THAT due to the 26% response rate from the 514 ratepayers in the 

rating area that the Council undertake an independent survey prior to 
formally consulting on the loan proposal in the L TP. 

Note: If the $245,000 is funded over 20 years, the Hall Rate would be 
$41.65 plus GST for loan repayment. 

A2900712 
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Option 1: THAT the loan to the Oropi Hall Committee to fund the balance of the hall refurbishment/repairs and compliance expenses be increased from 
$100 000 to $245.000 and funded over a 10 year period noting_ that the hall rate will increase from $26.05 to $63.60 plus GST. 
Advantages Disadvantages 
• The hall rate funds the current deficit. • Increase not supported by 25% of respondents. 74% of the affected 

property owners have not responded. 
Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

ylelune 2017118 2018119 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024125 Comments 
$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 

Rates 63.60 63.60 63.60 63.60 63.60 63.60 63.60 63.60 Per property for $245k loan over 1 0-years. 
Loan 145 

Option 2: THAT Council declines to increase the loan to the Oropi Hall Committee and that it remains at $100,000, repaid over 10 years, annual rate 
$26.05 for loan repayment plus GST. 

Advantages Disadvantages 
• Reduced debt to be paid by the hall rate. • Privately funded debt for the hall not repaid 

• 75% of respondents supported the increased rate 
• Hall could qet into financial difficulties and be returned to Council. 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets- No financial impact 

A2900712 
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Option 3: THAT due to the 26% response rate from the 514 ratepayers in the rating area that the Council undertake an independent survey prior to 
formally consulting on the loan proposal in the L TP. 

Advantages Disadvantages 
• Independent assessment of ratepayer views • Timing of survey relative to decision timing )i.e. may defer the decision for 

1 year) . 

• Minor cost to undertake an independent survey, say $5,000, depending on 
methodology 

Option 3 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
ylelune 2017118 2018119 2019120 2020121 2021122 2022123 2023124 2024125 Comments 

$000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 $000 
Opex cost 5 

A2900712 
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Recommended Decision 
1 - THAT the loan to the Oropi Hall Committee to fund the balance of the hall 
refurbishment/repairs and compliance expenses be increased from $100,000 to 
$245,000 and funded over a 10 year period noting that the hall rate will increase 
from $26.05 to $63.60 plus GST. 

OR 

2 - THAT Council declines to increase the loan to the Oropi Hall Committee and 
that it remains at $100,000, repaid over 10 years/ annual rate $26.05 for loan 
repayment plus GST. 

OR 

3 - THAT due to the 26% response rate from the 514 ratepayers in the rating area 
that the Council undertake an independent survey prior to formally consulting on 
the loan proposal in the L TP. 

Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

A2900712 
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ATTACHMENT [KJ 
Oropi Settlers Incorporated 

5t1t May 2017 

The Mayor 

C/- R N Somerfield 
1030 Oropl Road 
RD3 
TAURANGA 

Western Bay of Plenty District Council 
Private Bag 12803 
Tauranga Mail Centre 

Dear Garry 

Re: Loan for the Oropl Hall Re-Development 

As you requested when our treasurer Esme Dean and I met with you some time ago, we 
drculated by post all ratepayers in the Oropi Hall area of benefrt, using the labels supplied by 
Council. A copy of the letter is attached. 

The result of the vote was: -

This represented a response of 
And a positive response of 

514 letters sent out 
101 votes received supporting the request 
33 votes received against the request 
26% of those contacted. 
75.4% from those that bothered to reply 

We are extremely disappointed to have finished the renovation project with a debt of 
$145,000 as we thought we had everything well covered. This shortfall has been funded by 
personal loans from five members of our community. The arrangement being that they are 
repaid as soon as possible. We would now like to make a formal arrangement to repay these 
loans. 

During construction of the new Community Centre more reinstatement and repair work on 
the old hall was required that we had anticipated. Some of this work was covered by the 
$100,000 council loan that had been previously arranged., but there was more that only 
became evident during COI)struction. 

However, the project went over our budget because of the following unforeseen costs. 

1. Environmental costs to meet Compliance for Certificate of Public Use-$ 124,832. 
Council had failed to notify us at the time of Consent that these Items would be 
required. Therefore, it came as a surprise to find that we had to do this extra work 
before our Certificate of Public use would be issued. These extra costs are detailed in 
the attached sheet but in summary the main items included: -
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•\ TT AC~HMENT [Xj 
• $85,702 for installation of Eco Cycle Waste Water System as required by Bay 

of Plenty Regional Council instead of the budgeted system at $17,000. 
• $40,130 for storm water reticulation through the new car park area and 

neighbouring land required by council at the final stages of construction. 

2 Additional Council requirements not determined at time of Consent but required 
for compliance for Certificate of Public use amounted to $ 12,501. 

We would also like to point out that in our estimates there were maintenance requirements 
at time of construction that would have been required on the hall had we not undertaken the 
renovation project. These deferred maintenance costs were priced at $ 47,639.41 and would 
have been considerably more had we not been able to do this work in conjunction with the 
rebuild construction programme. 

The total of all the additional requirements came to $184,974. 

We are very disappointed that during the consenting process the additional environmental 
costs that the Oropi Hall Committee faced during final stages of construction were not advised 
to the Committee at the time of issue of the Building Consent. These storm water and 
sewerage treatment requirements are the costs that caused the budget blowout. 

When these extra costs became evident, we had to continue with the construction 
programme as two of our grants were getting close to expiring and we could not leave the 
project 90% complete. An option had been to stop work on the building, while additional 
funds were raised, but this was unacceptable as any stop would have increased the final cost 
considerably and the Hall would have been out of action for a further lengthy period. 

The Oropi Hall Committee asks that Council arrange a loan to Oropi Settlers, repayable out 
of an addition to the targeted rate in the hall area of benefit as detailed in the letter to 
ratepayers attached, or offer an aftematlve to funding the shortfall. 

