b Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Notice of Meeting:

| hereby give notice that an ordinary Meeting of the Council will be held on:

Date: Thursday 21 September 2017
Time: 9.30am
Meeting Room: Council Chamber
Venue: Municipal Building, Garden Place, Hamilton
Richard Briggs
Chief Executive
Council

OPEN AGENDA

Membership

Chairperson Mayor A King
Deputy Chairperson Deputy Mayor M Gallagher
Members Cr M Bunting

CrJ R Casson

Cr S Henry

Cr D Macpherson

Cr G Mallett

Cr A O’Leary

Cr R Pascoe

Cr P Southgate

Cr G Taylor

Cr L Tooman

Cr PYeung

Leave of Absence CrPY Yeung
Quorum: A majority of members (including vacancies)

Meeting Frequency: Monthly — or as required

Lee-Ann Jordan
Governance Manager

15 September 2017
Telephone: 07 838 6439

Lee-Ann.Jordan@hcc.govt.nz
www.hamilton.govt.nz
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Purpose

The Council is responsible for:

1. Providing leadership to, and advocacy on behalf of, the people of Hamilton.

2. Ensuring that all functions and powers required of a local authority under legislation, and all decisions

required by legislation to be made by local authority resolution, are carried out effectively and

efficiently, either by the Council or through delegation.

Terms of Reference

1. To
a)

b)
c)

d)
e)

f)

exercise those powers and responsibilities which cannot legally be delegated by Council:
The power to make a rate.

The power to make a bylaw.

The power to borrow money, or purchase or dispose of assets, other than in accordance with the
Long Term Plan.

The power to adopt a Long Term Plan or Annual Plan, or Annual Report.
The power to appoint a Chief Executive.

The power to adopt policies required to be adopted and consulted on under the Local Government
Act 2002 in association with the Long Term Plan, or developed for the purpose of the Council’s
governance statement, including the 30-Year Infrastructure Strategy.

The power to adopt a remuneration and employment policy.

The power to approve or change the District Plan, or any part of that Plan, in accordance with the
Resource Management Act 1991.

The power to approve or amend the Council’s Standing Orders.

The power to approve or amend the Code of Conduct for Elected Members.

The power to appoint and discharge members of committees.

The power to establish a joint committee with another local authority or other public body.

The power to make the final decision on a recommendation from the Parliamentary Ombudsman,
where it is proposed that Council not accept the recommendation.

The power to amend or replace the delegations in Council’s Delegations to Positions Policy.

exercise the following powers and responsibilities of Council, which the Council chooses to retain:
Resolutions required to be made by a local authority under the Local Electoral Act 2001, including
the appointment of an electoral officer and reviewing representation arrangements.

Approval of any changes to Council’s vision, and oversight of that vision by providing direction on
strategic priorities and receiving regular reports on its overall achievement.

Approval of any changes to city boundaries under the Resource Management Act.

Adoption of governance level strategies, plans and policies which advance Council’s vision and
strategic goals.

Approval of the Triennial Agreement.
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f) Approval of the local governance statement required under the Local Government Act 2002.
g) Approval of a proposal to the Remuneration Authority for the remuneration of Elected Members.

h) Approval of any changes to the nature and delegations of the Committees.

Oversight of Policies:

e Corporate Hospitality and Entertainment Policy
e Delegations to Positions Policy

e Elected Members Support Policy

e Significance and Engagement Policy
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1 Apologies

2 Leave of Absence
Councillor Yeung

3 Confirmation of Agenda
The Council to confirm the agenda.

4 Declaration of Interest
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a
conflict arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external
interest they might have.

5 Public Forum
As per Hamilton City Council’s Standing Orders, a period of up to 30 minutes has been set aside for
a public forum. Each speaker during the public forum section of this meeting may speak for three
minutes or longer at the discretion of the Mayor.

Please note that the public forum is to be confined to those items falling within the terms of the
reference of this meeting.

Speakers will be put on a Public Forum speaking list on a first come first served basis in the Council
Chamber prior to the start of the Meeting. A member of the Governance Team will be available to

co-ordinate this. As many speakers as possible will be heard within the allocated time.

If you have any questions regarding Public Forum please contact Governance by telephoning
07 838 6439.
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Lee-Ann Jordan Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Position: Governance Manager Position: Governance Manager

Report Name: Confirmation of Council Minutes - Open - 24 August 2017

Report Status Open

Staff Recommendation

1. That the Council confirm the Open Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 24 August 2017 as
a true and correct record.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Council Minutes - Open - 24 August 2017
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Council 24 AUGUST 2017 - OPEN

b Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Council

OPEN MINUTES

Minutes of a meeting of the Council held in Council Chamber, Municipal Building, Garden Place, Hamilton
on Thursday 24 August 2017 at 9.30am.

PRESENT

Chairperson Mayor A King
Deputy Chairperson Deputy Mayor M Gallagher
Members Cr M Bunting

Cr JR Casson

Cr S Henry

Cr D Macpherson

Cr G Mallett

Cr A O'Leary

Cr R Pascoe

Cr P Southgate

Cr G Taylor

Cr L Tooman

In Attendance: Lance Vervoort — Acting Chief Executive
Kelvyn Eglinton — General Manager City Growth
Sean Hickey — General Manager Strategy and Communications
Sean Murray — General Manager Venues, Tourism and Major Events
Chris Allen — General Manager City Infrastructure
David Bryant — General Manager Corporate
Jeff Neems — Communications Advisor
Stephen Standley — Executive Projects Manager
Jen Baird —Communications Manager
Alice Morris — City Planning Policy Team Leader
Mark Roberts — Senior Planner
Lisa Topcsov — Partnership and Sponsorship Manager
Julie Clausen — Programme Manager - Strategy
Luke O’ Dwyer — Economic Growth and Planning Unit Manager
Riki Manarangi — Corporate Policy Specialist
Nicola Walsh — Communications Advisor
Stafford Hodgson — Economic Growth and Planning Analyst
Elizabeth McKnight — City Planning Project Manager
Stephen Halliwell — Accounting Manager
Paul Bowman —Team Leader, Economic Growth and Urban Policy

Lachlan Muldowney — City Solicitor
Leonard Gardner, Eric Lawrence, Byron Harrison, Julian Elder — Momentum
Waikato Community Foundation Representatives.
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Governance Advisors: Lee-Ann Jordan — Governance Manager
Becca Brooke — Governance Team Leader
Amy Viggers and Rebecca Watson — Committee Advisors

1. Apologies
Resolved: (Crs Casson/Bunting)
That the apologies from Crs Yeung and O’Leary (for early departure) are received and accepted.
Resolved: {Mayor King/Cr Bunting)

That Council approves granting a leave of absence to Cr Pascoe for the period 19 September 2017
to 24 October 2017 inclusive.

2. Confirmation of Agenda
Resolved: (Mayor King/Cr Casson)

That the agenda is confirmed noting:

- ltem 12 (Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report) will be taken after 1.30pm to
accommodate the City Solicitor. There would need to be some flexibility to the meeting order.

- An additional item for the Chair’s Report was tabled at the meeting and circulated to Elected
Members (attached to these minutes).

3. Declarations of Interest
No members of the Council declared a Conflict of Interest.

4. Public Forum
Matthew Cooper (Sport Waikato CE) and Leanne Stewart (Sport Waikato Facilities Advisor) spoke
to Item 9 Funding Partnership Opportunities for a Second Indoor Court Facility. They spoke in
support of a MOU with the University of Waikato and WINTEC.
David Braithwaite (Resident) spoke to Item 8 Waikato Regional Theatre —Concept Design
Recommendation to Council. He expressed his views that he was against a new theatre being built
on a site other than the current Founders Theatre site.
Richard Coventry and Lale Iremia (Perry Group Representatives) spoke to Item 9 Special Housing
Areas Policy Deliberations Report. They spoke in support of the revised Special Housing Areas Policy
being approved.
Scott Nelson, Alan van der Nagel, lan Goldschmidt and Dan Minhinnick (Fonterra

Representatives) spoke to Item 9 Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report. They spoke
against a Special Housing Areas Policy.
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Council 24 AUGUST 2017 - OPEN
5. Council Meeting Open Minutes - 27 July 2017

Resolved: (Crs Casson/Taylor)

That Council confirm the Open Minutes of the Council Meeting held on 27 July 2017 as a true and
correct record.

6. Elected Member Briefing Notes - 10 August 2017

Resolved: (Crs Macpherson/Casson)

That the Council confirm the notes of the Elected Member Briefing held on 10 August 2017 as true
and correct record.

7. Chair's Report

The report was taken as read. The Chair noted that there was an additional item to the Chair's
Report which was tabled and circulated, and it would be attached to the minutes of the meeting.

Resolved: (Crs Pascoe/Casson)

That Council:

a) receives the report;

b) approves Cr Philip Yeung’s request for a leave of absence from 24 August 2017 to 23
November 2017;

a) approves Cr Philip Yeung’s request to step down as Deputy Chair of the Community and
Services Committee; and

b) appoints Cr Mark Bunting as Deputy Chair of the Community and Services Committee from
24 August 2017.

Resolved: (Crs Macpherson/Gallagher)

That Council delegates Council’s representative on the Regional Transport Committee, Cr Dave
Macpherson, to commit to a maximum of $25,000 contribution to the development of a strategic
business case exploring the opportunities for inter-regional rail connections between Hamilton and
Auckland, subject to the following:

i)  the inclusion of a robust survey of likely passenger demand; and

i) Council’s contribution being prioritised and funded within existing transport budgets
allocated for developing Access Hamilton in 2017/18.

Crs Mallett and Tooman Dissenting.

Resolved: (Crs Gallagher/Pascoe)
That the Council:
c) approves the following order of persons authorised to declare a local emergency: the

Mayor, the Deputy Mayor, Cr Leo Tooman, Cr James Casson; and

d) notes the order is only to be followed if the authorised person is not capable or notinan
informed position to declare an emergency under the relevant legislation.
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8. Woaikato Regional Theatre - Concept Design Recommendation to Council

Representatives from Momentum Waikato Community Foundation provided a presentation to the
Council on their proposed concept design and business case for the development of a new
Waikato Regional Theatre. They responded to questions from Elected Members concerning
proposed costs and funding options for the theatre, theatre design, and future projects being
considered in conjunction with the theatre.

Resolved: {(Mayor King/Cr Taylor)
That the Council:
a) receives the report; and

b)  notes that Management will report back to Council atits 21 September 2017 meeting
with:

i. management’s response to the concept design;

ii. financial implications of the proposed capital contribution of $30,000,000 plus GST;

financial implications of any ongoing annual contribution by Council to the Waikato
Regional Theatre’s ownership and operating costs;

iv. options and financial implications regarding the future of Founders Theatre; and

v. a work plan for a public consultation process on the proposal for the new Waikato
Regional Theatre and future options for the Founders Theatre including a draft
consultation document, communications plan, timetable and cost estimate.

Cr Macpherson left the meeting (10.51am) during the above item. He was not present when the matter was
voted on.
The meeting adjourned 11.42am — 12.00pm.
Cr O'Leary retired from the meeting during the above adjournment.
Cr Macpherson re-joined the meeting following the above adjournment.
9. Funding Partnership Opportunities for a Second Indoor Court Facility
The report was taken as read. Staff responded to questions from Elected Members concerning

Councils future funding obligations and the proposed memorandum of understanding with Sport
Waikato, and Wintec.

Resolved: (Crs Pascoe/Southgate)
That the Council:

a) receives the report;

b) delegates authority to the General Manager Community to continue discussions with Sport
Waikato and the University of Waikato, and discussions with Sport Waikato and Waikato
Institute of Technology (Wintec), which may include other local authorities, to investigate a

potential partnership option for sport and recreation facilities; and

c) notes that where agreement is reached the General Manager will report back to Council, with
timing to align with the 10-Year Plan process, with draft non-binding heads of agreement.

Crs Mallett and Henry Dissenting.
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10. Community Use of H3 Venues

General Manager Venues, Tourism and Major Events introduced the report and responded to
questions from Elected Members concerning information around the types of events the venue
was booked and used for. It was confirmed that there were a small number of community user
bookings but due to the costs associated with operating the large venue, it did not lend itself well
to smaller events.

Motion: {Mayor King/Cr Macpherson)
That the Council:
a) receives the report;

b) approves Option 3: Move to a full Community Access and revise revenue and expenditure
budgets;

c) requires any discount above 33% by any users, to come to Council for approval; and

d) approves that no council community grant funding will be approved towards the hireage of H3
facilities, and the funding guidelines are amended accordingly.

Amendment: (Crs Pascoe/Southgate)
That the Council:
a) receives the report; and

b} approves Option 1 Status Quo: Management to continue operating H3 venues on a semi-
commercial basis.

The Amendment was put.

Those for the Amendment: Councillors Pascoe, Mallett, Tooman,
Casson, Henry, Southgate and Taylor.

Those against the Amendment: Mayor King, Councillors Gallagher,
Macpherson and Bunting.

The Amendment was declared carried and became the Substantive Motion.

Substantive Motion: (Crs Pascoe/Southgate)
That the Council:
a) receives the report; and

b) approves Option 1 Status Quo: Management to continue operating H3 venues on a semi-
commercial basis.

Further Amendment: (Crs Gallagher/Casson)
That Council:

a) receives the report;

b) approves Option 2: Community User Venue Hire Fund;

c) approves an annual community user reserve of $200,000 to be held by H3 to offset the
cost of discounts to community users at H3 venues; and
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d) requests staff to develop appropriate criteria to implement this resolution and report back
to the 21 September 2017 Council meeting.

The Further Amendment was put.

Those for the Further Amendment: Mayor King, Councillors Gallagher,
Macpherson and Casson.

Those against the Further Amendment: Councillors Pascoe, Mallett, Tooman,
Bunting, Henry, Southgate and Taylor.

The Further Amendment was declared lost.

The Substantive Motion was then put.

Those for the Substantive Motion: Mayor King, Councillors Pascoe, Mallett,
Tooman, Casson, Henry, Southgate and
Taylor.

Those against the Substantive Motion: Councillors Gallagher, Macpherson and
Bunting.

The Substantive Motion was declared carried.

Resolved: (Crs Pascoe/Southgate)
That the Council:
a) receives the report; and

b) approves Option 1 Status Quo: Management to continue operating H3 venues on a semi-
commercial basis.

The meeting adjourned 1.52pm to 2.35pm.
Following the adjournment, item 12 {Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report) was taken ahead of

ftem 11 (Draft Significance and Engagement Policy - Review) to accommodate the availability of the City
Solicitor.

12. Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report

The Economic Growth and Planning Unit Manager introduced the report, noting that the tracked
changes to attachment 2 of the report were previously accepted so should no longer be showing
as tracked changes. Staff and the City Solicitor responded to questions from Elected Members
concerning the application process for a Special Housing Areas and clarification of wording within
the policy.

Motion: {Mayor King/Cr Taylor)
That the Council approves the Special Housing Areas Revised Policy (Option 1), as set out in

attachment 2, pages 83 — 85 inclusive of the Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report, 24
August 2017.
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Amendment: (Cr Bunting/Henry)

That the Council:

a) approves the Special Housing Areas Revised Policy (Option 1), as set out in attachment
2, pages 83 — 85 inclusive of the Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report, 24
August 2017; and

b) approves the inclusion of a clause to the policy “to target a minimum of 20% of total
SHA stock over the life of the accord be set aside for affordable/social housing

initiatives.”
The Amendment was put.
Those for the Amendment: Councillors Macpherson, Bunting and
Henry.
Those against the Amendment: Mayor King, Councillors Gallagher,
Pascoe, Mallett, Tooman, Casson and
Taylor.

The Amendment was declared lost.

The Motion was then put and declared carried unanimously.

Resolved: {Mayor King/Cr Taylor)

That the Council approves the Special Housing Areas Revised Policy (Option 1), as set out in
attachment 2, pages 83 — 85 inclusive of the Special Housing Areas Policy Deliberations Report, 24
August 2017

The meeting adjourned 3.55pm — 4.05pm.

Cr Southgate retired from the meeting (3.30pm) during the above item. She was not present when the
matter was voted on.

Following the adjournment, item 13 (Report back for Financial Strategy and Revenue Taskforce) and ltem 14
{Audit and Risk Committee — External Appointment Update) were taken ahead of item 11 {Draft Significance
and Engagement Policy — Review) to accommodate staff availability.
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13.

14.

Report back for Financial Strategy and Revenue Taskforce

The Chair of the Financial Strategy and Revenue Taskforce introduced the report, noting that the
purpose of the Taskforce was to consider Revenue and Financial Strategy options ahead of the 10
Year Plan process. It was confirmed that approval of a financial strategy and potential revenue
options would allow staff to model outcomes to assist Elected Members with decision making
through the 10 Year Plan process.

Resolved: (Cr Pascoe/Mayor King)
That the Council:
a) approves the following working Financial Strategy Measures:
(i) Debt to Revenue (LGFA calculation).
(ii) Balancing the Books (new calculation).
(iii) Rates increase limit (expressed as the percentage increase to existing ratepayers).
(iv) Rates limit (expressed as a maximum portion of the rateable capital value of the city).

b) notes that the limits and targets associated with the Financial Strategy measures will be
determined through the 10 Year plan Process; and

c) requests the Chief Executive to obtain detailed financial modelling of the following potential
revenue options for consideration to include in the 10-year Plan:

(i) Moving to full capital value rating sooner.