Richard Somerfield 
Chairman 

Allan Hartwell 
Project Manager 
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OROPl MEMOR IAL HALL 
• 
1295 Oropl Road, RD3 

31 October 2016 

Oropi Hall Cost Variations Including GSI 

Unforeseen soakage holes and septic tank discove:·ed during demolition 
pump out, fill and compact · 2647.95 

Re'fised foundations aue to discovery of soft ground conditions at time of 
foundation excava'tions, this required additional concrete piling, steel 
reinforcing, b!ockwork and concrete. 11199.89 

Additionai reframing of decayed timber areas discovered at time of 
demolition and not visible at the design stage this involved bearing plates, 
floor joists and some wall framing. 15858.97 

New foundation detaii to edge of meeting and Supper Rm due to code 
requirements. 1159.41 

Removal of asbestos sheeting not known at design stages. 1070.37 

Replacement of Old Playgroup particleboard flooring due to its decayed 
state at time of construction !fid not meet certificate of public use standards. 5775.29 

Grinding of existing storeroom concicte floor i.lS 50mm out of level and did 
-not align with other floors not visible at design stages. 938.63 

Supply and install Ecc cycle w;;ste water treatment system as per extra 
requirements demanded by Environment Council. 34 702.19 

Remove and replace section of flat roof and modify structural steel over 
snpper room to allow correct gutter depths and falls . This was not able to 
be detected at time of design. 9663.02 

Delete membrane secondary roof to Music Rm and Dressing Rm and 
plywood gutters due to future maintenance hazards and replace with 
2 piece metal fla~hings and metal TRM Flashing Detail. 11171.10 

Provide Acoustic Composition board to main Auditorium Walls due to 
unacceptable acoustic imbalance discovered at time of fixing internai wall 
!inings. 7294.50 

· St:cur1ty prewire 'not part of T ~nci er but requiraci for ft..;ture security system. 5723.76 

------·-----
vvww.oropihall.co. nz 

0800 146767 for bookings 

Tauranga 3173 
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OROPI MEMORIAL H ALL 
1295 Oropi Road. RD3 

Tauranga 3H3 

Additional food prep basins in kitchen and beverages area required by 
Council to meet certificate of Public use regulations not known at time of 
Building Consent. 

Remove and replace decayed gable end cladding and framing not known at 
time of design. 

Stabilize existing intry foyer wall complete with ply bracing and hold downs 
to engineers design and Council code requirements. This was not known at 
time of design. 

Refix and paint existi{lg roof areas due to water leakage and original 
fastener deteriora~ion required for weather tightness and Building code 
Compliance . 

Removal of original decayed 45 Degree Timber Sarking and repl2ce wit..~ 
new timber framing packing to existing frame lines for EZ Panel Cladding 
System. 
Dt·cayed material not visible at time of Design. 

Supply and fit Hardboard overlay to floor areas receiving vinyl floor 
coverings requlred due to multiple changes In floor materials this requtred 
an overlay to give a consistent substrate for the vinyl's to belayed over. 
This was not part of the Tender Documents. 

·• 

Supply and install a 445 Ltr Hynds Grease Trap to new Eco Cycle Sewerage 
System at Hall Kitchen to pre.vent clogging and Environmental damage to 
the Eco Cycle Sewerage Treatment System. 
This was not a requirement at the time of the Building Consent but require<! 
·by the Environment Council to protect the system. 

Powdercoated Deck Handrail to Playgroup Deck required due to changes 
ln ground levels required by Engineered Foundations. 

Provide Fire Service Connection to water tanks to comply with Fire Safety 
requirements not known at Co:1sent Stage Public use requirement for 
new building. 

www .oropihall.co. nz 
0800 146767 for bookings 

2464.57 

1301.74 

8090.04 

6858.46 

7750.40 

6524.82 

1591.51 

. 
2997.36 
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OROPt MEMORIAl HAll. 
1295 Orop: Road, RD3 

Tauranga 3173 

To complete additional Stormwater reticulation to protect neighbouring 
Properties as per Council requirements not kncwn at time of issueing 
of Building Consents. 40,130.50 

Additional Terminal Vent required at Kitchen by Counci! Building 
Inspector to meet Code Compliance. 515.20 

Total Variations lncl Gst $242,954.81 

Proposed Funding of Variations :-

1 Less GST Refund 

Less savings credits on contract Exd GST 

3 Proposed Ccuncii Loar. Application 

Total of1-3 

Project Manager, 
Allan Hartwell, 
Oropi Settlers Inc. 

www.oropihall.co.nz 
0800 146767 for bookings 

$31,689.76 

$66,265.05 

S145,000.00 

$242,954.81 
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OROPI MEMORIAL HALL 
liND COI•lM 'N\T'I CENTRE 

TO THE RATE PAYER, 

Oropi Hall Area of Benefit 

Dear Community Member. 

Important Notification from the ·Oropi Hall Committee 
Your Action Required 

151
h March 2017 

Most of you will now have been to the newly renovated Oropi Memorial Hall and Community Centre. Everyone who 
has used the new hall agrees that this facility is a wonderful asset for our whole community. If you have not been able 
to get there yet, have a look at photos on the web page www.oropihall .co. nz 

However, the final cost to complete the new hall was more than expected. Most of the extra costs were for work that 
was outside the tender price, such as; the car park, drainage, additional waste water treatment and engineering. All 
this was necessary and had to be done to gain our compliance certificates. To meet the opening date some residents 
of Oropi came to the party and between them lent the hall $145,000 as an interim measure. 

This must be repaid and we would like to do this as soon as possible. To do this entirely through fundraising will take 
too long. We have approached Western Bay District Council to consider funding the shortfall of $145,000 through an 
increase in the hall rate. (NOTE This is additional to the $100,000 already loaned by the Council). The Council has 
agreed to consider this request subject to the hall committee undertaking a survey of the hall ratepayers to determine 
the level of community support. If Council approves the additional loan it will be repaid through an increase of the 
special hall targeted rate for Oropi rate payers. The amount payable for the hall through your rates will rise from $26 
to $63.47 per year for a ten-year term. 

If, in the future the Hall Committee has surplus funds these will go to reducing the loan. There is no penalty for early 
repayment. Once we have the squash courts operating, we anticipate they will generate income, some of which will 
be used to meet this debt. 

We need the support of all Oropi ratepayers for this. We must have your feedback on the proposed course of action 
and ask that you respond by sending the reply tear off slip below or e-mailing your response directly to 
somerfield@netsmart.net .nz before 81

h April2017 . If you wish to discuss it further, please contact Richard Somerfield 
directly. 

Chairman 
Phone 543,1513 

------------------------------ -------
Response Form: - To Oropi Hall Committee 

Name ______________________________ __ 
Address ______________________________________________ ___ 

Yes 1 support increasing the loan from Council to cover the shortfall, and acknowledge it will be repaid by an increase in the hall 
rate to $63.47 each year, over 10 years, as stated above. 0 
No I do not support increasing the loan from council and an increase in the hall rate. D 
Email: somerfield@netsmart.net .nz OR Post or Deliver to:- Richard 5omerfield, 1030 Oropi Road, RD3, Tauranga. 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

Relevant Legislation 

There is no relevant applicable legislation 

1. Policy Objective 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

1.1 On 12 July 2007 Council adopted the community meeting places/halls policy, 
which outlines how the partnership arrangement between Council and local 
hall committees will be managed. Council does not own halls which are 
managed by hall committees operating as Incorporated Societies, however, in 
most instances it does own the land that halls occupy. 

1.2 On 10 September 2009 Council agreed to amendments to the policy. These 
included reviews of the levels of service required by halls occurring during the 
regular reviews of the ward reserve management plans (RMPs) and providing 
for a separate review process of halls to occur outside of the RMP reviews, if 
required. The sections on funding, condition assessments, Areas of Benefit, 
and insurance were also amended and in some instances clarified. 

2. General Approach 

2.1 Council will remain in the business of community meeting places/halls and 
this will be managed through a partnership with local hall committees. 

2.1.1 Council confirms its policy of not owning community meeting places or 
halls. 

2.1.2 Council will form partnerships with hall committees. 

2.1.3 Council will lease the land on a peppercorn basis, for the purpose of 
fulfilling the functions of community meeting places. 

2.1.4 As part of the partnership arrangement with hall committees, Council 
will remit 100% of rates. 

2.1.5 Council funding of capital works and renewal works. 

2.1.6 Council will address the levels of service required by halls during the 
five-yearly review of individual ward reserve management plans 
(RMPs). Provision will be made for a separate process to occur 
outside the reviews of RMPs, if required, to consider the future of 
halls. 

A240977 Page 1 of 7 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

3. Policy criteria and conditions 

Funding 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

3.1 Council may fund significant capital works and renewal costs of halls situated 
on Council owned land/ not on council owned land listed in Schedule A. Halls 
not on council owned land will be subject to the requirements of section 8.0 
in the Halls Policy. 

3.2 capital works includes projects such as new buildings and additions. Renewal 
works could be classified as projects that maintain or extend the life of a 
building which for example are indentified in the condition assessments. 

3.3 Hall committees could prepare annual works programmes based on the halls 
condition assessments, including capital works (and if required a project 
funding plan), along with spread 10-year budgets (spreading is optional). 
These works programmes, budgets and the proposed uniform annual charge 
on rateable properties in the area of benefit will be consulted through the 
draft annual plan or draft long term council community plan. 

3.4 The funding plan could include funding from sources such as the uniform 
annual charge across the area of benefit, grants, financial contributions 
(where appropriate) and fund raising. Hall Committees are encouraged to 
seek external funding where possible. 

3.5 Hall committees planning significant capital works could build up a reserve 
fund for up to two years through the area of benefit annual charge, to cover 
costs such as seeking design advice or for resource consents. 

3.6 The following general principles will apply: 

3.6.1 The community facility must be available to the public. 

3.6.2 The proposed project must be consistent with what has been 
identified as capital works and renewal work required in the hall's 
condition assessment report or in the ward reserve management plan. 

3.6.3 The hall committee must be able to demonstrate its ability to account 
for funding received from Council and provide copies of audited 
financial accounts if requested. 

3.6.4 Council staff will assess proposed projects against this policy. 

3.6.5 The wider community will have the opportunity to submit on proposed 
projects and the associated funding source through the draft long 
term council community plan or draft annual plan submission process 
in April/May each year. Final decisions on proposed projects will be 
made at the end of June when Council adopts the long term council 
community plan or annual plan. 

A240977 Page 2 of 7 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

3.6.6 Funding will be released for approved projects in accordance with 
Council's policy on Significant Financial Commitment. 

Levels of service 

3.7 The necessary levels of service required by halls will be addressed during the 
five-yearly reviews of the individual ward reserve management plans. 

3.8 There will be provision for a separate process to occur under certain 
circumstances outside the review of the ward reserve management plans, if 
Council deems it necessary. Circumstances triggering a separate review may 
include changes in the current and expected usage of the community meeting 
place/hall, or financial considerations, or provision of nearby similar community 
facilities, or governance of the hall. The need for separate reviews could be 
identified of either by Council, hall committees, or a submission via the draft 
annual plan or draft long term council community plan. 

4. Policy procedures 

Condition assessments 

4.1 Confirmation of maintenance programmes outlined in the condition 
assessment will be required prior to funding. The following procedure will 
apply: 

4.1.1 Confirmation forms will be sent to hall committees in October each 
year requesting the Committee's agreement to the maintenance 
project scheduled for the following financial year as outlined in the 
condition assessment. Completed confirmation forms must be 
received by Council from each hall committee, by December 1 each 
year. 

4. 1.2 In general, the hall committee will have responsibility for the 
management of the project funded, but where projects would benefit 
from Council's ability to purchase, or manage complex projects, 
Council involvement in the management of a project may be 
negotiated as part of the project confirmation process. 

4.1.3 capital works and renewal costs will be funded through a Uniform 
Annual Charge over an Area of Benefit or Financial Contributions 
where appropriate. 