(i) Introducing a targeted rate to fund community infrastructure.

(iii) Introducing a targeted rate on developer ready land.

(iv) Removing CBD remissions in the Development Contribution Policy.

(v) Removing Caps in the Development Contributions Policy.

{vi) Adding projects beyond the 10-year Plan to the Development Contributions Policy.

{vii) Introducing an entry fee for non-residents at the Enclosed Gardens at Hamilton
Gardens.

(viii)  Introducing a targeted rate to fund transportation initiatives.

Audit and Risk Committee - External Appointments Update

The report was taken as read.

Resolved: (Crs Casson/Tooman)
That the Council:

a) receives the report; and

b) notes that remuneration payable to:

i) the Chairperson of the Audit and Risk Committee (under Contract 11079) is amended to
$7,400 (excluding GST) per quarter for all his Council attendances and responsibilities, plus
reasonable travel and accommodation costs; and

i) Kieran Horne, as an external member of the Audit and Risk Committee, is $3,750
(excluding GST) per quarter for all her Council attendances and responsibilities, plus
reasonable travel and accommodation costs.
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11. Draft Significance and Engagement Policy — Review

The Corporate Policy Specialist introduced the report. Staff responded to questions from Elected
Members concerning the consultation parameters and the definition of a strategic asset as being
what Council determines to be important to current and/or future wellbeing of the community.

Motion: (Crs Pascoe/Mallett)

That the Council approves the draft Significance and Engagement policy and proposal for public
consultation from 26 August 2017 to 26 September 2017.

Amendment: {Mayor King/Cr Taylor)
That the Council adopts the draft Significance and Engagement policy.

The Amendment was put.

Those for the Amendment: Mayor King, Councillors Tooman, Bunting,
Casson and Taylor.

Those against the Amendment: Councillors Gallagher, Pascoe, Mallett,
Macpherson and Henry.

The Amendment was declared equal.
The Amendment was declared carried on the casting vote of the Chair.

The Amendment was then put as the Substantive Motion and declared carried.

Resolved: {Mayor King/Cr Taylor)

That the Council adopts the draft Significance and Engagement policy.

Crs Macpherson and Tooman Dissenting.

The following motion to extend the time of the meeting beyond six hours was moved at 5.05pm
Resolved: {Mayor King/ Cr Pascoe)
That the meeting be extended to continue beyond 6 hours as per Standing Order 3.2.7.

Cr Henry retired from the meeting at the conclusion of the above item (5.20pm). She was present when the
matter was voted on.
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10. Recommendation to Council concerning amendments to the External Funding Application Policy,
from 8 August 2017 Community and Services Committee Meeting.

The report was taken as read. It was noted that the change in the policy meant that Council would
no longer apply for external funding from Gaming Trusts who receive funding from class 4
gambling machines.

Resolved: (Mayor King/Cr Casson)
That Council approves the amended External Funding Applications Policy (attachment 1).

Cr Mallett Dissenting.

11 Resolution to Exclude the Public

Resolved: (Crs Tooman/Casson)

Section 48, Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987

The following motion is submitted for consideration:

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely
consideration of the public excluded agenda.

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing
this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution follows.

General subject of each matter Reasons for  passing this Ground(s) under section 48(1)

to be considered resolution in relation to each for the passing of this resolution
matter
Cl. Council Meeting Public ) Good reason to withhold Section 48(1)(a)
Excluded Minutes - 27 July ) information exists under
2017 ) Section 7 Local Government

) Official Information and

Cl. Elected Member Briefi
ected NIEMDEr BrIENNE ) 1 oetings Act 1987

Noted Closed - 10 August
2017 )

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official Information and
Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that Act
which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting
in public, as follows:

Item C1. to protect the privacy of natural persons Section 7 (2) (a)
Item C1. to protect the privacy of natural persons Section 7 (2) (a)

The meeting went into a Public Excluded session at5.27pm.

The meeting was declared closed at 5.32pm.
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Appendix 1

Additional Item for Chair’s Report

Cr Yeung has been absent from Council meetings since mid-May 2017 due to a serious illness.

| have been in reasonably frequent contact with Cr Yeung and his family since he became ill, and visited
them on Saturday. He is at home and relatively comfortable. His condition has stabilised and he is alert and
in good spirits, continuing to pay attention to the Council’s business and decisions.

Although he is hopeful of returning to his official duties, he is not yet well enough to return. As a result, |
have received a request from Cr Phillip for a leave of absence for three months from the date of this
meeting so he can concentrate fully on his health.

Given this absence, Cr Yeung has also requested that he be replaced as Deputy Chair of the Community and
Services Committee for the remainder of the triennium. In discussion with the Chair of the Community and
Services Committee (Cr Paula Southgate), it is proposed that Cr Bunting take over as Deputy Chair to the
Community and Services Committee.

Cr Yeung wishes to thank the public for their concerns and well wishes and asks for privacy during this time.

Recommendation

That Council:
a) receives the report;

b) approves Cr Philip Yeung's request for a leave of absence from 24 August 2017 to 23 November
2017;

¢) approves Cr Philip Yeung's request to step down as Deputy Chair of the Community and Services
Committee; and

d) appoints Cr Mark Bunting as Deputy Chair of the Community and Services Committee from 24
August 2017.

Given Cr Yeung's significant prior work in our community, his high profile and the esteem in which he is
held across the city, it is also sensible for our Communications Unit staff to issue a brief statement and

undertake other communications to advise residents and media of this development.

Andrew King
Mayor — Hamilton City
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Council Report

Commiittee:
Author:
Position:

Report Name:

Council Date: 21 September 2017
Lee-Ann Jordan Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Governance Manager Position: Governance Manager

Confirmation of Elected Member Briefing Notes - Open - 7 September
2017

Report Status

Open

Staff Recommendation

1. That Council confirm the notes of the Elected Member Briefing held on 7 September 2017 as a
true and correct record.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Elected Member Briefing Notes - 7 September 2017
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Elected Member Briefing Notes — 7 September 2017

Time and date: 7 September 2017 at 9.30am

Venue: Committee Room 1, Hamilton City Council

Mayor King, Deputy Mayor Gallagher, Crs Bunting, Casson, Henry, Pascoe,

In Attendance: O’Leary, Mallett, Southgate, Taylor, Tooman

Apology for Full Session: Crs Yeung, Macpherson

Apology for Part Session Cr Taylor

Discussion
The briefing session covered the following topics in the open session
o  Waikato Means Business
e Draft Open Space Provision Policy
e Rates Rebates and Penalties
e Representation Review 2017-19: upcoming decision re Maaori representation
e Options for Hinemoa Park Bowling site — Hamilton West Town Belt.

There were a number of key points arising from the discussions:

1. Waikato Means Business
(Presentation was provided)

The GM City Growth introduced Dallas Fisher who gave a presentation on behalf of Waikato Means
Business (WMB) and a new proposal for the development of an economic development model for the
Waikato Region. Mr Fisher provided some background on WMB which was established through the
Waikato Mayoral Forum and the challenges in driving economic prosperity in the region. He outlined a
proposal for a new regional economic development entity to leverage Government funding for ED
projects in the Waikato based on funding contributions from local councils and local businesses. The
entity would deliver a hub and spoke model built off Waikato Innovation Park's business development
services. Hamilton City Council's funding contribution share based on population would be
approximately $140,000.

Elected Members asked questions in relation to the following:
e Strategies if business or other funding contributions are not realised
e How this model is different from previous failed models
o Definition of ED
e How will the new entity measure the impact/success of its initiatives
e Likelihood of a Thames/Corromandel contribution
e Relationship to Agenda Waikato Group (business group) and Waikato Innovation Park
e (larification of funding arrangements for the existing Waikato Innovation Park business
development staff and how the arrangements would work post the sale of WIP
e Relationship of the new entity to the Waikato Plan
e (larification of council staff time required
e Development time and potential commencement date.

2. Draft Open Space Provision Policy
(Presentation was provided)
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The GM Community and the Acting Team Leader Planning and Assets gave a presentation on a draft
policy, the purpose of which was to provide necessary guidance on Council's delivery of parks. The
draft policy would set out provision targets for land needed as well as the types of parks and facilities
Council should provide.

Questions from Elected Members related to:

o  Whether the policy enabled use of development contributions for parks

e Types of parks and criteria that would be applied; considerations such as density and
availability of other (non-Council) facilities available

e Considerations relating to 'green fields' parks and upgrading of parks in established areas

e  Funding implications and how Council funding could be staged to deliver parks to the
targets/standards under the proposed policy

e Expectations for multi-use of facilities versus 'club'-centric use.

e Public challenges regarding Council provision if it were not consistent with the policy

e |nvolvement of private developers and vesting of privately developed parks to Council

3. Rates Rebates and Penalties
(Presentation was provided)

The Rates and Revenue Manager took Elected Members through a presentation on rates rebates,
remissions and rates penalties - what they are, criteria, the differences between rebates and
remissions, and how they work. He noted that rebates were provided for under the Government rates
rebate scheme; Council's hardship remission is covered by Council policy. Penalties were intended to
incentivise timely payment of rates. Numbers of applications to Hamilton City Council for rebates and
remissions, trend information for rebates nationally, and threshold information was provided.

Elected Members asked questions in relation to:
e The number of years a person may apply for rebates or remissions
e Timeframes before penalties are applied
Communications to the public regarding availability of rebates and remissions
How asset value affects eligibility for rebates and remissions
e Incentivising the switch from hard copy rates invoices to electronic.

4. Representation Review 2017 — 19: upcoming decision re Maaori representation
(Presentation was provided)

The Governance Manager and the Representation Review Project Manager provided Elected Members
an overview of the process and timeline for Council consideration of Maaori Representation (Maaori
Wards) which is the first stage of the Representation Review. They also presented supporting
statistical information, information on options for alternative models for Maaori representation, and
summary feedback from Council’s key Maaori stakeholders. A number of members of Hamilton’s
Mana Whenua and Maataawaka communities were in attendance and a representative of each group
addressed Elected Members.

Members of the Project Team responded to questions from Elected Members on:

e Criteria for candidates for Maaori Wards

e Availability of information on the perceived benefits of Maaori representation models adopted
by other New Zealand councils

e Positioning the ‘status-quo’ as an option alongside the other options

e Perceived benefits and limitations of Maaori Wards versus other models for Maaori
participation in council decision-making

e Options potentially available within existing legislation for Maaori representation on Council
and Council committees

e Consultation undertaken with Maaori Stakeholders
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Maaori stakeholder preferences for representation
Opportunities for Iwi representation.

5. Options for Hinemoa Park bowling site — Hamilton West Town Belt
(Presentation was provided)

GM Community, the Community Occupancy Advisor, and the Parks Planner responded to a request
from the 6 July 2017 Elected Member Briefing for more contextual information to inform decisions
regarding the Expression of Interest process for the bowling site. They noted that the underlying
green frame purpose for the area had been lost over time and referenced the relevant strategic plans,
and decisions yet to be made regarding Pit Lane and Founders Theatre. Options discussed included
leasing the building and returning the land to open space; leasing the land and the building (status
qguo); returning the land and building to open space; and selling the land and building. Staff discussed
key points of the expressions of interest received in connection with options 1 and 2.

Staff responded to questions from Elected Members relating to:

Retaining or losing car parks in that area

Opportunities to create more green space

Potential to modify some of the EOIs to preserve/emphasise 'green space' and/or improve
community hub opportunities

Outcomes that will help with connectivity and activate the surrounding areas including biking
and walking paths

Process for selling the land

Opportunities to make space available for the skate park

Tree clearing to increase visibility and security.

Staff advised that the next step in the process involved gathering more information from some of the
organisations involved regarding their intentions/proposals. Options based on this information and
Elected Member feedback would be developed and brought to a future briefing.
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Luke O'Dwyer Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton
Position: Economic Growth and Position: General Manager City Growth

Planning Unit Manager

Report Name: Hamilton City Partly Operative District Plan - Making the Plan Fully
Operative

Report Status Open

Purpose

1. To seek Council’s approval to make the Hamilton City Partly Operative District Plan (PODP) fully
operative.

Staff Recommendation

2. That the Council approves the Hamilton City Partly Operative District Plan to be made fully
operative on 18 October 2017, in accordance with clauses 17 and 20 of the First Schedule of
the Resource Management Act 1991.

Executive Summary

3. All appeals to Plan Change 1 (previously the Ruakura Variation) have been resolved in full,
allowing Council to make the Partly Operative District Plan (PODP) fully operative.

4. Only Council can resolve to make the District Plan fully operative, which is a decision that is
administrative in nature.

5. With the Council’s approval, the PODP will become fully operative on 18 October 2017.

6. This will provide certainty to the community about Hamilton’s planning framework and result
in administrative efficiencies for the Council, the community and developers.

Background

7. The District Plan review began in 2009 with identifying significant resource management issues
for Hamilton and consulting with stakeholders and the community.

8. The Proposed District Plan was notified in December 2012.
9. Decisions made by independent commissioners were released in July 2014.
10. Forty-five appeals were lodged against those decisions with the Environment Court.

11. The appeals were resolved in full and the Proposed District Plan was made ‘Partly Operative’ in
October 2016 following a resolution of Council in September 2016.

12. The exclusions related to the Ruakura Variation (now Plan Change 1), which had been notified
in November 2015. Hearings were held in August 2016 and decisions were released in
November 2016.
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13. Two appeals were lodged against those decisions with the Environment Court.
14. Staff worked to resolve the appeals in accordance with a strategy endorsed by Council.

15. The appeals have now been resolved in full, allowing Council to make the PODP fully operative.

Discussion

16. The manner in which a proposed district plan is made operative is set out in clauses 17 and 20
of the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA).

17. Under clause 20 (2) the Council is required to publicly notify the date on which the plan will
become operative five working days before the plan is made operative.

18. Should the Council endorse the staff recommendation in this report, the public notice will
appear on 10 October 2017 and the PODP will become fully operative on 18 October 2017.

19. Following the Council resolution, the seal can be affixed to the plan to show it is officially fully
operative. The seal can be fixed only with a resolution of the full council.

Financial Considerations

20. The total costs to complete this project are $20,000, which is funded through the 2017/18
Annual Plan as part of the regular operating activity for the on-going maintenance of the
District Plan. These costs relate to printing and the advertising of a public notice as required
under the RMA.

Legal and Policy Considerations

21. The recommendation contained in this report meets the requirements of the RMA.

Cultural Considerations

22. The development of the District Plan has taken cultural matters into account through the
statutory process as required under the RMA.

Risks
23.  No risks have been identified in making the PODP fully operative.

Significance and Engagement

24. The District Plan has been through significant engagement processes as required under the
RMA.

Attachments
There are no attachments for this report.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 23 of 206

ltem 8



6 Waj

Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Luke O'Dwyer Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton
Position: Economic Growth and Position: General Manager City Growth

Planning Unit Manager

Report Name: Te Awa Lakes Private Plan Change Application

Report Status Open

Purpose

1.

To seek Council approval to accept the private plan change for the Te Awa Lakes development
and initiate the next steps of the process.

This report considers the options available to Council in relation to a private plan change
application which has been submitted to Council, and to determine if the plan change process
should proceed. The plan change proposes to remove the current industrial land use zoning
provisions applying to the site at Te Rapa North and to and replace them with new planning
provisions that would enable mixed use development at the site.

The first step in this private plan change process is for Council to decide whether the
application should proceed to be tested and evaluated under the Resource Management Act
1991 (RMA). The decision being sought from Council is whether to formally commence the
plan change process

Additionally, this report addresses the question of whether independent commissioners should
be appointed to hear the private plan change application should Council decide to proceed
with the plan change process.

Whether the plan change should be approved and become part of Council’s Operative District
Plan is not a decision for Council at this time. At this stage Council is only concerned with the
preliminary question of whether the plan change should be rejected outright (option 1) , or
whether it should be given the chance to be tested and evaluated under the RMA process, and
if so, under which of the three process options set out in paragraph 9.

Staff Recommendation

6.

That the Council resolves to:

a) accept the private plan change (option 4 of the staff report) for the Te Awa Lakes
development in Te Rapa North as outlined in Attachment 3 of this report and delegates
responsibility to the Chief Executive for processing and notification of the plan change
pursuant to clause 25(2)(b) of the First Schedule of the RMA;
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b) convene a hearings panel to hear, determine and make decisions on all submissions and
matters relating to the Te Awa Lakes plan change once notified. It is further
recommended that the hearing panel comprise three independent commissioners with
qualifications and skills in strategic land use planning and/or infrastructure engineering
and one with expertise in tikanga Maaori (with one appointed as a chair); and

c) delegate authority to the Chief Executive to select and appoint three suitably qualified
independent commissioners as per recommendation (b).

Executive Summary

7.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

On 28 July 2017 Perry Group Limited (Perry’s) lodged with Hamilton City Council (HCC) a
private plan change application to the Hamilton City Partly Operative District Plan (PODP).

The application seeks to enable a range of land uses for an area referred to as the ‘Te Awa
Lakes’ development. The application relates to an area of land approximately 62ha in size
located at Te Rapa North.