Areas of Benefit 

4.2 Staff will work with hall committees and councillors to establish/amend Areas 
of Benefit for each hall. Each hall listed on schedule A shall have a defined 
area of benefit. The Area of Benefit boundaries can be amended through the 
ward reserve management plan or a separate process to occur under certain 

A240977 Page 3 of 7 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

circumstances and then consulted through the draft long term council 
community plan or draft annual plan. 

Town centre halls 

4.3 Council may fund additional capital development costs associated with facility 
enhancement of town centre halls. Additional funding of this kind will be 
subject to the development and approval of a twenty year town centre 
development plan. 

Building insurance 

4.4 If requested by a hall committee, halls can be insured through Council's 
insurance scheme and funded through the application of a uniform annual 
charge on rateable properties within a hall's area of benefit (on the basis of 
hardship), and included in the spread 10-year budgets. Where a portion of 
the insurance costs are paid by another party eg Ministry of Education, then 
the remainder could be funded through a halls area of benefit funding. 

Compliance costs 

4.5 If requested by a hall committee, the costs of meeting compliance schedule 
and building warrant of fitness requirements can be funded within a hall's 
area of benefit (on the basis of hardship) and included in the spread 10-year 
budget. 

Operational costs 

4.6 Halls are expected to fund the operational costs of the hall through rental 
income which is expected to cover operating costs such as cleaning, 
electricity, water, contents and building insurance, and furniture. Income 
could also be derived from grants and donations. 

Relocation of community halls 

4.7 Council may provide a contribution towards funding the relocation of 
community halls to Ministry of Education land or other publicly owned sites on 
a case by case basis and subject to: 

4.7.1 an assessment of building code compliance regarding the suitability of 
the site for relocation of the hall; 

4.7.2 consultation and agreement of the local community, and; 

4.7.3 assessment of halls against the adopted services levels. 

4.7.4 Where growth need is being met this proportion of the project will be 
assessed in accordance with Council's Facilities in the Community 
Policy and funded from this Financial Contribution envelope (Schools 
only). 

A240977 Page 4 of 7 
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Council Policy Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

Halls Policy 

Halls not on Council owned land 

4.8 Council may provide a contribution, in proportion to the public use portion, 
towards expenditure of a capital nature for 'halls not on Council owned land'. 
Council would determine eligibility of such halls for Area of Benefit funding on 
a case by case basis, taking into account the following criteria/principles: 

4.8.1 One Hall per Area of Benefit- an Area of Benefit for a Hall situated on 
land not owned by Council should not overlap with any other Hall Area 
of Benefit. 

4.8.2 Community Need - applicants must demonstrate that their facility 
meets a community need, that is recognised in Council's strategic 
planning frameworks for example ward reserve management plans, 
structure plans and comprehensive development plans. 

4.8.3 Reasonable Access- the aim of the hall must be to provide access to 
the facility for all members of the community. There must be no main 
interest group that has priority use of the hall. Eligible community 
halls must be safe and easy to use, and affordable to users. Access 
must also be available to community members to become part of the 
management group for the facility. 

4.8.4 Non-Profit Making - the hall must not be run for commercial purposes. 
Fees for hall usage should be as affordable as possible, and used for 
maintenance or making improvements to the facility. Labour for 
administering and maintaining the hall should be primarily voluntary. 

4.8.5 Building and site design should incorporate good urban design 
principles taking into account passive environmental design, and public 
amenity and functionality. 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

Schedule A 

Halls on Council owned land that have an area of benefit 

Katikati Hall 
Ohauiti Hall 
Omanawa Hall 
Omokoroa Settlers Hall 
Oropi Hall 
Otamarakau Settlers Hall 
Paengaroa Hall 
Pukehina Beach Community Centre 
Pukehina Hall 
Pyes Pa Hall 
Te Puke Hall 
Te Puna Community Centre 
Te Puna Hall 
Waihi Beach Hall 
Whakamarama Hall 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

Halls not on Council owned land that have an area of benefit 

Kaimai Hall 
Te Ranga Hall 

Hall on Council owned land that does not have an area of benefit 

Pongakawa Hall 

Associated Policies 

• Western Bay of Plenty District Council's Long Term Council Community Plan 
• Western Bay of Plenty District Council's Annual Plan 
• Western Bay of Plenty District Council's Community Development Plans 

Associated Procedures 

The submissions process for the draft long term council community plan and draft 
annual plan and adoption of these final plans. 
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Council Policy 

Halls Policy 

Group Engineering Services I Contact (3'" Tier Manager} 

Supersedes 
Creation Date I Resolution Reference 
Last Review Date J Resolution Reference 
Review Cycle Three yearly/legislative revisions not later than 
Authorised by "' 

,, 1rouncil 

A240977 

I 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

Strategic Property Manager 

Link to minutes 

Date I 2012/13 
Date I 
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Kaimai Ward Reserves Management Plan 2016 

6.25 Oropi War Memorial Hall 

Location Oropi Road Current Inventory 

Classification: Fee Simple for purposes of Public Hall Car park Medium 
1----- ------t------------------1 Hall 

District Plan Zone Rural 

ID 89 

Area 0.3718 Ha 

Current State Fee Simple (Oropi Memorial Hall) 

RMP Ward RMP October 2008 

Concept Plan No 

Overview Change to Local Purpose Reserve. Continue partnership with hall committee 

Background: 
0 Hall committee lease expires July 2025. 

Playgroup located at rear of site. 0 
0 Amalgamation of adjoining land and major redevelopment commenced 2015/16 with the view to 

possibly including squash courts. 
o Sealed car park to be extended into newly acquired land. 

Resetve Issues: 
o Extend lease to Hall committee. 
o Rear of site fenced from road . 
o Well used and maintained . 
o Playgroup operates from rear of hall . 
o Halls function where there is community interest and support. 

Resetve Management Policy: 
6.25.1 Continue partnership with hall committee. 
6.25.2 Investigate designating fee simple land to Local Purpose (Hall) Reserve. 
6.25.3 Freedom Camping is prohibited in the reserve including any associated roads/car parks. (Refer to 

Bylaw). 
6.25.4 Generic policies apply. 

Western Bay of Plenty District Council Page 119 

2015/25 L TP Approved Actions 

Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council 

Nil 

25 August 2016 



 
 

Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Katikati Library 
Issue  Re-budget 
Project No  332201 
Related strategies Building Communities  

 
Submission & Staff Comment 
 

 
1. 332201 – KATIKATI LIBRARY AND COMMUNITY HUB – RE-BUDGET 

$4,250,000. 
This rebudgeting is required because of design delays related to project and 
also delays relating to project funding and value engineering process. 
 

Staff Comment: It is anticipated that works would commence before 30 June 2017 
but the balance work programmed for completion during the 2017/2018 financial 
year. This assumes no delays in achieving the budget price set by Council. 
 

 
 
Options  
1 
 
 
 
2. 

THAT Council approve the $4,250,000 budget for the Katikati Library 
and Community Hub to be re-budgeted to 2017/18 to enable 
construction to proceed. 
 
THAT Council does not approve the $4,250,000 budget for the 
Katikati Library and Community Hub to be re-budgeted to 2017/18 to 
enable construction to proceed. 
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Option 1: THAT Council approve the $4,250,000 budget for the Katikati Library and Community Hub to be re-budgeted to 2017/18 to enable construction 
to proceed. 
 
Advantages 
• Library and hub likely to be constructed 
• Council support for the project would meet its social contract to the 

community. 
• Buildings would provide a much needed library and community space 

for the community. 
 

Disadvantages 
• Opportunity cost of funding this project   

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 4250          
Rec and 
Leisure Finco 

765         

Asset repl.res 540         
Com Roading 150 

 
        

TC Reserve  200         
Internal Loan 

adv 
2045         

External 200         
Other Grant 350         

Opex cost Nil         
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Option 2: THAT Council does not approve the $4,250,000 budget for the Katikati Library and Community Hub to be re-budgeted to 2017/18 to enable 
construction to proceed. 
Advantages 
• Opportunity cost of funding this project could be allocated to other 

projects 
 

Disadvantages 
• Library and hub unlikely to be constructed 
• Council decision not to support the project would mean it did not meet its 

social contract to the community. 
• The much needed library and community space for the community would 

not be able to be provided. 
 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial impact to 2017/18 budget 
 
  

107



 
Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
 
THAT Council approve the $4,250,000 budget for the Katikati Library and 
Community Hub to be re-budgeted to 2017/18 to enable construction to proceed. 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 

Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 
 
Reference 
 Number Description 
Topic  Reserves and Facilities Internal submission 
Issue  Re-budgeting of 2016/17 capital projects  to 2017/18 and 

2018/19 (year 1 of the next LTP) 
Project 
No 

 165401, 181901, 264316, 264402, 299502, 217805, 
299602, 213404, 213405, 237104, 212914, 245807, 
246506, 246005, 260101, 260401, 260725, 260730, 
265803, 265839, 268707, 281002, 295203, 260511, 
265832, 265833, 320801, 322701, 322710, 336701, 
281507, 281509, 321101, 289808, 289815, 289823, 
289824, 289840, 289841, 289848, 326103, 326105, 
212910, 294507 

Related strategies Recreation and Leisure Strategy  
 
Submissions 
Reserves and Facilities Internal submission 
 

 
Staff Comment 
This internal submission seeks to re-phase the Reserves and Facilities capital works 
projects that have not been completed in the 2016/17 financial year, or that require 
rescheduling from 2017/18.  There are a number spread over two years. 
  
The re-phasing of the budgets should enable a more realistic timeframe to deliver 
project outcomes and to meet community expectations.  
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Project Name 2016/17 2017/18 
Proposed 
budget  

$ 
Change 
Required 

2018/19 
(LTP Yr1) 
Revised 
budget 

Comments/reason 

264316 Katikati Cemetery 
Berms 

40,000 0 -40,000 55,000 2016/17 burial beams development deferred to 
2018/19, due to resourcing. i.e. time taken up 
managing cycleway projects.  Low risk. 

295203 Omokoroa Boat Ramp  100,000 -250,000 250,000 Planning, Consultation, Design and Consenting 
process begins 2017/18.  Defer $250,000 to 
2018/19.  Note $2.5m construction 
scheduled for 2023. 

181901 Te Puke Domain 
Stormwater Pipes 

 0 -20,000 20,000 LTP to reschedule. Low risk. 

212910 Moore Park Katikati, 
Capital Development 

 0 -50,000 50,000 Development delayed and concept plan to review.  
Low risk. 

212914 Moore Park Katikati – 
Council funded 

70,000 300,000 -378,000 378,000 Development delayed and concept plan to review.  
Low risk.  Project over two years. 

217805 Omokoroa Reserves 
Projects 

 0 -60,000 60,000 Funding reallocated from Cooney Reserve. 
Deferred to LTP. Projects to be identified during 
the concept plan processes. 

217805 Omokoroa Reserves 
Projects 

 0 -90,000 90,000 Funding reallocated from Cooney Reserve. 
Deferred to LTP. Projects to be identified during 
the concept plan processes. 

237104 Island View Reserve 
(Albacore Ave) Upgrade 
Toilet/carp 

 0 -140,000 140,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project.  Low risk. 

246005 Pohutukawa Park – 
toilet renewal 

80,000 80,000 80,000 0 Re-budget from 2016/17 to 2017/18 due to 
options review requested by Community Board.  

260401 I’Anson Bush Reserve 
facilities 

 0 -35,000 35,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

260725 Dr North Reserve 
capital development 

14,000 0 14,000 14,000 Re-budget from 2016/17 to LTP for rescheduling 
– delayed work program due to resourcing i.e. 
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time taken up managing cycleway project. Low 
risk. 