The plan change would rezone the site from the existing Te Rapa North Industrial zoning to a
mix of land uses, including Major Facilities Zone, Medium Density Residential Zone and a
Business Zone. The purpose of the plan change is to enable a range of residential land uses, an
adventure park and business activities.

Pursuant to Clause 25 of the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act (RMA), once a
private plan change is lodged with Council, it must decide whether to:

a) Reject the plan change (Option 1);
b) Process the plan change as if it were a Resource Consent (Option 2);
c) Adopt the private plan change as its own plan change and then notify it (Option 3); or

d) Accept the plan change for processing and publicly notify the private plan change (Option
4).

Whether the plan change should be approved and become part of Council’s Operative District
Plan is not a decision for Council at this time. At this stage Council is only concerned with the
preliminary question of whether the plan change should be rejected outright (Option 1), or
whether it should be given the chance to be tested and evaluated under the RMA process, and
if so, under which of the three process options set out in paragraph 9 above (Options 2, 3 and
4).

If Council elects Options 2, 3,or 4, then the decision to approve or decline the plan change
itself would be determined after a hearing of the plan change (should the plan change be
accepted for processing).

Staff have undertaken an assessment of the plan change for the purpose of this preliminary
question.

Staff have not completed a full assessment of the plan change to determine whether it can be
supported. That assessment will follow if the plan change proceeds.

However, as set out in this report, staff have concluded that the plan change should not be
rejected at this preliminary stage, and should proceed to be evaluated under the RMA. Of the
procedural options available to Council, being Options 2, 3 or 4, for the reasons set out in this
report, staff recommendation is to accept the plan change for processing (option 4)

Should the Plan Change be accepted, all costs associated with processing the application by
Council staff, including expert and legal costs, are recoverable from Perry’s.
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Background and Location

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Perry’s own a large landholding referred to as ‘Te Awa Lakes’ in the north of Hamilton City that
is bounded by the Te Rapa Bypass to the west and north, the Waikato River to the east and
Hutchinson Road to the south. This is shown on the below diagram.
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The site is located within the Te Rapa North Strategic Industrial Node set out in Future Proof
and the Waikato Regional Policy Statement due to its location next to the Te Rapa Bypass,
close proximity to the main trunk railway line and location within a well-established industrial
area located within both Horotiu (Waikato District) and Hamilton City.

The subject site has historically been used for sand quarrying activities which are in the process
of being disestablished.

The site was transferred to Hamilton City Council’s jurisdiction from Waikato District Council in
July 2011. The intention was that the land would accommodate the continued expansion of
the Te Rapa Industrial area. The Proposed Waikato District Plan was at that stage still subject
to appeals when the land was transferred to Hamilton City.

In September 2012 a consent order on the Proposed Waikato District Plan was issued by the
Environment Court to zone the subject site as Te Rapa North Industrial Park Zone, service
centre and industrial area. Perry’s appeal on the Proposed Waikato District Plan was largely
supportive of the industrial zoning. Because this part of Waikato District had by this time been
transferred to Hamilton, Council also participated in that process and was also supportive of
the industrial zoning

Council took this land from Waikato District subject to this zoning, and then replicated this
zoning when it incorporated the land within its new Hamilton City Proposed District Plan which
was notified in December 2012. Perry’s submission on the Proposed District Plan (PDP) was
generally in support of the industrial zoning of the land. Decisions were made on the Hamilton
City Council PDP in July 2014 and Perry’s did not appeal the decision to the Environment Court.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 26 of 206



23.

24.
25.

A resource consent for an Indicative Development Plan (IDP) was approved for the site in May
2015. Stage 1 of the consent (7ha adjoining Hutchinson Road) included the establishment of a
service centre on the south eastern corner of the site and an industrial area to east of the
service centre. The service centre on the corner of Te Rapa Road and Hutchinson Road has
been constructed. This includes a BP service station and a number of other retail premises.
Stage 2 of the consent allows industrial development on the 23ha adjacent to the Te Rapa
Bypass after 2021.

An 8 Lot industrial subdivision was approved for the Stage 1 area in November 2015.

Water supply and waste water services were extended to the site as part of the approved IDP.
The site has a comprehensive stormwater discharge consent approved by the Waikato
Regional Council for stormwater discharge.

Overview of the application

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Despite the beginnings of industrial development on the site, the plan change application
seeks to rezone the Te Awa Lakes area (62ha) to enable a range of residential land uses, an
adventure park and business activities.

This hyperlink (attachment 3) takes the reader of this report to all of the documents submitted
to Council that collectively make up the plan change application which is the subject of this
report.

It is important to note that hard copies of all the documentation making up the plan change
were also made available for elected members prior to this report being tabled at the Council
meeting.

The plan change application is comprised of two volumes. Volume 1 contains the Assessment
of Environmental Effects (AEE), the proposed planning provisions, and some technical reports.
Volume 2 contains the remaining technical appendices which have informed the AEE.

The zoning is proposed to accommodate Te Awa Lakes Major Facilities (comprising of an
adventure park and visitor accommodation), Te Awa Lakes Medium Density Residential Zone
(including the Te Awa Lakes River Interface overlay) and a Business Zone. See attachment 1 for
the zoning plan.

The Adventure Park would enable a mix of indoor and outdoor activities with a core of water
based activities. A visitor accommodation area is proposed to wrap around the Adventure
Park. This area is expected to contain 400 low rise ‘resort style’ accommodation.

The residential component of Te Awa Lakes would enable the construction of 892 residential
units (+or-10%) with a mix of single dwellings, duplexes and apartments. Lakes, approximately
5.8ha, which are remnant from the previous quarrying activities, will be located within the
residential area. Higher density residential development will be clustered around the lakes
with a lower density (minimum 1000m?) adjacent to the river. See attachment 2 for the Master
Plan.

The Business Zone (approximately 5.8ha) would include the existing service centre and a
‘mixed use’ development along Hutchinson Road. This would enable small neighbourhood
shops, restaurants, cafes, licensed premises, small offices (e.g. real estate agents), banks,
doctor’s rooms plus some light service industries such as boat, jet ski and cycle repairs. Tourist
activities not directly associated with the adventure park, such as a cultural centre and tourist
information centre are also provided for.

The plan change will require a number of amendments to the District Plan including the
addition of a new structure plan area within the Structure Plan Chapter 3, the addition of the
Te Awa Lakes Medium Density Residential Zone within the Residential Zone Chapter, the

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 27 of 206

ltem 9



6 Waj

35.

addition of Te Awa Lakes Adventure Park within the Major Facilities Zone and the addition of
Te Awa Lakes Business 6 Zone within the Business Zone Chapter.

In addition changes will be made to the Te Rapa North Industrial Zone, subdivision, noise,
information requirement and assessment criteria chapters. Whilst the plan change involves
changes to a number of rules, objectives and policies of the District Plan, the existing
framework of the District Plan will be retained.

Key environmental issues arising from the proposal

36. Key environmental issues arising from the project include (but are not limited to) the following:
. Reverse sensitivity and land use compatibility
. Economic effects
. Strategic land use allocation and distribution
o Transport impacts
. Amenity related effects, including odour, noise, lighting and glare issues
. Three waters related impacted, including stormwater management, and water and

waste water supply
. Cultural and archaeological effects
° Ecological effects

37. The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC) must be considered
under Clause 25, Schedule 1 of the RMA when deciding whether to accept a plan change.

38. This is a matter of National Policy and must be given effect to when changing a plan. The
purpose of the National Policy Statement (NPS) is to improve housing supply and affordability
and ensure that there is an adequate supply of business land. A housing and business capacity
assessment is currently being prepared as required under this NPS. The assessment is due in
December 2017. Until this work has been completed it is uncertain whether the application is
consistent with the NPS-UDC. Despite this, it is not unreasonable to accept the plan change for
processing without knowing the findings of this report as the results of the assessments will be
available for the hearings on the plan change early in 2018.

39. As identified above, a number of lakes will be established within the site as part of future site
development. The application has indicated that these will be swimmable; at this stage it is
unclear whether these lakes can be made swimmable.

Options

40. Council must decide how it wishes to deal with this private plan change. Schedule 1, Clause 25

(2-4) of the RMA gives Council the following options for processing of the private plan change:
a. Reject the request ( Option 1)

b. Process the request as if it were a Resource Consent ( Option 2)

c. Adopt the request (Option 3)

d. Accept the request ( Option 4)
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41. Each option is assessed and evaluated in the table below.

Option

Assessment

43. Option 1- Reject
the request

Council can only reject the request outright if it satisfies one or more of
the grounds for rejection set out in Clause 25(4) of the RMA as assessed
below.

a. The request is frivolous or vexatious.

The request is a legitimate request that directly relates to the
applicants property. The applicant and its consultants engaged with
City Planning staff during the preparatory phases of developing the
formal request to identify key issues in relation to the proposal. Those
matters have been addressed in the plan change application at a
sufficient level enabling the matter to be tested through the plan
change process. As such staff have determined that the plan change
request should not be rejected as on the grounds that it is frivolous or
vexatious.

b. The substance of the change request has been dealt with within the last
two years by Council or the Environment Court.

The substance of the plan change request involves a new land use
proposal for the site which has not been dealt with within the last two
years by the Council or the Environment Court.

c. The request is not in accordance with sound resource management
practice.

The term ‘sound resource management practice’ has no specific legal
definition in the RMA. However the Environment Court has found that
the concept of sound resource management practice is tied to the
purpose and principles of the RMA being the sustainable use,
protection and development of natural and physical resources.

On that basis the applicant has submitted a thorough assessment of
environmental effects that covers the potential environmental effects
of the application and presents a robust evaluation of the proposal in
RMA terms.

Expert reports on urban design, stormwater, water, waste water,
transportation, landscape and visual effects, economic effects, acoustic
effects, geotechnical effects, odour, lighting, ecological effects and
cultural and archaeological effects have been provided with the
application.

The reports are in support of the application and the level of detail
provided is considered to be in accordance with sound Resource
Management practices for the purposes of accepting the plan change
and notifying the request in accordance with the First Schedule of the
RMA.

There are no features of the proposal that are considered not in
accordance with sound resource management practice.

However, this is not to be taken as a staff endorsement of the plan
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Option

Assessment

change. There may be aspects of the proposal that staff do not agree
with, and these aspect will need testing in the evaluation process,
through hearing evidence and submissions, should Council allow the
plan change to proceed further.

d. The request would make the plan inconsistent with Part 5 (Standards,
policy statements and plans) of the RMA.

The relevant Part 5 matters are discussed in i-vi below:

National Environmental Standard (NES) for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health
(NES). The plan change application addresses the above NES by
including an Environmental Site Investigation report that combines
the findings of both a Preliminary Site Investigation and a Detailed
Site Investigation relating to potential soil contamination from prior
activities on the site and is sufficient for the purposes of change in
land use zoning. The report recommends that a future rehabilitation
strategy will need to be developed as part of any future
redevelopment of the site for residential purposes.

. The National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity

2016 (NPS-UDC) is an initiative working towards improving housing
supply and affordability in New Zealand as well as ensuring that
there is an adequate supply of business land. It requires Council to
prepare a housing and business capacity assessment by 31
December 2017. This assessment is currently being undertaken by
Future Proof for the Hamilton Urban Area (which comprises the
entirety of the HCC territorial boundary and parts of both Waipa
and Waikato districts). However this assessment will not be
available until December this year. Without this report, we are
unable to determine whether the plan change is consistent with this
NPS in ensuring that there is an adequate supply of housing and
business land. Until the NPS assessment in released we cannot
conclude whether the plan change is consistent or inconsistent with
this NPS. However this uncertainty can be resolved during any full
evaluation and hearing of the plan change which will take place
after the NPS assessment is completed in December 2017.

The NPS for Fresh Water Management 2014 (NPS-FM) helps to
minimise the impact on fresh water. The Waikato River is identified
under this NPS. The proposed plan change borders the Waikato
River and the river is an outlet for stormwater disposal. A
stormwater discharge consent to the Waikato River has already
been approved by Waikato Regional Council. The applicant has
submitted ecological reports and stormwater reports with the
application. The first schedule process will ensure that the plan
change is consistent with the NPS-FM.

iv. The Regional Policy Statement (RPS) aims to achieve planned and

co-ordinated subdivision land use and development and in
particular adopt the Future Proof land use pattern. The area has
been identified as a strategic industrial node in Future Proof, with
industrial land allocations of up to 14ha of development up until
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Assessment

2021, 46ha of development after 2021; and to restrict further
development beyond this until infrastructure is ready and to avoid
over supply. This has been incorporated in the District Plan by
zoning 245ha of land as Te Rapa North Industrial Zone. Within this
land it identifies an area of 52ha south of Bern Road and west of Te
Rapa Road as ‘Stage 1A Dairy Industrial Area’. It identifies the
subject site of 62ha of land north of Hutchinson Road as ‘Stage 1B
Service Centre Industrial Area’. The relevant rules for Stage 1A and
Stage 1B areas enable up to 7ha of development in each prior to
2021 and another 23ha of development in each after 2021. These
land areas match that contained within the RPS. The remainder of
the land is identified as a ‘deferred industrial’ overlay.

Resource consent has been approved on the Te Awa Lakes site
(Stage 1B) for an Indicative Development Plan (IDP) which enables
7ha for a service centre and industrial uses straight away and 23ha
for industrial uses after 2021 (total of 30ha). These allocations are
consistent with the Future Proof industrial land allocations.

Approximately 5ha of land within the Te Rapa North Industrial Zone
has been developed already, this leaves a balance of 25ha that is
undeveloped and would need an alternative land use if the plan
change is approved. The remaining 30ha of the site does not need
to be reallocated as this can be replaced elsewhere within the
deferred industrial zone when needed in the future.

The RPS allows an alternative pattern of development under 6.14.3
where:

e safe and efficient function of existing planned
infrastructure is maintained;

e where there is justified robust evidence supporting the
alternative land use pattern;

e where sufficient industrial land is available; and
e the change is consistent with 6A of the RPS.

The applicant has provided an assessment against these matters in
their application (see attachment 3) which support its request for an
alternative land release under the RPS. In this respect, the plan
change addresses these RPS requirements and to that extent is not
inconsistent with them. Again, staff acknowledging that the plan
change addresses these matters is not an endorsement of the
content of the plan change, but simply an acknowledgment that the
issues are being addressed.

v. Section 8 of the RPS relates to fresh water bodies and in particular
managing discharges into the Waikato River. As stated in ii above,
stormwater and works can be adequately managed throughout the
process in order to protect the water quality of the Waikato River.

vi. Section 6 of the RPS relates to the built environment and ensuring
that transport occurs in a planned and co-ordinated way. The

applicant has submitted an integrated transportation assessment
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Option

Assessment

with their application and has addressed the relevant matters of the
RPS including providing a multi modal, safe and efficient transport
network which provides for the long term strategic approach to the
integration of land use and infrastructure. The first schedule
process will ensure that the plan change is consistent with this
Section of the RPS.

e. The District Plan has been operative for less than two years

The District Plan is not yet fully operative, but, pending a separate
decision from Council, it will become fully operative in October 2017.
The Environment Court has held that this is not a single absolute
criteria and it must be considered as part of an overall exercise of
discretion. Accordingly, while the District plan will not have been
operative for two years before the plan change is considered, this is
not of itself fatal and there would need to be other factors supporting
rejection in combination with this factor.

Staff consider that there are no fundamental flaws in the private plan
change as lodged. Any short comings in the above information can be
considered during the First Schedule process and for this reason, the
fact that the plan change comes within this two year period is not
deemed sufficient basis for rejection of the plan change..

Overall, there is no compelling reason to reject the plan change based
on the criteria set out in Clause 25 ( 4) of the First Schedule to the
RMA.

44. Option 2- Resolve
to deal with the
request as if it
were an
application for a
Resource
Consent

Under Clause 25(3) of the First Schedule to the RMA, the Council may
decide to deal with the request as if it were an application for resource
consent.

If the proposal was processed as a resource consent it would require
consent as a Non-Complying activity under the District Plan. In order for a
Non-Complying resource consent to be approved under Section 104D of
the RMA, it needs to either have no more than minor adverse
environmental effects or be consistent with the objectives and policies of
the Plan.

The plan change is not consistent with the objectives and policies which
seek to avoid non-industrial activities on the site unless they support or
are consistent with industrial land uses. In addition the large size, scale
and out of character nature of the proposal is unlikely to be found to have
no more than more than minor adverse environmental effects.

For those reasons the proposal is unlikely to pass the threshold test for a
Non Complying Activity and a resource consent application is therefore
unlikely to be successful. The high level of detail required with a resource
consent application also does not make an application of this size well
suited to the resource consent process.

This Option is not recommended.

45. Option 3- Adopt
the request

The Council has the option to the adopt the plan change request as if it
were made by the local authority itself under Clause 25(2)(a) of the First
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Option

Assessment

Schedule to the RMA. This means that Council would accept the
responsibility for the processing and costs associated with advancing the
change through the planning process. Typically, this Option would suit a
situation where Council wants to assume complete control of the plan
change, such as when the plan change is critical to Council’s strategic
objectives. This is not necessarily the case here.

This approach is not recommended because:

a.