Project Name 2016/17 2017/18 
Proposed 
budget 

$ 
Change 
Required 

2018/19 
(LTP Yr1) 
Revised 
budget 

Comments 

260730 Tohora View and Brown 
Drive Reserve – 
Walkway development 

 0 -21,000 21,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

265803 Gilfillan Drive and 
Accessway – walkway 

 0 -12,000 12,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

265803 Gilfillan Drive and 
Accessway – walkway 

 0 -18,000 18,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

265839 Woodlands Road 
Reserve – Car park and 
capital development 

 0 -6,000 6,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

265839 Woodlands Road 
Reserve – Car park and 
capital development 

 0 -9,000 9,000 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

268707 Motunau Shade 
Structure 

 0 -15,800 15,800 Defer to LTP process for rescheduling – delay 
work program due to resourcing i.e. time taken 
up managing cycleway project. Low risk. 

294503 Omokoroa 
Sportsground 
Hardcourts 

105,000 105,000 105,000 0 Re-budget remaining balance from 2016/17 to 
2017/18 to complete courts.  Works delayed due 
to tender process. Contract award expected late 
June 17. 

294507 Omokoroa 
Sportsground Council 
funded 

126,000 300,000 -113,000 239,000 Delays due to resourcing and Council decisions.  
Rebudget 126k from 2017 to 2018, Rebudget 
$239k from 2018 to 2019. 
Sufficient funds in 2017/18 for courts 3 & 4, new 
playground & car-parking 
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Project Name 2016/17 2017/18 
Proposed 
budget 

$ 
Change 
Required 

2018/19 
(LTP Yr1) 
Revised 
budget 

Comments 

322701 Pongakawa Domain 
Upgrade access and 
hardcourt 

34,750 0 -34,750 34,750 Third Party dependant – defer to LTP. Low risk. 

322701 Pongakawa Domain 
Upgrade access and 
hardcourt 

52,124  0 -52,124 52,124 Third Party dependant – defer to LTP. Low risk. 

322710 Pongakawa Domain 
Reserve development 

21,900 0 -21,900 21,900 Third Party dependant – defer to LTP. Low risk. 

326103 Te Puke Aquatic Centre 30,000 40,000 +10,000 0 Construction cost of new fence increased from 
$30,000 to $40,000.  Construction delayed due to 
MoE agreement not finalised.  Additional 
$200,000 proposed for plant upgrade 2020. 

289840 TECT All Terrain Park 
asset renewals 

60,040 43,193 +48,860 50,000 Carpark reseal, additional recycled asphalt 
pavement. 

213404 Asset Management Plan 40,000 50,000 +35,000 30,000 New AMS system operational requirements – 
Information improvements 

336701 Opureora Marae Toilet 5,000 10,000 5,000 5,000 Re-budget the unclaimed $5k from 2016/17 to 
2017/18 to provide for eventual claim from the 
Marae Committee 

165401 Dave Hume Swimming 
Pool 

72,000 70,000 +inflation 70,000 Council resolution to adjust for inflation 

326105 Te Puke Aquatic Centre 
Repairs and 
Maintenance 

15,000 20,000 +5,000 20,000 Increasing cost of repairs due to age of plant. 

 
 
Options  
1 That Council adopts the re-phased budget for the 2016/17 and 2017/18 Financial 

years. 

113



2 That Council does not adopt the re-phased budget for the 2017/18 Financial year. 
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Option 1: That Council adopts the re-phased budget for the 2016/17 and 2017/18 Financial years 
Advantages 
• Projects identified in the 2015/25 Long Term Plan get completed 
• Reduced budget  in the 2017/18 Financial year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Disadvantages 
• Community disappointment/frustration 
• Increasingly bigger “bow-wave” of uncommitted work. 

Option 1: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets. 
y/e June 2015/16 

$000 
2016/17 

$000 
2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

  -$804 +$1,338 +$3,647 - - - - - See attached spreadsheet for 
re-budgeting details of this 
option 

Opex cost     - - - - - -  
Opex 
funding 

           

Rates     - - - - - -  
External            

Other 
(specify) 
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Option 2: That Council does not adopt the re-phased budget for the 2016/17 Financial year 
 
Advantages 
• No financial change to the 2015/25 LTP. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Disadvantages 
• Unlikely to complete the work programme. 

Option 2: Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial impact 
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Draft Resolutions  

1. That Council adopts the re-phased budget for the 2016/17 and 2017/18 
Financial years as follows: 

 
Project Name 2016/17 2017/18 

Proposed 
budget  

$ 
Change 
Required 

2018/19 
(LTP Yr1) 
Revised 
budget 

264316 Katikati Cemetery 
Berms 

40,000 0 -40,000 55,000 

295203 Omokoroa Boat 
Ramp 

 100,000 -250,000 250,000 

181901 Te Puke Domain 
Stormwater Pipes 

 0 -20,000 20,000 

212910 Moore Park Katikati, 
Capital 
Development 

 0 -50,000 50,000 

212914 Moore Park Katikati 
– Council funded 

70,000 300,000 -378,000 378,000 

217805 Omokoroa Reserves 
Projects 

 0 -60,000 60,000 

217805 Omokoroa Reserves 
Projects 

 0 -90,000 90,000 

237104 Island View Reserve 
(Albacore Ave) 
Upgrade Toilet/carp 

 0 -140,000 140,000 

246005 Pohutukawa Park – 
toilet renewal 

80,000 80,000 80,000 0 

260401 I’Anson Bush 
Reserve facilities 

 0 -35,000 35,000 

260725 Dr North Reserve 
capital development 

14,000 0 14,000 14,000 

260730 Tohora View and 
Brown Drive 
Reserve – Walkway 
development 

 0 -21,000 21,000 

265803 Gilfillan Drive and 
Accessway – 
walkway 

 0 -12,000 12,000 

265803 Gilfillan Drive and 
Accessway – 
walkway 

 0 -18,000 18,000 

265839 Woodlands Road 
Reserve – Car park 
and capital 
development 

 0 -6,000 6,000 

265839 Woodlands Road 
Reserve – Car park 
and capital 
development 

 0 -9,000 9,000 

268707 Motunau Shade 
Structure 

 0 -15,800 15,800 

294503 Omokoroa 
Sportsground 

105,000 105,000 105,000 0 
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Hardcourts 
294507 Omokoroa 