While the applicant posits that there is a strong and immediate
need for additional housing supply, HCC has zoned and enabled
sufficient housing in the short to medium terms as outlined in the
first phase of the review of the Future Proof Sub-Regional Growth
Management Strategy. It is not necessarily a site that Council staff
would promote as a priority housing area when compared to other
areas and sites in Hamilton, especially given the potential reverse
sensitivity impacts arising from the project which are yet to be
fully assessed and understood, coupled with the fact the area is
not serviced by Council, and is not forecast to be serviced in the
immediate to medium term.

The plan change also represents a significant departure from the
planning and investment framework that a number of key
stakeholders (including Perry’s) have sought to secure over the
past 10 years. Of note is the fact that Perry’s submitted on the
Proposed District Plan in relation to the Te Rapa North Industrial
Zone. Their submission was generally supportive of the provisions
relating to the Te Rapa North Industrial Area. Perry’s submissions
were supportive of the industrial use of the land, and they did not
appeal any decisions of the independent commissioners hearing
the review of the District Plan relating to the site to the
Environment Court.

The applicant has not demonstrated an immediate need for
additional housing in the short term, especially given the Housing
Infrastructure Fund and Special Housing Area Policy as well as the
potential growth areas in the city including Peacockes and
Rotokauri. If the plan change was not submitted or if it was
withdrawn it would not materially impact the HCC growth
programme or its growth aspirations.

Adopting the plan change means having to defend the matter with
third party entities which represents a degree of legal and financial
risk that is unwarranted.

While there potential benefits to the City through the
enhancement of the river, provision of additional housing supply
and the economic benefits of a tourist attraction (the adventure
park), the site is identified as a strategic industrial node as part of
the RPS and Future Proof strategy. The economic impacts of the
reduction in industrial land are unknown at this time and need to
be tested independently.

While the project may result in housing to satisfy our NPS-UDC
obligations, it may simultaneously undermine the same obligations

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 33 of 206

ltem 9



6 Waj

Option

Assessment

for employment land.

g. No funding is available for Council to adopt this plan change as its
own.

For the above reasons there is no benefit in Council adopting the plan
change as its own and this approach is not recommended.

46. Option 4- Accept
the request
(recommended
option)

The Council has the option to accept the plan change request under clause
25(2)(b). Accepting the plan change does not mean Council is supporting
or endorsing the plan change. It simple means that it deems the plan
change worthy of being properly tested and evaluated.

Accepting the plan change will enable Perry’s to take the proposal
through the first schedule process (including notification, submissions and
hearings) at its cost.

This will enable Council to test and evaluate the proposal in the public
domain, where it can take into account the views of all parties, including
neighbours and affected parties.

This option represents a balanced and open approach taken by Council.
Accordingly, staffs recommend this option.

It is important to note that staff have not formed an opinion on the merits
of the plan change application and whether it should be approved, only
that the application is sufficient to be accepted in order for the plan
change process to commence.

For those reasons it is recommended that the application be accepted for
processing.

43. In accordance with the assessment of relevant options outlined in the above table, staff
recommend that Option 4, the acceptance of the plan change, be adopted by Council

44. In summary, the basis for this recommendation is that there are no inherent flaws in the
private plan change as lodged, nor is there any lack of detail or requirement for further
information in order to make a decision on accepting the application.

45.  Accepting the plan change is consistent with the provisions of the RMA. The First Schedule plan
change process will be able to address any potential issues with the application and enable full
community participation in the process and evaluation.

Appointment of independent hearing commissioners

46. If Council accepts the recommendation set out above, it is also prudent for Council to consider
whether to hear the matter itself, or delegate the hearing of this matter and subsequent
decisions relating to the plan change to independent commissioners.

47. Inthisinstance it is recommended that it is appropriate to refer the matter to independent
commissioners to hear and make decisions on the plan change. Section 39B of the RMA
requires that the hearing commissioners be accredited as decision makers by the Ministry for
the Environment Any councillors

48. The recommendation to use independent commissioners is due to the complexity of the plan
change and the technical understanding required to fully evaluate, make any decisions in
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49.

50.

relation to it, and then produce a detailed written report. It is likely that any hearing on the
matter would go for at least two weeks.

As such it is recommended to appoint three commissioners with adequate skills and
experience, particularly in the areas of strategic planning and infrastructure assessments.

Section 34A(1A) of the RMA requires that where a local authority is appointing one or more
hearing commissioners, the local authority must appoint one commissioner with an
understanding of tikanga Maaori and who has perspectives of local iwi or hapu. At least one of
the three commissioners will need to have this understanding

Next steps

51.

52.

53.

If the plan change is rejected the land will stay zoned as Te Rapa North Industrial Zone.
Approximately 5ha of land will be able to be developed for industrial use straight away as per
the approved IDP with an additional 23ha of land being able to be developed for industrial use
after 2021. The remaining area of the site (approximately 30ha) will remain ‘deferred
industrial’. This will either need resource consent or a plan change for further development. If
the plan change is rejected the applicant has a right of appeal to the Environment Court.

If the plan change is accepted Council has up to four months to publicly notify the application.
Staff will work collaboratively with the applicant in order to notify the application as soon as
reasonably possible which is at this stage is estimated to be sometime between mid -October
and early November, with a hearing expected in the first quarter of 2018.

A simplified diagram illustrating the process of a plan change following acceptance is shown
below:

Further
Submissions

Public Notification

and Submissions Hearings Decisions Appeals

Financial Considerations

54.

55.

56.
57.

Council has no budget allocation in the current Long Term Plan to process the Plan Change.
Staff have estimated that the costs of processing the plan change, if adopted, would be at least
$300,000. That cost includes, staff time, legal costs, external consultant costs, venue hire, and
independent commissioners.

If the plan change is accepted, Council is able to recover the administration, processing,
hearing and decision costs of processing the plan change irrespective of the outcome.

If the plan change is adopted the Council will be responsible for covering the costs.

If the plan change is accepted as recommended, any subsequent decision on the plan change
has the potential to be appealed. Additional budget for the next few years will be required
within the LTP to cover the costs of any appeals to the Environment Court.

Legal and Policy Considerations

58.

59.

60.

The decision on whether to accept, adopt or reject a plan change application for processing
must be made in accordance with Clause 25, Schedule 1 of the RMA.

As discussed in this report, the decision to accept the private plan change for processing is
consistent with Clause 25, Schedule 1 of the RMA.

Appointing a commissioner with an understanding of tikanga Maaori and of the perspectives of
local iwi or hapu is required under Section 34A(1A) of the RMA.
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Cultural Considerations

61. The RMA recognises the relationship of Maaori and their culture and traditions with their
ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga. The first schedule plan change
process will ensure that cultural matters are adequately considered.

62. Appointing a commissioner who has an understanding of tikanga Maaori will ensure that the
relationship of Maaori with their ancestral lands, waters and sites is adequately considered.
Sustainability Considerations

63. The RMA promotes the sustainable management of natural and physical resources on land, air
and water. The first schedule plan change process will ensure that sustainability is adequately
considered.

Risks

64. If the application is rejected there is a risk that the decision could be appealed to the
Environment Court. Equally, the recommended option of accepting the plan change also
carries the risk that some third party might seek judicial review of Council’s decision.
Accordingly, it is important that whatever decision Council reaches, its decision rationale is
sound.

Significance & Engagement Policy

65. Consultation is required under the first schedule plan change process under the RMA. This will
ensure that an appropriate level of engagement is undertaken.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Zoning Plan

Attachment 2 - Masterplan

Attachment 3 - Links to Proposed Private Plan Change - Te Awa Lakes Part 1 & Part 2
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File Ref: A16206_PC_001_Zoning_Plan.indd
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017

Author: Alice Morris Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton

Position: City Planning Policy Team Position: General Manager City Growth
Leader

Report Name: 2017/18 Heritage Fund Allocations

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform the Council on the 2017/18 Heritage Fund applications.

2.

To seek approval for the allocation of the $100,000 Heritage Fund as set out in the attached
recommendation table (Attachment 4).

Staff Recommendation

3.

That the Council approves the allocation of the 2017/18 Heritage Fund as set out in
Attachment 4 of this report.

Executive Summary

4.

10.

This report sets out the applications and recommendations for the allocation of the $100,000
Heritage Fund for the 2017/2018 financial year.

Staff recommend allocating the entire $100,000.

Seventeen applications have been received for this funding round. One application is deemed
ineligible on the basis that it was not from one of the 80 eligible owners of heritage listed
buildings, structures or sites, and sought funding for musical instruments. The location of the
16 eligible buildings is set out in Attachment 1.

Staff have assessed and made recommendations on the eligible applications. Following the
assessment of each application (Attachment 2), and a peer review by Heritage New Zealand
(Attachment 3), staff recommend that 13 of the 16 eligible applications be allocated funds
from this round (Attachment 4).

The applications that have not been recommended to receive funding at this time propose
extensive works and have sought funding beyond that presently available. Staff will continue
to discuss options with these parties and recommend that they apply for funding from the
2018/19 Heritage Fund.

In accordance with the Historic Heritage Fund Guidelines, the allocation of the funding requires
the approval of full Council.

Staff consider the matters in this report are of low significance and that the recommendations
comply with the Council’s legal requirements.
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Background

11.

12.

13.

14.

Council has an annual heritage fund allocation of $100,000 to be awarded to eligible applicants
in accordance with the Historic Heritage Fund Guidelines. The funding is to be used to assist
owners of privately owned heritage listed buildings and/or site.

This is the second financial year the Council has provided this funding. As set out in the
General Managers’ Report to the 1 August 2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee
meeting, a total of $639,248.68 was sought in the 2016/17 year exceeding the $100,000
available. As at 30 June 2017 a total of $88,432.50 of the $100,000 funding was distributed.

The Heritage Fund does not accrue. Therefore, the remaining $11,567.50 from the 2016/17
round was not transferred to this financial year.

The 2017/18 application period (9 June 2017 to 31 July 2017) generated 17 applications. One
was deemed ineligible (Fund Application # 009). The remaining 16 have been assessed against
the criteria set through the Historic Heritage Fund Guidelines and draft recommendations
made by staff (Attachment 2) have been peer reviewed by Heritage New Zealand (‘HNZ')
(Attachment 3).

Discussion

15.
16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Funding Allocation Process

Of the 16 eligible applications the range of funding requested by applicants is from $5,000 to
$315,000. The requests are from a mix of owners of private residential dwellings, community
buildings and commercial buildings (refer to Attachment 1 for locations).

The eligible applications are considered to be in accordance with and support the vision of the
Heritage Plan and criteria set out in the Historic Heritage Fund Guidelines. The proposed
works also ensure an ongoing contribution to retaining the city’s heritage and ensuring the
continued use of these buildings.

The types of works funding is being sought for range from repair and restoration, heritage
conservation plan preparation, to seismic strengthening. A summary of each application, staff
assessments, and the HNZ peer review are attached to this report (Attachments 2 and 3).

Through the assessment and peer review process three eligible applications (Applications 006,
011 and 014, Refer to Attachment 4) have not been recommended for funding during this
round. However, all of these applications warrant funding support in principle and it is
recommended that these applicants re-apply, having undertaken further preparation of
supporting information for the 2018/2019 Heritage Fund.

Applications: #011 and #014. Have not been supported for this funding round as they either:
e had inadequate supporting information; or
e the proposed works were without prerequisites (i.e. a heritage conservation plan);or
o the works had already been completed; or

o the proposed works were deemed to be a of a general maintenance nature that all
buildings would be expected to carry out.

Application #006 has not been recommended to be funded in this round due to the overall
assessment of all of the applications and the greater urgency and priority needed to be placed
on other applications.

Strategic alighment

The Heritage Plan identifies the need for developing and providing financial support to the
owners of listed heritage buildings and archaeological sites as a mechanism to promote and
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protect the City’s heritage. It is also an opportunity for Council to recognise the national
importance placed on heritage and the contribution the owners of privately-owned buildings
give to the community for continuing to use and maintain these cultural assets.

28. Implementation issues

24.  Asstated in the Historic Heritage Fund Guidelines, staff will liaise with the successful applicants
on the specific requirements set out in the recommendations.

25. The payment of the allocated funds will be upon completion the agreed works. The funds will
not be released if the works are not completed as proposed.

26. Applicants will not be awarded the funds if they do not agree to or adhere to the terms and
conditions imposed as a part of the funding allocation.

Financial Considerations

27. The Heritage Fund is a specific line item under the 10 Year Plan. The $100,000.00 is an annual
amount and does not accumulate if not allocated.

Legal and Policy Considerations

28.  Staff confirm that the allocation of the Heritage Fund as proposed complies with the Council’s
legal and policy requirements.

29. There are two instances where staff members have personal connections with applications. In
both instances staff have declared their personal connection and it has been determined that
there are no conflicts of interest:

. Application 006, Southwell School:
Alice Morris (City Planning) has declared that her daughter attends this school and
accordingly was not part of the assessment of that application.

. Application 015, Waikato Historical Society:
Cliff Thomas (Planning Guidance) made the application on behalf of the Society in his
role as President of the Society. He has no material gain personally in receiving this
funding.

Cultural Considerations

30. The decision will not impact on Maaori or their opportunities to contribute to the decision-
making process for heritage protection in general.

31. The Heritage Fund assists in the Council’s support of the City’s cultural and historical fabric.
The proposed recommendations support this and the allocation of the Heritage Funds assists
the Council in taking into account the cultural and heritage interests of the City’s people and its
communities.

Sustainability Considerations

32. The Heritage Fund positively assists with maintaining and retaining the City’s listed heritage
items. It allows for the listed buildings to continue to contribute to the quality of the
environment and the foreseeable needs of future generations living in Hamilton

Risks

33. Not allocating the available funds to the successful applicants will result in Council not giving
effect to earlier decisions to implement the Heritage Fund and associated guidelines.
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Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance

34, Staff have assessed that the matters in this report have low significance.

Engagement

35. Staff recommend that no engagement on this matter is required.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Locality Plan

Attachment 2 - Staff Assessments

Attachment 3 - Heritage New Zealand Peer Review

Attachment 4 - Recommendations
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Note:
Application #009 does not meet the criteria for funding.
Not a heritage building or archeaological site.

[898] Applications recommended for funding

KEY . Heritage Item - A Ranking (District Plan refer number)
. Heritage Item - B Ranking (District Plan refer number)

b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

[009] Applications not r ded for fundi

g

Attachment1: ©

Site Locality of Applications .ersion

City Planning Unit

Heritage Fund

e a g 100 the ase of the digial data, whetb v arising in contract, seglience

e, September 2017

Dze: a0 17
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Hartton City Council New Zedland Heritage Fund 2017/18

Al applications subrmitted a5 at 9:17 am, 31 Jul 2017 NEST

ApplD  Applizant Project Grent Program Grert Aourd Stage Submitted On | er Name |er Emeil LkerOrgnimtion Decision  Decision Cete  Furding Conditiors Interra| Commerts Exterral Commerts Total Approyed Total Feid Total Rermgining

HF 17/16 0L s Rachel Caffin Heritage Fund Heritaze Fund 201713 Eligbility Check 0720176:17PM Rachel Caffin rmaffin0l@hatmail.ar Undecided 50.00 5000 50.00
HF 2736 0L s Tracey Williams Heritage Fund Heritage Fund 207/18 Eligibility Check 070 7%:25PM Tracey Willams Traceyellen2010@email Undecided 50.00 50.00 50.00
HF 1715 0L Southwel $chool Trest Eoard Heritage Fund Heritze Fund 201718 Eligibility Check I/06/20074:51PM Lulie Walters uliewatters@southwell Jouthwel Schaal Undecided 0.0 .00 0.0
HF 2736 0L Mr  am Hestings Heritage Fund Heritage Fund 207/18 Eligibility Check 207/2017 10:03 PM Annabelle Hastings annabelle.blue@hatmai Undecided 50.00 50.00 50.00
HF 1712 0L GYH Holdings Ltd Heritage Fund Heritze Fund 201718 Eligibilty Check 18072017953 PN Valerie Hallett halletfg@dra.conz  G¥H Holdings Utd Undecided .00 .00 0.0
HF 17/16 O Waikatn Cultural Trust Heritage Fund Heritaze Fund 201713 Eligbility Check DB/07/ 20171213 AN Vijen Reddy waikatnalturaltrust @gr Waikato Cutural Trst - Undecided 50.00 5000 50.00
HF 17/ 0L Body Carporate 81026 Heritage Fund Heritage Fund 201718 Eligibility Check 072017 1233 PN Kelsey Doughty kelsey. dougfty@calliers Caolliers Imemational — Undecided 50.00 50.00 50.00
HF 1715 0L 5t Andrew’s Fresbyterian Church Hamit Heritage Fund Heritaze Fund 201718 Eligibility Check 27107/2017 544 AN Lance Kendrick lance_kendrick@hntmai 3t Andrew's Pres byteriar ndecided s0.00 .00 500
HF 2736 O Mr3 aid S haigan Heritage Fund Heritage Fund 207/18 Eligibility Check B07/2017 111 P SaeidShaigan saids@itra.co.nz Undecided 50.00 50.00 50.00
HF 1718 O Mr§teven Ross Heritage Fund Heritze Fund 201718 Eligibilty Check 07 0I7ILI9AM Steve Ross steve@sjrbuilders.m.nz Individual Undecided .00 .00 0.0
HF 2736 0L s Val Sandfard Heritage Fund Heritaze Fund 201713 Eligibility Check 07017 1227AM vl sandford il sandford@wave.co.r Undecided S0.00 .00 500
HF 1718 0L Mr Bavin Douglas Heritage Fund Heritze Fund 201718 Eligibilty Check 3007/ 2M79:15 M Gavin Douglas avin@eng.co.nz Undecided .00 .00 0.0
HF 1715 OC VR Hamiltan Limited Heritage Fund Heritaze Fund 201718 Eligibility Check BFMTLIEPM Anind Saluja anvind@hamittoncityinn VA Hamilton Limited — Undecided s0.00 .00 500

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 44 of 206



Hamilton City Council Heritage Fund 2017/18
All submitted responses to this form as at 31 Jul 2017 (Draft)

App ID

Final Funds Allocation

Reasons

HF 17/18 00001

$7,000.00

The recommended amount is to support the cost of the replacement of the roof
which is identified in the building report as being of a high priority for the protection
of the building fabric. Noting that this work would require a resource consent in
accordance with the Partly Operative District Plan (Rule 19.3f) Alterations and
additions to the exterior of any stucture or building ranked B. Noting that the full re-
roofing would not be considered maintenance and repair (refer to Rule 19.4.1). The
rationale for the recommended amount versus the requested reflects the need to
stage the overall project, first the roof and then the window and exterior repair work.

HF 17/18 00021

HF 17/18 00003

HF 17/18 00004

HF 17/18 00005

$6,000.00

The recommended amount is to support the cost of the windows and exterior works
only. The overall project has two key components (1) the windows and exterior and
(2) the roof. Itis considered that the priorty between the two actions is the windows
and exterior. The cost of this work have been extracted from the total requested. It
is recommended that prior to the re-roofing work is undertaken the owner discuss
the resource consent requirements needed to undertake this work further with
Council.

HF 17/18 00006

$0.00

While the installation of fire protection system would ensure that the heritage
building is proetcted during a fire this cost could also be seen as a standard
maintenenace costs and owners have not indicated and other funding for installation
of system. Due to the number of applications and limited funds this application is not
a priority in terms of heriatge fabric conservation.
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The recommended amount is to support the continuation of the work already
undertaken on teh heritage building. In particular, funding support for the cost of the
roof engineering and materials only. These two aspects are of hertiage signifiances

HF 17/18 00007 10,000.00
/ 2 for this specific dwelling. There is no requirement for a dwelling to be seismic

strengthened and the scaffolding would be required for any roofing work undertaken
on a residential dwelling.
Include heritage input into the undertaking of the DSA. Would require input from

HF 17/18 00008 $10,000.00 he.rit?ge expert when undertaking [.)SA/.Desigr.L .Buil.ding .ic.lentified a.s a.priori.ty.
building on earthquake prone building list. Building identified as a priority building on
earthquake prone building list.
Heritage Fund does not fund musical instruments. Application does not meet the

HF 17/18 00009 $0.00 L .
criteria of the heritage fund

HF 17/18 00010

HF 17/18 00011 $0.00 General maintenance to a building. Does not meet the criteria of the Heritage Fund

(do not fund completed works).

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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Funding to support the preparation/review of a conservation for the building.
Fundraising has not started so unclear if they would be able to start/complete the

HF 17/18 00012 10,000.00
/ A0, design and construction work within this year. The conservation plan key component
to access other funding.
HF 17/18 00013
Insufficient information provided to enable an assessment of the application. No
HF 17/18 00014 $0.00 indication that a DSA had been completed to enable the detailed design to be

undertaken. Unlikely that the design and construction work would be able to be
completed within the financial year.
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HF 17/18 00015

$5,000.00

The funding to support the development of a conservation/maintenance plan that
will help support future application to the fund as well as provide supporting
documentation for applications to Lotteries fund. Owners should consider reapplying
next round once Conservation plan is completed.

HF 17/18 00016

$1,000.00

it is recommended that funding be provided for the investigation of the importance
of this timber gutter as being part of the authentic hertiage fabric of the building. Itis
considered, with the information provided to date that a resource consent would be
required to replace the gutter as the works would not be replacing 'like with like'.
Following the reciept of a heritage report on the gutter further funding to undertake
the work would be considered.

HF 17/18 00017

$10,000.00

The recommended funding is a continuation of the support already provided through
the 16/17 funding rounds for the earthquake strengthening of this A Ranked heritage
building; in particular the funding support ofr the propsoed archaeological
investigations.

HF 17/18 00018

$4,500.00

The recommendation is to provide support for the preparation of a conservation plan
with a maintenance programme that will assist the owner with the on-going work of
this large residential dwelling and to asist with the provision of a schedule to assit
with future application for funding of specific works to maintain the heritage fabric of
the building.

HF 17/18 00019

$6,000.00

Support the development of a conservation/maintenance plan for the house to
support future funding applications and provide the owner with a plan for future
maintenance that identifies and conserves the heritage values of the building. The
repair to the windows is a urgent matter to prevent any further deterioration in the
heritage fabric of the building.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Note that the owner has had a building report prepared for the
house.

Windows key heriatge componenet of the house.
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HF 17/18 00020

The recommended support reflects 1/2 of the cost estimate for the works to the sash

HF 17/18 00021 $6,000.00 windows. Such work is necessary to retain the hertiage fabric and value of the
dwelling.
Proposed work based on previously prepared Conservation Plan. Funding is granted
for work aiming to retain existing heritage fabric by repairing windows rather than
HF 17/18 00022 $20,000.00 replacing them with modern aluminium windows. Due to the size of the projects we

would recommended that the work is staged and further funding application be
considered to complete the work. Building identified as a priority building on
earthquake prone building list.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Key building within the central city.
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The recommended funding support is in recognition of the need for scaffolding due to
the height and design of the building, being unsual comparied to a standard

HF 17/18 00023 $4,500.00 residential structure; and for the preparation, prior to the commencment of the
actual painting of a hertiage report, by an suitably qualifed expert, to provide
guidance on how the building should be painted.

HF 17/18 00024

$100,000.00

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Not sure if we need a report more of guidenance areas to be
painted and coloures etc.
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N ingy Supports Hamilton's Strategiesand Plans Aopikation ]
Application Works Proposed up Haminon Pan]  CCPT Frankion Plan ] Hamiton ESSt| 5 goported Funding Proposad  (Reasens
Pan
H115-B v x x v Yes  |$7,000.00
Ranked The recommended ameunt s to support the cost of the replacement of the
roof which is identiffed In the building report as being of a high priority for
Rocf to be replacad. Building reportindicates that the following works are High the pratsction oft.he building fabr\_c. Noting that m\s\n./ork ‘fVOLf‘d require a
Priorlty: resource consent in accordance with the Partly Operative DistrictPlan (Rule
HF 17/18 00001 Dameaged to cladding that requires repair, or replacement. 19.3f} Alterations and additions to the exterior of any stucture or building
Urgent repairs to sash windows needed. ' rankedB. Noting that the full re-roofing would not be considered
maintenance and repair {refer to Rule 19.4.1}. The rationale for the
recommended ameunt versus the reguested reflects the need to stage the
overall project, first the roof and then the window and exterior repair work.
H57 -B v F ® x Inpart [$6,000.00
Repair/replacement of damaged weatherboards and veranda deck. Ranked
Repair of sash windows to enable full and safe usage. HNZ -1
Repairs to bay windows (x2) to maximize water tghtness. The recormmended amaount isto suppart the cost of the windows and exterior
Freparation for, and repainting whole of house to cover repair work and protect warksorly. The overall project hastwo key cornponerts{1) the windows and
additional/further deterioration of weatherboards, includes undercoat and exterior and {2)the roof. It is cansidered that the priorty betureen the two actions
HF 17718 00005 double top coat {paintwork by previous owner not completed adequately to is the windows and exterior, The cost of this work have been extracted from the
protect building). total requested. It is recommended that prior to the re-roofing work isundertaken
Repair/replacement of spouting to ensure adequate water drainage to prevent the owner discuss the resource consent requirements needed to undertake this
damage to repaired and existing weatherboards/paintwark. work further with Courcil.
Full roof replacernent to protect building. Currently some areas are patched and
have experienced leaks through the ceiling.
H64 -5 v x x x No [$0.00
Ranked while the installation of fire protection system would ensure that the heritage
. o s e N building is proetcted during afire this cost could also be seen asa standard
HF 17/18 00006 Forthe profection Of'ﬁeb““d‘”g and people within the bullding the funding will mamtegnen:ce costsand ninershavennt indicated and other funding for
be used toTnstall a fire alarm systsm throughout the Chapel. installation of system. Dueta the nurber of applications and limited funds this
application isnot a priority in terms of heriatg e fabric conservation.
The current roof on the house has been desmed insufficient andirreparable by 117 -8 v * * v Inpart 1$10,000.00
anin depth building report by Noel Jellyman. In Its eurrent state, the housefs at [ R2n<ed
tisk of electrical fire caused by water leaking on electrical fittings. Mould and rot The recommended amount sto support the cortinuistion of the work slresdy
have alreacy taken place and if not remedied, the proper ty will be uninhabitable undertaken on teh heritage building. In particular, funding support for the eost of
HF 17/18 00007 in the very near fature, the roof engineering and materials only, These two aspects are of hertiage
signifiances for thisspecific dwelling. There is na requirement for a dwelling to be
seismic strengthened and the scaffolding wauld be required for any roofing wark
We have engaged a heritage architect to provide a heritage report and submit undertaken on a residential dwelling.
resource consent to replace the roofing tiles "like for Iike". . A resource consent is
in the process of being lodged.
A detafled Sefsmic Assessment to assertain any areas of weakness in the buflding [H# A v v * ®  |inpart 51000000 Include heritage input it the undertaking of the DSA. Would require nput fram
HF 17/18 00008 that may require strengthering. Ei‘”zkj“‘ heritage expert when undertaking DSA/Design. Building identified asa priority
building on earthquake prane building list. Building identified as a priority building
The building has had an initial assessment rating at 2096nbs, on earthquake prone building list.
e T e oy e erts We e a0 4G e N N N HertageFar does ot o msments. Ao doesrat et e
criteria of the heritage fund
H75-B v v x In part $0.00
Essantial repairs; Gutter overflow installation to accommeodate large tress on Ranked
Commerce St
HF17/18 00011 General maintenance to a building. Does not meet the criteria of the Heritage
Upgrades to code/regulation standards; Recent Code of Compliance works Fund (do nat fund completed works).
Preparation of maintenance plan; Long Term Maintenance Plan

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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For seismic strergthening of St Andrew’s Prasbyterian Church to achiave 34% H31-A No $10,000.00
NBS in the Immediate term, so as to ensure this community building’s retention, |[Ranked
preservation and continued use without major sk to hurman Iife in the event of
moderate earthquake. Funding to suppart the preparation/review of a canservation for the building.
HF 1718 00012 . Fundraising hasnot started so unclear if they would be able to start/complete the
X . o - design and construction work within thisyear. The conservation plan key
In the medium-term, the intention is to upgrade the sefsmic strength to 67% NBS compo nent to access other funding.
as project stage 2, so as to take the bullding from being unlikely to kill or injure
in @ moderate earthquake (349% NBS) to being fully repairable and totally re-
usable (679 NBS).
H73-B Inpart  |$0.00 Insufficient information provided ta enable an assessment of the application. No
. . " Ranked indicationthat a DSA had been completed to enable the detailed design to be
HF 17718 00014 The building needs to be repaired, refurbished and strengthened. undlertaken. Unlikely that the design snd construction work would be sbleto be
completed within the financial year,
H28 -A No $5,000.00
Hockin House was originally bullt in 1892 at Walkato Hospital as the horme for the|fanked
Medical Superintendents. |t was re-located to Its present site at Graham Park in |HNZ 71!
1973 and, after restoration re-openedin 1979. Itisa Category A building In the
Partly Operative District Plan.
Because of problemns with leaks in parts of the hall and sorme of the walls, a
report {attached) was commissioned of Realsure House Inspectors of the state of
the then 121-year-old building. The reportinJanuary 2015 described various
ftams according to priority. 1t showed that there were many items to be fixed, The funding to suppart the development of a conservation/maintenance plan that
HE 17/18 00015 especially the roof cavity and the roof exterior, with a recommendation to obtain will help support future application to the fund aswell as provide supparting
quotes to repair and replace the roof. documentation for applicationsta Lotteries fund. Owners should consider
An estimate of $100.000 has been provided for the roof works alone. Because of reapplying next round once Conservation planis completed.
the other problems with the building, the Committee has decided to make an
application to the Letteries Environmentand Heritage Fund. However, suchan
application would require the preparation of an Conservation Flan.
Therefore, the Watka to Historical Soclety is making an application of $10,000 to
the Hamnilton City Heritage Fund for the preparation of a Conservation Plan
repert to an application to the Lotteries Environment and Heritage Fund.
HG -A Yas $1,000.00
Ranked it is recommended that funding be praviced for the investigation af the
HNEZ -| importance of thistimber gutter as being part of the authentichertiag e fabric of
HF 17/18 00016 Remove existing rotting timber shapedgutter to upstairs veranda and replace the building. It is considered, with the information provided to date that a
with calour stael to matceh the balance of the home. resouree consent would be required to replace the gutter as the works would not
be replacing 'like with like'. Following the reciept of a heritage report on the
gutter further funding to undertake the work would be considered.
Ha-A Inpart  [$10,000.00
" A " Ranked
To continue the process of Selsmic Assessment & Strengthening. anke
Toreview existing assessmentin [ght of our Geotach renart HNZ -1 The recarmmended funding is a cantinuation of the suppart already proviced
HF 1741800017 o brepare Enginesring optlons to achieve 679%NBS or 100NES throug h the 16/17 funding rounds for the earthquake strengthening of this A
- Sorjm‘_ss‘_of detaﬂegd ;giﬂeerimg oo for chosen option - Ranked heritage building; in particular the funding support ofr the propsoed
. archaeological investigations.
Al prior reports and Conservation Plan have been submitted.
H111-B No $4,500.00 [The recommendation ista provide support far the preparation of a conservation
. X lanwith a maintenance programme that will assist the awner with the ohg aing
The devel tof tion plan and maints Jant future [Ranked ?
HF 17/18 00018 ' cevelopment of a conservation pan and maintenance pian to mansge fuhire work of this large residential dwelling and to asist with the provision of 3 schedule

conservation and maintenance work to the house.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

t0 assit with future application for funding of specific warksto maintain the
heritage fabric of the building.
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There are three phases of work needed to be completed: H116 -8 ves $6,000.00
. . . Ranked
1. To putin place conservation /maintenance plan for the future
2. Restore the wooden joinery to maintain the integrity of the building and its Support the development of a conservation/maintenance planfor the house to
architectural foundations support future funding applications and provide the ownerwith a plan for future
HF17/18 00019 1ace the roof which s th ol and fall th s, which maintenance that identifies and conserves the heritage valuesof the building. The
E'Repfa;et y roo“g <! ‘Sft emo;t C”"C‘a an urgemfo‘: :wor S'T’ rente repairto the windowsisa urgent matterto prevent any further deterioration in
part of the original design feature but is placing many of the ar chitectura ihe heritaze fabric of
e fabric of the building.
features internally at risk due to the failure of the internal guttering, because of
increased weather alemants and leaks.
Funding will be used for the restoration and repalr of the original sash windows - |55 - B, In part $6,000.00
particularly the windows on the two street elevations {Forest Lake Rd & Moore  |ranked
St). None of the windows in the house operate as originally intended, with all the |z 1| . e res 1201 orthe workete th
. . . . [The recormended support reflects 1/2 of the cost estimate for the worksto the
h cords broke th dows to b d thal
HF 17/18 00021 sasheords broken requliring the windows £o be proppec open with  [oose plece sashwindows. Such work isnecessary to retain the hertisge fabric and value of
of wood. A number of the windows have either been panted or nalled shut and e dwelling.
we wouldlike to make some of these operational again.
H37-A inpart  |$20,000.00
Wesley Chambers, a herftage Bulldng fs innesd of major essential repalrsand [0 4
has a continuous demand for emergency repairs. With amodest incomefroma [z
38 room hotel and 7 tenancies, it is not possible to meet the needs of this
heritage building. On an average we spend over $72,000 pa
I we need to conserve the building we need to attend to the following activities Proposed work based on previously prepared Conservation Plan. Funding is
on priority grantedfor work aiming to retain existing heritage fabric by repairing windows
rather than replacing thern with madern aluminium windows. Dueto the size of
HF17/18 00022 L P;e"e”t ;eakage fr;’m tbhe roof A et ul e s ety hazard the projectswe would recornmended that the work is staged and further funding
2. The Windows need to erepaired e'se itwill be 3 safety hazar application be considered to camplete the wark. Building identified as 2 priority
3, Earthquake strengthening from it current level to NBS 675 building an earthauske prane building list.
We plan to undertake the repairs in the foll owing priority
1. Repair 10-16 windows out of over 70
2. Repair the next 10-16 windows
3. Repair the roof
N PRI " : - . H63 - B
This application is for scaffolding, preparaticn and painting the high aresas of Ranked
Inglehol m House, ncluding five multi paned windows and surrounds, one three-
uarter round window, soffits, bargeboards and bearns.
4 & The recommended funding support s in recognition of the need for
scaffolding due to the height and design of the building, being unsual
Although the majerity of the lower elevations indudirg windows and "stick com ari:; toa standard rges\'dent\'a\ sfrucmre- and forgthe rs aration, prior
HF 17/18 00023 work” have been painted by the owners in the last tree years, for health and CECC LI tatiavshinsiniobat e
safety reasons they have not been able to access the high areas above 3m. Of P i P o e . tgh b?‘d,' "h b
sultably qualifed expert, to provide guidance on how the building should be
note, the barge boards, highwindows and soffits of the front {west) elevation of o z d P P & e
ainted.
the house have not been painted inmore than 40 years. P
Total $100,000.00

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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HERITAGE FUND 2017/18
HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

Applications and Recommendations reviewed by Robin Byron, Heritage Advisor Architecture
31 AUGUST 2017

HF 17/18 00001
Rachel Coffin
44 Brookfield Street

The building report identifies the urgent need for roof renewal. This should be the priority work to
ensure that the place be made weatherproof in the first instance. As noted in the assessment, the
applicant could be encouraged to apply to the next funding round for the further remedial works
identified/needed.