Sportsground 
Council funded 

126,000 300,000 -113,000 239,000 

322701 Pongakawa Domain 
Upgrade access and 
hardcourt 

34,750 0 -34,750 34,750 

322701 Pongakawa Domain 
Upgrade access and 
hardcourt 

52,124  0 -52,124 52,124 

322710 Pongakawa Domain 
Reserve 
development 

21,900 0 -21,900 21,900 

326103 Te Puke Aquatic 
Centre 

30,000 40,000 +10,000 0 

289840 TECT All Terrain 
Park asset renewals 

60,040 43,193 +48,860 50,000 

213404 Asset Management 
Plan 

40,000 50,000 +35,000 30,000 

336701 Opureora Marae 
Toilet 

5,000 10,000 5,000 5,000 

165401 Dave Hume 
Swimming Pool 

72,000 70,000+ +inflation 70,000 

326105 Te Puke Aquatic 
Centre Repairs and 
Maintenance 

15,000 20,000 +5,000 20,000 

 

 
 
 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Re-budget of IT and IS projects and ALOS. 
Issue   
Project No  See below 
Related strategies  

 
Submission & Staff Comment 
Capital Budget 
800301 – Information Technology 
 
157103 – Ozone application development 

- Re-budget $50K from 17 to 18 Project 157103 
- Transfer 157103 2018 $130k to 157503 E-Business development 2018 

$80k and 327901 Business Process Review - online services 2018 $50k 
 

341501 – Broadband and DEP initiatives 
- Re-budget $100K from 17 to 18 

Funding to support the government’s UFB2 project through connectivity to 
council facilities. 

 
Additional Level of service Projects Budget 
800303 – Information Services 
 
318701 – Back scanning property files – 002 – building files 

- Re-budget $40k 
- Allow for continued back scanning of active building files. 

 
 
341101 – Digitising permanent archive records – subdivision files 

- Re-budget - $585K to 2018 
- Contract not in place, RFP process underway. 
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Option 1: THAT Council approve re-budgets for projects 3415, 3411, 3187, 3279 and 1571. 
 
Advantages 
• Continuation of e-business development and digitisation work 

programme (projects 1571, 3279, 3411 and 3187) 
• Support for Digital Enablement Plan and government’s UFB2 project 

(project 3415) 
 

Disadvantages 
•  Project delays if funding not re-budgeted. 

 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

         

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
 
THAT Council approve the transfer of budget for project 157103 to 327901 - $50K 
and to 157503 - $80K. 
 
THAT Council approve the re-budget for projects 341501 -$100K, 318701 - $40K, 
341101 - $585K. 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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 Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic CO04 Information Centres 
Issue  1. Re-budget from 2019 to 2018 and request for 

additional funding – RFID (Remote Frequency 
Identification) solution, includes elf-issue station. 
 

Project No 307202 District Library - Self Issue Station/RFID 
   
   
  

 
Submissions 
Information Centres Internal Submission 
 

 
 

 
Staff Comment 
Budget required for total RFID solution (Katikati library) Self-check, gates, RFID 
circulation pads, check-in chute. $25,000 re-budgeted from 2017 and request for 
additional $25,000. 

 
Other funding sources considered or approached e.g. philanthropic, another 
Council funding options, private. 

 
Options – RFID Solution 
1 Council approves re-budget and additional funding of $50,000. 
2 Council approves re-budget of $25,000 and declines additional 

funding. 
3 Council approves additional funding of $25,000 and declines re-

budget. 
4 Council declines re-budget and additional funding. 
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Option 1 – RFID Solution: Council approves re-budget and additional funding of $50,000 
Advantages 
• Complete RFID solution and technology upgrade possible 
• Opportunity to utilise more efficient check-in for customers 
• Both the east and west of the district upgraded within the same 

year. 

Disadvantages 
• Additional capital cost incurred 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

50,000         

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Option 2 RFID Solution: Council approves re-budget of $25,000 and declines additional funding 
Advantages 
• Ability to replace Self-check station and upgrade technology 
 

Disadvantages 
• Inability to apply total RFID solution 
• Unable to maintain entrance way security of collections (new space requires 

2 sets) 
• Lost opportunity to introduce new self help options for customers. 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

25,000         

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Option 3 RFID Solution: Council approves additional funding of $25,000 and declines re-budget 
Advantages 
•  
 

Disadvantages 
• Current ‘old’ self-check technology not compatible with newer RFID 

technology (would result in inability to implement RFID solution). 
Option 3 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 

y/e June 2017/18 
$000 

2018/19 
$000 

2019/20 
$000 

2020/21 
$000 

2021/22 
$000 

2022/23 
$000 

2023/24 
$000 

2024/25 
$000 

Comments 

Capital 
cost 

25,000         

Capex 
funding 

         

Rates          
Fin 

Contribution 
         

External          
Other 

(specify) 
         

Opex cost          
Opex 
funding 

         

Rates          
External          

Other 
(specify) 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
THAT $25,000 be re-budgeted from 2017 and $25,000 additional funding be 
granted. 
 
 

 
 
Decision 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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Annual Plan 2017-2018 
Internal Submissions & Issues and Options Paper 

 
Reference 
 Number   Description 
Topic  Animal Shelters 
Issue  Re-budget 2017 to 2018 and Increase 2018 Budget  
Project No  342200 
Related strategies  
 
Submission & Staff Comment 
 
Funding was approved in the 2015/16 Annual Plan for the building of extensions to 
the current shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati.  This upgrade would provide for 
medium term capacity. 
 
The background to the funding approval was based on a detailed business case.  The 
key points of the case for change are as follows: 
 
• The current facilities are 20 years old and increased maintenance cost associated 

with the current structures, to ensure operational effectiveness on a day to day 
basis.   

• The current facilities are too small to impound the numbers of dogs required to 
be housed, and Western Bay dogs are being housed by SPCA and TCC. 

• There is an identified gap between Councils existing shelter facility standards 
and the national Animal Welfare (Dogs) Code of Welfare 2011. 