Agree the recommended sum of $7,000 dedicated to the like-for-like roof renewal.

HF 17/18 00005
Tracey Williams
126 Forest Lake Road

Work identified by Maintenance House Inspection report includes in the application repair and re-
placement as necessary of weatherboarding and verandah decking, sash window repairs, roof clad-
ding replacement and upgrade to rainwater goods, and painting as required. No owner contribution
specified. The identified priority work is proposed to be supported through this application, being
the joinery repairs and external works.

Agree the recommendation for $6,000 towards the identified works.

HF 17/18 00006
Julie Walters
200 Peachgrove Road

Application for fire alarm system throughout Chapel connected to wider alarm system for the
school. While preventive measures for detecting fire are important to implement in heritage struc-
tures and work of this nature is fully supported, this is not directly related to the conservation of the
place. | agree with the recommendations that such work should come under the auspices of respon-
sible general maintenance costs for the school and chapel.

Agree no allocation for this round.

HF 17/18 00007
Sam Hastings
121 Grey Street

It is unfortunate that remedial work to the house has been neglected to the extent that the place is
now at risk of electrical fire, and that mould and rot are evident as a result of the failure of weather-
proofing. It is good that the heritage house is still redeemable and that expert advice and a proposal

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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of roof structure and covering (like-for-like ) work is planned. In view of the urgent need, | agree the
recommendation for support to the extent proposed and for the roof engineering and covering ma-
terial only.

Agree recommended sum of $10,000 with provisos of work it is applied to.

HF 17/18 00008
Valerie Hallett
596 Victoria Street

Applicant is seeking financial assistance to have a detailed seismic report prepared that can then
inform plans for future upgrading. This is worthwhile in view of the initial seismic assessment rating
of 20%.

Agree the recommended $10,000 contribution towards the cost of the detailed seismic assessment.

HF 17/18 00009
Vijen Reddy
17 Hastings Place

The application is on behalf of the Waikato Cultural Trust for the purchase of musical instruments.
This application does not meet the criteria nor is within the anticipated scope of the Heritage Fund
and so should be considered ineligible.

Support the recommendation for no funding allocation.

HF 17/18 000011
Kelsey Doughty c/ Colliers International
231-247 Commerce Street, Frankton

Much of the work described in the application appears to be maintenance and code of compliance
related, and not specifically conservation work.

A note could be provided that re-iterated previous advice that preparation of a CP incorporating a

long term maintenance plan by a qualified and experienced heritage professional would be eligible
in any future funding round.

Support the recommendation for no funding allocation in this round.

HF 17/18 000012
Lance Kendrick
2 Te Aroha Street

The application is for funding support for seismic strengthening of St Andrew’s Presbyterian Church,
a significant heritage building which has had a report prepared by Holmes Engineering. | agree the
allocation of funds to assist in undertaking the further investigations necessary to fully understand
the areas of concern in the structure and engage a heritage professional who can review and assist
in informing a design for the strengthening proposal. Ideally a CP is prepared as suggested, and ap-
plication for future funding round encouraged when more heritage input is achieved and design de-
veloped.

Support recommendation for $10,000 allocation.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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HF 17/18 00014
Saeid Shaigan
221-225 Victoria Street

The scope of works proposed in connection with the application is for repair, refurbishing and
strengthening the building. The architectural, structural design, and construction costings given
appear to be broad estimates for which no detail has been supplied, nor have any supporting docu-
ments/estimates, etc. been included. | agree with the assessment that there is insufficient infor-
mation provided to make any decision about the appropriateness or otherwise of financial support
for this project.

Agree no allocation be made in this round.

HF 17/18 00015
Cliff Thomas
Hockin House, Graham Park, Selwyn Street

The application put forward by Cliff Thomas on behalf of the Waikato Historical Society is for the
preparation of a Conservation Plan for Hockin House. While no estimate has been provided for the
preparation of such a document, it’s value is supported as it is the important foundation document
before conservation work is undertaken, and recognised as necessary for other funding source ap-
plications.

| agree the allocation of $5,000 towards the preparation of a Conservation Plan.

HF 17/18 00016
Steve Ross
1 Wellington Street

The work proposed is for the removal of a profiled timber gutter on an upper level verandah with
Colorsteel (to match rest of house). The provenance of the existing timber gutter is uncertain (in the
application) but probably original. | agree that any plans to remove and replace with a different ma-
terial needs to be informed and guided by heritage assessment and advice.

Concur with the recommendation to allocate $1,000 towards heritage investigation, assessment and
recommendation.

HF 17/18 00017
Warren Turnwald
51 Victoria Street

Application seeks further funding (following last year’s grant through the fund) to continue with the
seismic strengthening work - specifically in respect of the assessment and design work, and in light
of geotechnical report. This is a significant building and project and as such the proposed allocation
for funding is supported.

Agree $10,000 towards the ongoing seismic assessment and design.

HF 17/18 00018
Val Sandford
11 Peachgrove Road

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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The application is for the preparation of a Conservation Plan and Management Plan which will guide
any future work to the house. No quotations have been provided but the estimate is realistic.
A recommended sum of $4,500 is supported.

HF 17/18 00019
Annette Ryan
82 Grey Street

The scope of the application includes the preparation of a Conservation and Maintenance Plan; con-
servation of timber joinery; and the replacement of the roof covering. The funding allocation would
be dedicated to the preparation of the Plan and restoration of the timber joinery (ensuring like for
like where replacement occurs).

Agree the allocation of $6,000 towards the identified work.

HF 17/18 00021
Gavin Douglas
102 Forest Lake Road

Restoration and repair of original timber sash windows so that they can be remediated, made
weathertight and fully operational. Conservation costs applied for represent % of the estimated cost
of the work.

Support to the extent recommended at $6,000.

HF 17/18 00022
Arvind Saluja
237 Victoria Street

A Conservation Plan was prepared in advance of the funding application, which has been able to
identify areas of conservation need and priority. The application seeks support for the repair of win-
dows, roof membrane renewal and heritage architect services for advice and review of this work. |
agree the allocation put forward, and the suggestion that a future application to the fund could be
encouraged to assist with the ongoing substantial costs of the conservation work.

| support the recommended $20,000 allocated to this project for the repair of existing windows and
roof works.

HF 17/18 00022
Fiona Petchey
11 O’Neill Street

The application is for financial assistance to carry out high level painting of the house, windows,
barge boards, soffits - beyond the ability of the owners to undertake the work themselves. The sug-
gestion to seek some specialist advice on the painting is supported - to ensure that the right specifi-
cation for the paint and work is detailed.

Agree the proposed sum of $4,500 towards the identified work.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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Attachment 4: Heritage Fund Allocation Recommendations -— September 2017

Table A: Proposed funding allocations for 2017/18 financial year

Overall Funding
allocation
breakdown for
the financial
year (2017/18)

Annual Total cost of all works Total amount of Total amount recommended to be Un-
Heritage proposed (excluding the funding being sought allocated allocated
Fund ineligible application for {excluding the funds
$7500) ineligible application
for $7500)
$100,000.00 | $1,254,430.20 $663,544.95 $100,000.00 $0.00

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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Table B: 2017-2018 Heritage Fund Recommendations for each eligible application
Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt.age #& | Work of Sought Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
001 | RCoffin 144 H115 Funding is £30,354.75 $30,354.75 | Partial Funding: Agree the $7000.00
Brookfield sought for the The recommended fundingis a | recommended
Street, B Ranked following continuation of the support sum of $7,000
Hamilton repairs to sash already provided through the dedicated to the
East windows and 16/17 funding for borer like-for-like roof

cladding; and
the
replacement of
the roof.

treatment and the preparation
of a building assessment
report.

The recommended support
will assist with the cost of the
replacement of the roof which
is identified in the building
report as being of a high
priority for the overall
protection of the building’s
heritage fabric. Noting that
this work will require a
resource consent in
accordance with Rule 19.3(f)
Alterations and additional to
the exterior of any structure or
building ranked B. of the Partly
Operative District Plan.

renewal.

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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due to the limited heritage
fund available and the number
of applications that are
deemed to be of a higher
priority for the overall
protection of the City’s
heritage fabric there is no
funding available to assist with
this project in this round.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
006 | Walters 200 H64 Funding is £16,740.00 $16,740.00 | No Funding: Agree no $0.00
Southwell | Peachgr | (All Hallows | sought for the The installation of fire allocation for this
School) ove Chapel, installation of a protection system would round.
Road Southwell fire alarm ensure the raising of an alarm
School) system if a fire broke out, and lead to
throughout the a possible saving of the
B Ranked Chapel. heritage building. However,

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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the existing
clay tile with
like for like.

already provided through the
16/17 funding for the roof
replacement. Noting that the
previous funding support
assisted with the investigation,
heritage reports and
architectural/engineering
design investigations
necessary for the preparation
of the required resource
consent and building consent
plans.

The owner has indicated co-
sharing of costs for the
replacement/construction
works.

It is recommended that
support be provided for the
cost of the roof engineering
and materials. These two
aspects are of heritage
significance for this specific
heritage building.

with provisos of
work it is applied
to.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt:’;\ge #8& | Work of Sought Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
007 A 121 H117 Funding is £56,160.49 $26,160.49 | Partial Funding: Agree $10,000.00
Hastings | Grey sought for the The recommended fundingis a | recommended
Street B Ranked replacement of continuation of the support sum of $10,000

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN
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Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
works endorsement
(refer to
Attachment 3)
The applicant’s engineer has
also provided an estimate of
works for seismic
strengthening. Although this
would be prudent as any
building, regardless of what it
is could be affected by a
earthquake, this dwelling does
not fall into the definition of
an earthquake prone building
that would require
strengthening in terms of the
Building Act. Therefore, no
funding for this aspect of the
project is recommended.
008 | V Hallett 596 H41 Funding is £35,400.00 $25,400.00 | Partial Funding: Agree the $10,000.00
Victoria | (Cadman's sought for It is recommended that recommended
Street Garage) seismic support be provided for the $10,000
assessment to preparation of the Detailed contribution
A Ranked be undertaken. Seismic Assessment (‘DSA’). towards the cost
That is to also include detailed | of the detailed
input from a suitable qualified | seismic
heritage expert. assessment.
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maintenance
plan

However, for this round it is
recommended that no funding
be provided.

The works the funding is
sought for have either already
been undertaken or are
deemed general maintenance
of a building. The heritage
fund can not be used for
retrospective works to
heritage buildings or for
general maintenance that
should be anticipated for and
managed by every building
owner.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt:’;\ge #8& | Work of Sought Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
011 | MsK 231-249 | H79 Funding is £5,697.07 $5,697.07 | No Funding: Support the $0.00
Doughty | Commer | (Former sought for: Funding support was provided | recommendation
on behalf | ce Frankton Gutter repair in the 16/17 round for the for no funding
of Body Street, Junction Code repair and refurbishment of allocation in this
Corporate | Frankton | Supply upgrading for the identified heritage plaster | round.
81026 Stores) compliance work on the exterior of the
Preparation of building.
B Ranked alongterm
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Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
works endorsement
(refer to
Attachment 3)

012 | St 2Te H31 Funding is £72,700.00 $72,700.00 | Partial Funding: Support $10,000.0
Andrew’s | Aroha (St Andrews | sought for the It is recommended that the recommendation | 0
Presbyteri | Street Presbyterian preparation funding support given is for for $10,000
an Church) and the preparation of a allocation.

Church, undertaking Conservation and
C/-L A Ranked Seismic Maintenance Plan. This Plan
Kendrick Strengthening would assist in the design and
works construction work once that
planning is commenced. The
Church is also actively
investigating accessing further
funding streams and the
existence of a Conservation
and Maintenance Plan will
assist with a fundraising
programme.
014 | SShaigan | Victoria | H73 Funding is £515,000.00 $315,000.00 | No Funding: Agree no $0.00
Street (Alexandra sought for This building was supported allocation be
Building) repair, through the 16/17 fund with a | made in this
refurbishment conservation and maintenance | round.
B Ranked and plan being produced.
strengthening. However, the application has
not provided sufficient
information to assist in
determining the merits of the
application.
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Fund

Applicant

Address

PODP
Heritage # &
Ranking

Proposed
Work

Total cost
of
proposed
works

Funding
Sought

Recommendation

Reason

HNZ
endorsement
(refer to
Attachment 3)

Funding

There has been no indication
of the completion of a
Detailed Seismic Assessment
(‘DSA’) that would enable the
detailed design to be
undertaken. Also key is that it
would be unlikely that the
design and construction work
would be completed within
one financial year. At this time
no funding is proposed to be
allocated.

015

Waikato
Historical
Bociety, C/-
Thomas

Selwyn
Street

H28
(Hockin
House)

A Ranked

Funding is
sought for the
preparation of
a conservation
plan

510,000.00

$10,000.00

Partial Funding:

The funding recommended is
to support the development of
a conservation/maintenance
plan. Such a plan will assist
with understanding what
works are required to be
undertaken as well as being
useful support material for
future application for funding
from lotteries and the heritage
fund.

| agree the
allocation of
$5,000 towards
the preparation
of a Conservation
Plan.

$5,000.00
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verandah and
replace it with
a coloursteel
gutter system
to match toe
balance of the
dwelling.

gutter as being part of the
authentic heritage fabric for
the building.

With the information provided
to date, it is considered that a
resource consent would be
required to replace the gutter
as the proposed works would
not be replacing “like-with-
like”.

Following the receipt of a
heritage report on the
guttering further funding to
undertake the work could be
considered in future rounds as
itis important to ensure the
maintenance and integrity of
the building is protected long
term.

assessment and
recommendation.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
016 | SRoss 1 H6 The removal of [$6,682.74 [56,682.74 Partial Funding: Concur with the $1,000.00
Wellington| (Greenslade | an existing It is recommended that recommendation
Street House) rotting timber funding be provided for the to allocate $1,000
shaped gutter investigation of the towards heritage
A Ranked to the upstairs importance of this timber investigation,
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strengthening
of the
Cathedral. In
particular:

To review
existing
assessmentin
light of the
recent
geotech;

To prepare
engineering
options to
achieve 67%
NBS or 100%
NBS;

To commission
detailed
engineering
plans for the
chosen option.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt:’;\ge #8& | Work of Sought Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
017 | Waikato 51 H4 Funding is £40,000.00 $25,000.00 | Partial Funding: Agree $10,000 $10,000.00
Diocesan | Victoria | (St Peter’s sought for The recommended fundingis a | towards the on-
C/-W Street Anglican works continuation of the support going seismic
Turnwald Cathedral) associated with already provided through the | assessment and
the seismic 16/17 funding for the design.
A Ranked assessment earthquake strengthening of
and the A Ranked building.
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plan and
maintenance
plan to manage
future
conservation
and
maintenance
work to the
house.

already provided through the
16/17 funding for the repair of
the verandah pillar.

The recommendation is to
assist with the cost for the
preparation of a conservation
plan, including a maintenance
programme to be read in-
conjunction with an existing
building report to assist the
owner with the on-going
repairs and maintenance work
required for up-keep of this
large residential dwelling.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
Archaeological
investigations.
018 |V 111 H111 Funding is 65,000.00 $5,000.00 Partial Funding: A recommended | $4,500.00
Sandford Peachgrove sought for a The recommended fundingis a | sum of $4,500 is
Road B Ranked conservation continuation of the support supported.
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retention of the heritage fabric
and value of the dwelling.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt:’;\ge #8& | Work of Sought Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
works endorsement
(refer to
Attachment 3)
* maintenance the future works that need to
plan; be undertaken and how those
& Restoration works should be executed.
of wooden This plan will assist the owner
joinery; with future funding and
o Replace the consenting processes; and the
roof. restoration of the identified
timber windows to prevent
any further deterioration of
the heritage fabric of the
building associated with these
windows.
021 | G Douglas | 102 H55 Funding is £12,654.83 56,327.41 Partial Funding: Support to extent | $6,000.00
Forest (Laurenson sought for the The recommended funding recommended at
Lake Settlement) | restoration and reflects a cost sharing of the $6,000.
Road repair of estimated works for the repair
B Ranked original sash and restoration of the sash
windows windows to ensure the
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Repair/replace
roofing to stop
and prevent
further
leakage;
Earthquake
strengthening.

already provided through the
16/17 funding for the
preparation of a heritage
conservation plan and
maintenance programme. The
proposed works are based on
this Plan.