• There are current operational constraints created by reduced capacity of the 
shelters – restricting officers ability to impound dogs for specified non-
compliance with required registration, welfare, roaming and associated issues. 

• The current facility is deficient with respect to health and safety considerations 
for employees working at the shelter, including security, sanitary facilities, and 
disease control.   

• The facility resources impact on operational efficiency and accuracy– officers 
lack of access to technology on site requires duplication of information – paper 
log and electronic for billing and registration purposes.   

Funding for the shelter facilities will be recovered through return on dog registration, 
dog impounds and associated dog revenue. 
 
Funding carry forward is required for this project due to the unpredicted delays in 
the design phase. Due to the following sequence of events- 
 

• Designer selected based on previous work history in design of Tauranga CC 
shelter.  Agreed work to be commenced in first quarter of 16/17.   

• Designer suffered heart attack and was unable to proceed with work in 
agreed time frame, extension to complete design phase prior to Christmas, 
site visits undertaken with designer 

• Designer failed to meet timelines for delivery phase, with time extension 
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• New designer contracted.  Preliminary plans to be provided prior to end May. 

There is a risk that the project cost exceeds original estimate for works as a detailed 
pricing was not undertaken prior to the funding request, no plans for quantity 
surveying was available at the time of business case preparation.  It is acknowledged 
that detailed pricing is best practice, and will be undertaken once preliminary plans 
have been prepared.  Staff are extremely conscious of the need to keep the works 
within budget however functionality may be compromised as a result. The following 
factors will need to be taken into consideration: 
 

• Material and labour price actuals vs estimates 

• New Health and safety legislation increased requirements 

• Identified flooding issues since original estimate 

 
 
Options  
1 THAT Council approves a re-budget from 2017 to 2018 of 

$220,000 in the 2017/18 Annual Plan for the building of 
extensions to the current shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati, 
and an increase the budget in 2017/18 of $100,000.   

2 THAT Council approves the re-budget of $220,000 for the 
building of extensions to the current shelter facilities at Te Puke 
and Katikati to 2017/18 but does not approve the additional 
funding of $100,000. 

3 THAT Council does not approve a re-budget from 2017 to 2018 of 
$220,000 in the 2017/18 Annual Plan for the building of 
extensions to the current shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati, 
and an increase the budget in 2017/18 of $100,000.   
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OPTION 1 
THAT Council approves a re-budget from 2017 to 2018 of $220,000 in the 2017/18 Annual Plan for the building of extensions to the current 
shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati, and an increase the budget in 2017/18 of $100,000.   
Advantages 
• Health and safety requirements for staff, site security and monitoring  

are met 
• Improved customer service options 
• Animal welfare standards are met  
• Reduced maintenance costs for building repairs and servicing  
• shelter capacity meets operational impound needs – proactive 

monitoring and enforcement  
• Positive community reputation – high class facilities 
• Provision for Western Bay to provide facility for Tauranga City Council 

e.g. adoptions 
• Increased space would provide for dogs to be kept for adoption,  
• More problem dogs can be removed from the community, current 

capacity restrictions mean that impounds are a last resort rather than a 
proactive compliance tool.   

Disadvantages 
• Capital cost 
• Transitional arrangements during upgrade – requires staged approach 

Option 1 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets 
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital cost 320         
Capex funding          

Rates  7 7 7 7 7 7 7  
Dog registration   28 28 28 28 28 28 28  

Opex cost  12 12 12 12 12 12 12  
Opex funding          

Dog registration  12 12 12 12 12 12 12  
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OPTION 2 
THAT Council approves the re-budget of $220,000 for the building of extensions to the current shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati to 
2017/18 but does not approve the additional funding of $100,000. 
Advantages 
• No Capital cost outlay 
 

Disadvantages 
• High maintenance costs for building repairs and servicing (repeat drainage 

blockages) 
• Insufficient shelter capacity for operational impound needs – proactive 

monitoring and enforcement  
• Risk of disease spread at shelter due to close proximity of animals 
• Health and safety concerns for staff, site security and monitoring 
• Reputational risk for non compliance with animal welfare standards 
• Higher euthanasia rate due to insufficient space, this has a negative 

impact on staff and public perception of Council service.  Councils with 
high euthanasia rates are viewed as anti-dog and overall are viewed 
negatively by the public and welfare animal agencies. 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets  
y/e June 2017/18 

$000 
2018/19 

$000 
2019/20 

$000 
2020/21 

$000 
2021/22 

$000 
2022/23 

$000 
2023/24 

$000 
2024/25 

$000 
Comments 

Capital 
cost 

220        Reflects shift of budget from 2017 to 2018. No 
other financial impact to initial LTP assessment 
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OPTION 3 
THAT Council does not approve a re-budget from 2017 to 2018 of $220,000 in the 2017/18 Annual Plan for the building of extensions to the 
current shelter facilities at Te Puke and Katikati, and an increase the budget in 2017/18 of $100,000.   
Advantages 
• No Capital cost outlay 
 

Disadvantages 
• High maintenance costs for building repairs and servicing (repeat drainage 

blockages) 
• Insufficient shelter capacity for operational impound needs – proactive 

monitoring and enforcement  
• Risk of disease spread at shelter due to close proximity of animals 
• Health and safety concerns for staff, site security and monitoring 
• Reputational risk for non compliance with animal welfare standards 
• Higher euthanasia rate due to insufficient space, this has a negative 

impact on staff and public perception of Council service.  Councils with 
high euthanasia rates are viewed as anti-dog and overall are viewed 
negatively by the public and welfare animal agencies. 

Option 2 Implications for Work Programme/Budgets – No financial impact to budget 
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Recommended Decision (to be completed by staff prior to decision-making 
meeting) 
OPTION 1 
THAT Council approves a re-budget from 2017 to 2018 of $220,000 in the 
2017/18 Annual Plan for the building of extensions to the current shelter 
facilities at Te Puke and Katikati, and an increase the budget in 2017/18 of 
$100,000.   
  
 
 
Decision 
 (To be completed in the decision making meeting) 

Reason 
(To be completed in the decision making meeting) 
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