The funding supported
through this round is for work
aimed to retain existing
heritage fabric by repairing
windows rather than replacing
them with modern aluminium
windows. Due to the size of
the projects that need to be
undertaken on this building at
this time we recommended
that the work is staged and
further funding applications be
considered to complete this
work in the coming rounds.

and roof works.

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Herlt?ge #& | Work of Sought Reason ANz Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
022 | ASaluja 237 H37 Funding is £344,608.00 $50,000.00 | Partial Funding: | support the $20,000.00
Victoria | (Wesley sought for This is a key building in the recommended
Street Chambers) priority works: central city area. $20,000 allocated
Staged repair to this project for
A Ranked the 70+ The recommended funding is a | the repair of
windows; continuation of the support existing windows
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of the upper
areas of the
building,
including
windows,
soffits,
bargeboards,
beams and
surrounds.

It is recommended funding is

provided for the:

e additional scaffolding is
supported to due to the
height and design of the
building, which is unusual
compared to a standard
residential structure; and

® preparation of advice from
a suitable qualified expert
giving guidance to the
painting firm on how the
painting of the building
should be done along with
the colours to be used.
This written advice is to be

Fund | Applicant | Address | PODP Proposed Total cost | Funding Recommendation
# Heritage # & | Work f Sought
en ?ge or o oue Reason HNZ Funding
Ranking proposed
endorsement
works
(refer to
Attachment 3)
Noting also that the building is
identified as a priority building
on the earthquake prone
building list.
023 | FPetchey [11O’Neill | HE3 Funds are £11,795.43 $11,795.43 | Partial funding: Agree the $4,500.00
Btreet, (Ingleholm sought for The recommended fundingis a | proposed sum of
Claudelands| Hgyse) scaffolding, continuation of the support $4,500 towards
preparation already provided through the the identified
B Ranked o 16/17 funding. work.
and painting
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Fund | Applicant | Address

PODP
Heritage # &
Ranking

Proposed
Work

Total cost
of
proposed
works

Funding
Sought

Recommendation

Reason

HNZ
endorsement
(refer to
Attachment 3)

Funding

e provided to council prior
to any works associated
with the painting
commencing.
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Becca Brooke Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Position: Governance Team Leader Position: Governance Manager

Report Name: Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure

Committee Meeting - 12 September 2017 - Valley Tce Stormwater Pipe
Remedial Works

Report Status Open

Purpose of the Report

1.

To seek Council’s approval for a recommendation from the Growth and Infrastructure
Committee at its meeting on 12 September 2017, in respect of Valley Tce Stormwater Pipe
Remedial Works.

The 12 September 2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee agenda and minutes are
available via the following link:

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-
council/Council meetings and public_information/meetings-and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx

Recommendation to Council from Growth and Infrastructure Committee

That Council:

a)

approves a total project budget of up to $591,000 to enable staff to progress with planning,
consenting and implementation of physical works to remove and replace the failed Valley
Terrace stormwater pipe;

delegates authority to the General Manager City Infrastructure to finalise negotiations with the
property owner from 12 Valley Terrace on the extent of any contribution to project works;

approves that ownership of the new proposed piped structure transfers to the Council and that
the Council accepts all future maintenance and renewal obligations; and

approves staff to progress with the establishment of appropriate easements in gross on
property titles of 10, 12 and 14 Valley Terrace to allow for future access to piped structure for
inspection, maintenance and renewal purposes.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Becca Brooke Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Position: Governance Team Leader Position: Governance Manager

Report Name: Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure
Committee Meeting - 12 September 2017 - Whyte Street Land Exchange

Report Status Open

Purpose of the report

1. To seek Council’s approval for a recommendation from the Growth and Infrastructure
Committee at its meeting on 12 September 2017, in respect of Whyte Street Land Exchange..

2. The 12 September 2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee agenda and minutes are
available via the following link:

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/ourcouncil/Councilmeetings and public information/meetings-
and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx

Recommendation to Council from Growth and Infrastructure Committee

That Council:

a) approves the exchange of approximately 175m? of Council fee simple land, legal
description Lot 4 DP 486892, for approximately 175m? of land in the ownership of
Anthony Endres, at no land cost to either party, subject to:

i. each party being responsible for their own legal costs

ii. associated land exchange costs, such as survey and valuation, being shared
equally

iii. asurvey plan being approved for the areas to be exchanged

iv. the area being received by Mr Endres being amalgamated with the title for his
property at 10B Masons Ave

v. the area being received by Council being amalgamated with the title for the A J
Seeley Gully Reserve; and

b) delegates the Chief Executive authority to sign all documentation related to the land
exchange.
Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Becca Brooke Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Position: Governance Team Leader Position: Governance Manager

Report Name: Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure
Committee Meeting - 12 September 2017 - LED Street Lighting Upgrade

Report Status Open

Purpose of the Report

1. To seek Councils approval for a recommendation from the Growth and Infrastructure
Committee at its meeting on 12 September 2017, in respect of LED Street Lighting Upgrade.

2. The 12 September 2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee agenda and minutes are
available via the following link:

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-
council/Council meetings and public_information/meetings-and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx

Recommendation to Council from Growth and Infrastructure Committee

3. That Council approves an additional local share funding of $194,000 in 2017/18 to complete
the supply of the stage 2 luminaires to be managed through risks and opportunities and to
prioritise the 2018/19 installation costs of $279,000 in the 2018-28 10-Year Plan

Attachments
There are no attachments for this report.
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Kelvyn Eglinton Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton
Position: General Manager City Growth  Position: General Manager City Growth

Report Name: Waikato Means Business contribution to Economic Development

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To seek Council approval for a financial contribution to the Waikato Means Business model for

economic development across the Waikato Region in 2017/18.

2. To seek Council consideration of an annual financial contribution to the Waikato Means
Business model for regional economic development through the 2018/28 10-Year Plan process.

Staff Recommendation
3. That the Council:
a) receives the report.

b) approves for consideration within the Long Term Plan an annual contribution of $140,000
to Waikato Means business for regional economic development beginning in 2018/19.

c) approves a pro-rata amount for support during the 2017/18 year, once confirmation of
the model is received, to a maximum of $90,000.

Executive Summary
4, Waikato Means Business (WMB) is the brand name of the economic pillar of the Waikato Plan.

5. The WMB Steering Group is chaired by Dallas Fisher and has business and local authority
representation to drive economic development projects across the region.

6. As part of a Review of Economic Development Capacity and Capability, the review has found a
lack of regional co-ordination and therefore a reduction in ability to grow the regional
economy and source government project and sector funding.

7. The review is recommending a new Regional Economic Entity and seeks a financial
contribution from Council of $140,000 per annum.

8. Staff consider the matters within this report have low significance and that the
recommendations comply with the Council’s legal requirements.
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Background

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

A key project is the Review of Economic Development Capacity and Capability which aimed to
review the current state of economic development governance, funding and service delivery in
the Waikato. The report has been completed with a summary of findings below. Greater detail
can be found on pages 3 and 4 of Attachment 1:

Strategy and prioritisation:

. Range of economic development strategies across the region with limited alignment
. Business community seeking stronger voice and ambition for the region

Delivery of services:

. Overall fragmented and uneven services and delivery

° Demand for improved investment attraction and facilitation, innovation and
industry/major project support

. Need to improve monitoring and reporting of impacts

Resourcing:

. Limited Council resourcing of economic development in Waikato relative to other
regions.

. Local government invested $11.7m in economic development in Waikato in 2015. About
1.5% of local government operating expenditure approximately $26 per capita.

. National average is 2.1% of operating expenditure which is $36 per capita

. Potential to leverage resources from other sources (e.g. private sector, philanthropic,

central government etc).

Hamilton City Council does not currently have dedicated roles or standalone programmes
associated to economic development where it is defined as business development, business
innovation, industry and sector development, investment attraction etc.

It is noted that Councils core functions in providing infrastructure and roading are major
economic contributors and the current approach to economic development within Council is a
collation of other required work programmes across various units.

Hamilton’s current economic development approach is focussed on

e Building our economic narrative based on our competitive and comparative advantages
and key sectors. This is achieved via the economic and lifestyle videos, quarterly Growth
Indicator reports, Hamilton prospectus, developer and business forums and presentations
and utilizing media and social media avenues.

e Playing a central co-ordinating role between differing agencies, private sector
developments, business interest and central government for economic activity centred on
Hamilton but reaching into the sub-region of Waikato and Waipa. Achieved via hosting co-
ordination meetings, co-hosting international delegations and investment delegations and
providing information to business as requested.

e Establishing an investment portal as a web based collating site for all potential
development and investment opportunities and studies across the city and sub region.

The costs associated with current actions are circa $50,000 per annum excluding staff costs.

There is no dedicated staff resource as all inputs to the projects are aspects of staff work
across differing units. A cross functional approach to packaging information for the economic
projects has been the most effective way to provide this basic level of service.
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Discussion

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

A presentation to Councillors from the Chairman of WMB at the briefing of 7 September, 2017
addressed the findings from the project and recommended a new regional economic entity.

The entity would not include the amalgamation of Hamilton and Waikato Tourism (HWT).
HWT would continue to operate as a stand along entity but be closely aligned with common
members on respective boards.

The outline of the model and services can be found on pages 6-7 of attachment 1 with the
delivery model outlined on page 8 and the governance structure on page 9.

The funding model for the entity is below and assumes roughly a 50/50 public-private split.
Taupo DC and Rotorua DC are excluded as they are part of the Bay of Plenty programme.

Waikato Regional Council will increase its current contribution to WMB making it a 54%
contributor of Council share. The balance is split between councils on a population basis.

Hamilton City would contribute $140,000 per annum and make up 18.4% of overall council
cash contribution and 6.8% of total entity budget.

It is anticipated that there will be government project funding but government will not fund
core operating expenses. With the sale of Waikato Innovation Park (WIP), the WIP business
support resources and staff becomes part of the entity. This includes Callaghan Innovation
staff. Businesses will contribute via a subscription similar to Priority One in Tauranga.

Funding Source Annual Local Other
Amount | Government| Sources %
% of Total of Total
Funding Funding

Local Government $770,000 36.75%
Business Support (subscription model, $415,000 19.81%

includes major lwi support)

Project Support (Regional Growth $250,000 11.93%

Programme, Regional Trusts) assumed
50% of project costs

Contribution from WIP for existing $660,000 31.50%
business support programmes
Total $2,095,000 36.75% 63.25%

The respective Council break down is below:

Territorial Local Authority Percent of Regional Annual

Population Contribution
Hamilton City 38.55% $140,000
Waipa District 12.71% $50,000
Matamata-Piako District 8.59% $30,000
Waikato District 17.26% $60,000
Otorohanga 2.49% $10,000
Waitomo District 2.42% $10,000
South Waikato District 6.01% $20,000
Hauraki District 4.85% $20,000
Thames-Coromandel District 7.13% $30,000
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27.

28.

If the request is not approved Hamilton City Council would not be a contributor to the regional
economic development entity and would continue its current base level approach to local and
sub regional economic development.

The proposal by WMB aligns with the Hamilton Plan outcome of becoming the Third City
Economy and would extend our Economic Development level of service in line with the
Economic Agenda.

Benefits

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

The presentation suggests a number of key benefits resulting from a regional entity as listed
below.

Access to greater resources for local economic development projects - via Waikato EDA
programmes and government growth programme e.g.,

o External funding assistance and support on key ED opportunities, e.g:
= Co-ordinated investment facilitation and attraction

=  Government support with industry and sector development initiatives to
support key sectors ie healthcare, high value manufacturing, freight/logistics,
education, tourism, agri-tech and IT/R&D

=  Support for local skills, education and employment initiatives.

These activities are beyond the scope and resources available from Councils current economic
development approach.

Having an aligned voice and becoming Government’s regional growth ‘partner’ is a significant
advantage to access government support and funding. Waikato has had previous success on a
regional level for major projects such as funding for the Waikato Expressway. Investments in
other region’s sector developments or aligned to regional plans (e.g., Priority One and
SmartGrowth) have shown positive responses from governments.

Current discussions between WMB and Government has identified a proposed contribution in
2017-18 from Government of $582,000 which is an increase from $85,000 in previous years.

To date private business contributions have pledged $511,000 in additional funding.

Financial Considerations

The cost of the proposal would be $140,000 per annum over the Long Term Plan for a total of
S1.4million over the ten year period.

Any contribution to be made within the current financial year (2017/18) would come from
Risk and Opportunities and would be on a pro rata basis. The final amount would be
determined at the time the proposal and associated budgets is confirmed. It is estimated that
this would be circa $90,000 if confirmed by November 2017.

Pages 12 and 13 of Attachment 1 outlines further the financial consideration.

Legal and Policy Considerations

Nil

Cultural Considerations

Nil
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Sustainability Considerations

e Nil

Risks

e Should the funding model not be achieved across other councils, Government or private
contributors then an increase in funding may be requested.

e Should the funding model not be achieved, the entity may deliver a lower level of service or
may not be able to deliver on planned initiatives or targets.

Significance
e Staff have assessed that the proposals within this report are considered low significance.
Engagement

e The consideration of the contribution within the Long Term Plan will form part of the
consultation process for the LTP.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Waikato Means Busness Presentation
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REVIEW OF ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY
& CAPABILITY

Presentation to Hamilton City Council
September 2017



OBJECTIVE & PROCESS

Aimed to review the current state of economicdevelopment
governance, funding and service delivery in the Waikato

Current Council-supported delivery model: 2 RTOs (excluding
Taupd/Rotorua), 1 business development entity (Waikato Innovation
Park), a few smaller district development entities, Council officers
perform some functions

Process — documentation review & research; consultation with
local authorities, industry groups, economic development/tourism
agencies, Maori/iwi organisations, businesses, central
government agencies (40+)

Testing with Project Steering Group & WMB Steering Group

Waikato Means
ks BUSINESS
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MAIN FINDINGS

Strategy & prioritisation:

Range of economic development strategies and frameworks across the
region — limited alignment. Limited buy-in to WMB strategy/plan and
process

Business community seeking stronger voice and ambition for the region

Delivery of services:

Overall - fragmented and uneven services. Limited reach of some services
to some districts and groups

Demand for improved investment attraction & facilitation, innovation and
industry/major project support

Destination marketing activities reasonable within resource constraints
(although coordination of events could be better)

Need to improve monitoring and reporting of impacts

Waikato Means
ok BUSINESS 3
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MAIN FINDINGS

Resourcing:

» Limited local government resourcing going into economic development in
the Waikato relative to other regions.

Local government invested around $11.7m in ED in the Waikato in 2015. About
1.5% of local government operating expenditure. Around $26 per capita.

Excluding Taupo, investment is $8.1m (1.1% of expenditure or $20 per capita)
National average is 2.1% of operating expenditure, $36 percapita

Investment in Hamilton & Waikato Tourism equivalent to $6 perrateable
property; investment in Destination Coromandel $19 perrateable property

National average is $25 per rateable property

Potential to leverage resources from other sources (e.g. private sector,
WEL Energy Trust, SWIF, central government)

Waikato Means
ok BUSINESS 4
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ASSESSMENT

Main question: Should the current regional delivery model change in
order to deliver the identified areas for improvement?

Delivery model decisions:
Geographic reach of model
Type of model

Ownership, governance and funding of model

Potential options assessed against a range of criteria, e.g., practicality,
effectiveness, costs, responsiveness, accountability, ability to leverage
resources

Waikato Means
ke BUSINESS
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RECOMMENDED MODEL

New regional economic development entity focused on business
development, innovation, industry development, investment attraction
services

Built off Waikato Innovation Park’s business development services
Hub and spoke delivery model to ensure reach

Destination marketing activities remain with RTOs but with clear linkages
with new entity

Independent entity — business-led and focused

Model and extension of services will require additional funding from
private sector and local government to be effective

Enhanced regional ED leadership — governance group involving
partnership between business, Maori/iwi, local government central
government

Waikato Means
b BUSINESS 6
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POTENTIAL SERVICES

Investment & talent attraction
and facilitation

Industry development

Business Development &
Innovation

Regional economic intelligence,
research & monitoring

4 Waikato Means

¥ BUSINESS
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Benefits for Hamilton

Access to far greater resources for local economic development projects- via
Waikato EDA programmes, government growth programme and others
Even greater support from the government for Hamilton as the key urban and
business centre for the Waikato
Support and services from a 11-person growth support agency
Funding assistance and support on key ED opportunities, e.g:
Regional investment facilitation and attraction- much of which will come into
the wider Hamilton area
Support with industry and sector development initiatives in healthcare, high
value manufacturing, freight/logistics, education, tourism, agri-tech and
IT/R&D

Support for local skills, education and employment initiatives

o
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Value-add from a Regional Approach

Everybody working together as partners and putting in a little bit each
WMB already bringing in significant additional resources
Becoming government’s regional growth partner is significant
Proposed contribution in 2017-18 from government $582,000 (up from 85k)
$511,000 in additional funding pledged from other private sector sources
In other regions where government has a strong regional partner- investment
can be very significant, for example:
$10m mineral research centre on Westport
$11m - offshore aquaculture development and wharf facilities- Opotiki
Major investments in tourism, primary industries & forestry - Northland

$30m Kiwifruit development- Bay of Plenty/Gisbourne

o
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INITIAL FUNDING MODEL

Being Developed now as part of Stage 2 of project
Recognise need to identify potential investment by local government for

purpose of Long Term Plan notification
Funding model assumes a roughly 50/50 public-private split

Taupo and Rotorua excluded from the model at this stage (as they are both

part of the Bay of Plenty programme)

Some government project funding but govt will not fund core operating

expenses

Initial numbers now developed but subject to further analysis

Waikato Means
ok BUSINESS 10

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Page 93 of 206

ltem 14

Attachment 1



T 1UswWyoeny

T wal

FUNDING MODEL

Each TAwould provide at least 0.2 ED FTE in kind towards the model

WIP business support & development resources become part of the EDA
(660Kk)

Business will contribution via a subscription model (415k)

Local funding trusts and government will support key projects (250Kk)
Waikato Regional Council will slightly increase its current contribution to
WMB (400k)- making it a 54% contributor of TA cash share

Balance (335k) is split between TLAs on a population basis (excl. Taupo &

Rotorua)
Hamilton City would contribute approx. $140,000 PA
18.4% of overall TA cash contribution (6.8% of total EDA budget)

Waikato Means
ok BUSINESS 10
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Funding Source Annual Local Other
Amount | Government| Sources %
% of Total of Total
Funding Funding
Local Government $770,000 36.75%
Business Support (subscription model, $415,000 19.81%
includes major |wi support)
Project Support (Regional Growth $250,000 11.93%
Programme, Regional Trusts) assumed
50% of project costs
Contribution from WIP for existing $660,000 31.50%
business support programmes
Total $2,095,000 36.75% 63.25%

o
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Territorial Local Authority Percent of Regional Annual

Population Contribution
Hamilton City 38.55% $140,000
Waipa District 12.71% $50,000
Matamata-Piako District 8.59% $30,000
Waikato District 17.26% 560,000
Otorohanga 2.49% $10,000
Waitomo District 2.42% 510,000
South Waikato District 6.01% $20,000
Hauraki District 4.85% 520,000
Thames-Coromandel District 7.13% $30,000

o
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NEXT STEPS

Consultation process underway with Councils, the business
community, Maori/iwi and other key economic development partners
to test the findings and refine the preferred delivery model, service
and resource mix

Martin Jenkins now commenced detailed design phase- results by
late 2017

Final proposal and recommendations to Mayoral Forum in
late 2017

Including finalised funding, operating and governance model

Waikato Means
ks BUSINESS
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Rebecca Whitehead Authoriser: Lance Vervoort
Position: Libraries Director Position: General Manager Community

Report Name: Central Library Seismic Rehabilitation

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform the Council on options for the future delivery of the Central Library service.

2. To seek approval for $635,200 to upgrade the Central Library building to 34 percent of the
new building standard (NBS) and $87,000 to install a new cardex system in the 2018/2018
financial year.

Staff Recommendation
3. That the Council:
a) receives the report;

b) approves the recommendation from the 4 April 2017 Community and Services
Committee meeting to approve $618,000 capital and $17,200 operating budget to
upgrade the Central Library to 34 percent NBS and approve $87,000 to install a
cardex system (option C1 in the staff report); and

c) notes the information on future Central Library options, contained in paragraphs 19 —
58 of the staff report.

Executive Summary

4, The Central Library was temporarily closed in November 2017 after a detailed seismic
assessment evaluated the building as earthquake prone. This closure was initially signalled to
be for 3-6 months however it has now been 10 months. Delays with re opening are causing
increasing levels of community dissatisfaction, with staff receiving around 90 complaints per
month.

5. Since the closure staff have been asked by elected members to investigate options for the
future delivery of a Central Library service which include permanent relocation to the
municipal building, upgrading the current Garden Place building, a new CBD location and
decentralisation.

6. Options for the future Central Library delivery can be considered through the 10 Year Plan
process. However the issue of determining a course of action for the building to be brought in
line with legislative requirements and a decision regarding the level of central library service
provision in the short term are still required.

7. Staff recommend completing the seismic rehabilitation of the building to 34 percent NBS in
2017/2018 to comply with legislation and return service to levels of service agreed through the
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2015-2025 10 Year Plan. This is the most cost effective option and leaves Council open to
consider the future Central Library through the 10 Year Plan and beyond.

8. Staff also recommend the installation of a cardex system to improve security, health and safety
within the facility.

9. Staff consider the matter covered in this report has a medium level of significance and that the
recommendations comply with the Council’s legal requirements.

Background

10. A detailed seismic assessment of the Central Library was completed in November 2016. The
building was assessed as earthquake prone with a score of 15% NBS and was temporarily
closed to public and staff pending a seismic upgrade. A temporary service pop-up library
service was established at the Council municipal building reception lounge, which offers
limited services and collections.

11. Options for the seismic upgrade of the Central Library building were considered by the
Community and Services Committee at the April 4 2017 meeting, minutes attached. At this
time Council also considered the installation of a Cardex system at the Central Library as a
further health and safety improvement. Resolutions from that meeting were that the
Community and Services Committee:

° receives the report;

. recommends Council approve, the option to upgrade the Central Library to 34% of the
New Building Standard at a further $618,000 capital expenditure and $17,200 operating
expenditure;

. recommends Council approve $87,000 to implement a cardax system; and

. recommends that Council consider alternate cost-effective means of providing CBD
library services and enhancing library services in current and future growth areas.

12. On 13 April 2017 staff presented on the draft Libraries Facilities Plan to a Council briefing, this
presentation included options for future Central Library delivery.

13.  On 14 August 2017 staff presented to the 10 Year Plan — Community Infrastructure briefing
regarding options for the Central Library. At this session, an additional scenario was requested
for the municipal building which included a smaller public facing area and the conversion of
the Caro building into a storage area for the heritage and archive collections. Information
about this option is included in the options analysis attached to this report- scenario B1.

Discussion

14. A number of options and scenarios have been developed to support a discussion around the
future delivery of the Central Library Service. These include: the seismic remediation of the
Garden Place building, upgrades to the Garden Place building, permanently relocating to the
municipal building, a new central city location and a decentralised service. It is proposed that
these options be considered further by the Council through the 2018-2028 10 Year Plan
process. A number of the options identified need a number of years to be implemented
meaning any significant change from the existing delivery model is difficult to achieve in the
short term.

15.  When the Central Library was initially closed in 2016 it was expected to reopen in 3-6 months.
However, 10 months have passed with no decision having been made in regards to the seismic
rehabilitation and re-opening the library. These delays are causing increasing dissatisfaction
and Council has been receiving around 90 complaints per month.

16. Staff recommend completing the seismic rehabilitation of the building to 34 percent NBS.
Completing this work would allow a reinstatement of agreed levels of service and enable the
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Council to maximise the return from any future sale of the building. This would allow sufficient
time for Council to consider the future direction and model of Central Library service delivery.

17. Staff also recommend the installation a cardex system to improve health and safety within the
facility

18. The Libraries Strategic Plan (2015), and the Central City Transformation Plan (CCTP) recognise
the Central Library as a destination library within the city and a key anchor for Garden Place.
Undertaking the seismic repair of the building enable Council to continue to deliver a full
Central Library service and contribute to the outcomes identified in these plans.

Future Library Options

19. Staff have assessed that there are five viable future options for Council to consider.

Option A —Status Quo

Option B —Municipal Building

Option C- Garden Place Library

Option D- Alternative CBD Location- build, buy or lease
e Option E- Decentralised service — Greenfield build

A detailed analysis of these options follows. All costs are high level estimates only and would
be refined through the development of a detailed business case and formal tender process.

OPTION A - Status Quo

20. This option involves Council permanently delivering a central library service through the pop
up in the reception lounge. The pop up would contain a small lending collection and deliver a
small number of programmes.

Community impact

21. The option ensures that some provision of a library service in the central city is retained and
provides an opportunity for co-location with other HCC services, however there would be a
significant reduction in levels of service including:

e An 85% reduction in the size of the Central Library lending and reference collection
(including fiction, nonfiction, DVD’s, CDs ) which services the city wide libraries network
(approximately 100,000 items). All community libraries are at capacity and could not
accommodate this material.

e Asignificant reduction in the size and number of programmes and events due to space
restrictions (note- there is limited space at community libraries to hold programmes and
events)

e An estimated 40% -50% reduction in the number of visitors to the Central Library in Garden
Place (from approximately 300,000 visitors to an estimated 150,000 to 180,000 per annum).

e Heritage and Archive collections would need to be housed in an off-site climate controlled
storage facility, resulting in a reduction in access to heritage and archive services. No other
local institution has current capacity to hold this material. The service is currently used by
around 50,000 visitors a year, accessing a minimum of 35,000 items from the collection.
Continuing this service would require a service separate to the pop-up library, or a process
where materials could be retrieved from storage at a cost of $12 per item.

e No provision for study, reading, computers, community use or programmes

e Anincreased pressure on collections, services and staff in suburban libraries, many which are
operating at capacity now.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.
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With staff receiving around 90 complaints per month for the temporary reduction in levels of
service, it is likely there will be a significant level of community dissatisfaction with a
permanent reduction to levels of service.

Financial considerations

This option would offer savings of $150,000 per year on energy and resourcing costs; however
these would be offset by higher operating costs for an alternative Heritage and Archive service
provision ($500,000 - $800,000) and lending and collections ($500,000) storage and an
estimated loss of revenue of -$100,000.

There would be a one off capital cost for the fit out of a separate facility for Heritage and
Archive services. Based on 500m? public area and 1,000m? climate controlled storage area this
would cost $750,000.

A significant part of the network’s lending and reference collection and operational assets are
currently stored in the Central Library. Should the building not be used as the Central Library,
storage would have to be found for these items at an additional cost, or the Council would
have to decrease collection size and write off these assets. The financial impacts of this write
off would depend on scope.

The following table details the estimated additional costs associated with this option.

Capital Operating

. Fit out of alternative heritage ° Heritage and Archive service
and archive storage facility - operating costs $500,000-
$750,000 $800,000 per year

° Lending and reference

collection storage and retrieval
costs $500,000 per year

Total capital: $750,000 Total additional operating $950,000-
$1,250,000 per year

OPTION B - Relocation to the Municipal Building

This option involves the permanent relocation of the Central Library to the Municipal Building.
There are four scenarios within this option:

. B1- The relocation of the Central Library service to the ground floor and level 1 of the
governance wing and all levels of the Caro building (2,900 m?)

. B2-The relocation of the Central Library service to the ground floor of the municipal
building, governance wing and caro building (2,100 m?).

. B3- Municipal Building governance wing and caro building - Ground floor and level 1
(3,600m?)
. B4- Expansion Caro street carpark (additional 800 m?)

Scenario B1 would provide enough space for service desks and a portion of the lending
collection. There would be very limited provision for study, reading, computers, community
use or programmes. The Caro building would be converted into storage area for the heritage
and archive collection.

Scenario B2 would provide enough space for service desks and a portion of the lending
collection. There would be very limited provision for study, reading, computers, community
use or programmes.
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30.

31.

32.

Scenario B3 would see the ground floor area providing space for a portion of the lending
collection; the second floor would provide space for computers, smaller programme delivery
and some community use space.

Scenario B4 could be added in conjunction with scenario B1 or B2. It involves an expansion to
the municipal building over the Caro Street carpark to create an additional 800 m? of space.

The loading code outlines the requirement of 4kpa for standard library loading and 10kpa for
the mechanical shelving units used for heritage and archive collections. The current floor
loading capacity of 0.2- 2kpa restricts the volume and weight of material that can be located in
these areas without undertaking structural strengthening work.

Community impact

33.

34.

This option ensures a central city library service is retained and creates the opportunity for an
integrated council/ library service.

This service would result in the following:
. A decrease in the size of the Central Library lending collection by 50-80%

. Limited space for events and programmes — resulting in a reduction of approximately
150,000 visitors per annum

. Heritage and Archive collections would need to be housed off site

. Options B1 and B2 — have no or extremely limited provision for study, reading,
computers, community use or programmes

° An increased pressure on collections, services and staff in suburban libraries.

. Extended hours for face to face Council customer services as the library service is
delivered seven days per week

. Improved security and safety for staff and customers

. The opportunity for co-location with HCC services

Financial consideration

35. High level cost estimates associated with this option are detailed below. These would need to
be confirmed once full scope is defined.

36. All of the option scenarios would offer approximately $300,000 per year savings from energy
and resourcing costs. These are offset by higher operating costs for an alternative Heritage and
Archive Service provision, lending and reference collection storage and retrieval and loss of
revenue of $100,000.

37. Note : Costs for the storage or write off of operational assets, interest and depreciation are
additional but unknown.

Option Capital Operating

B1 e Fit out of 1,000 m? of the Lending and reference collection

municipal building $2,000,000 storage and retrieval costs $500,000
per year
e Fit out of Caro wing for heritage
and archive storage $1,000,000 Total additional operating $300,000 per
year

® Floor strengthening — minimum
estimated $5,000,000

Total capital: $8,000,000
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B2 e Fit out of 2,100 m? of the e Heritage and archive service
municipal building $4,000,000 - operating costs $500,000-$800,000
$7,000,000 per year
® Fit out of alternative heritage and ® Lending and reference collection
archive storage facility - $750,000 storage and retrieval costs $500,000
per year
® Floor strengthening — minimum
estimated $2,000,000 Total additional operating $800,000-
. $1,100,000 per year
Total capital: $6,550,000-$9,550,000
B3 e Fit out of 3,600 m? of the e Heritage and Archive service
municipal building $6,000,000- operating costs $500,000-$800,000
$9,000,000 per year
e Fit out of fit out of alternative e lending and reference collection
Heritage and Archive storage storage and retrieval costs $500,000
facility - $750,000 per year
e Floor strengthening — minimum Total additional operating $800,000-
estimated $2,000,00 $1,100,000 per year
Total capital: $8,550,000 - $11,550,000
B4 e (Capital costs and operating costs e Heritage and Archive service
associated with B1, B2 or B3 plus operating costs $500,000-$800,000
$4,000,000 for the extension over per year
the Caro Street Carpark ) .
e Lending and reference collection
Total Capital : storage and retrieval costs $250,000
$10,550,000-$15,550,000 per year
Total additional operating $550,000-
$850,000
38. This option could not be implemented until 2019 and is dependent on the proposed Waters
CCO, the relocation of staff currently located on the ground floor, and ending the current
community tenancies for the Caro Wing.
OPTION C — Garden Place Library
39. This option involves returning services to the Central Library building in Garden Place. There
are three scenarios related to the option:
40. C1- Undertake seismic upgrade to 34 per cent NBS only.
41. C2- Undertake Seismic upgrade 34 per cent NBS and complete additional works to improve the

functionality, safety and amenity of the building including:

Relocating offices from the front of ground floor to improve natural light and visibility to

and from Garden Place.

Implementing shared community spaces

Safety improvements to customer service areas

Improving accessibility and security at entrance

Reconfiguring top floors to improve space efficiency

Improving accessibility of toilet and parent room facilities

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Page 103 of 206

Item 15



GT waj

42.

C3 — Undertake seismic upgrade and enhanced improvements including upgrade to the library
facade, and create an entrance off the Alexandra Laneway to achieve outcomes from the CCTP.

Community Impact

43,

44,

Option C1 is the most cost effective option and ensures continuation of services at the current
agreed level.

Option C2 and C3 ensure continuation of the current agreed level of service and provides the
following benefits:

Improved security and safety for staff and customers

The opportunity for co-location with HCC services and community/business hubs
Improved interface with Garden Place and central city

Improved amenity and accessibility

Increase in useable space for programmes and events

Financial Consideration

45. The table below details the estimated additional costs associated with this option. Costs would
be refined once direction is provided. Some operational efficiency could be possible through
scenario C2 and C3 if the facility was shared by other services or groups.

46. Note: there are $1,500,000 of building renewals scheduled for the Central Library building
during the 2018-2028 10 Year Plan period, which is additional to the projects identified below.

Option Capital Operating

(ox} e $620, 000 remaining expenditure e $17,000 project operating costs

Recommended for Seismic upgrade Total Operating costs $17,000

Option Total capital of $620,000

C2 e $620,000 remaining expenditure e $17,000 project operating costs

for Seismic upgrade Total Operating costs $17,000
e 51,600,000 improvement costs
Total capital of $2,220,000
C3 e $620,000 remaining expenditure e $17,000 project operating costs
for Seismic upgrade Total Operating costs $17,000
e 51,600,000 improvement costs
e 51,320,000 fagcade upgrade
e $210,000 laneway entrance
Total capital of $3,750,000
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47. Detailed design, project planning and tender preparation has been undertaken for the seismic
upgrade. This project is ready to be implemented if approved and would take 6-8 months to
complete.

48. Detailed design, project planning and procurement processes would need to be completed for
the additional works under option C2 elements of the option. The estimated timeline would
include 6 months for design and an additional 12-18 months to carry out the improvements.

OPTION D- alternative CBD Location: Build, buy or lease

49. This option involves moving the Central Library to another CBD location of 4000-4500 m?2. This
option could involve a lease, build or buy scenario.

50. Community Impact

51. This option ensures continuation of the current agreed level of service and provides the
following benefits:

. A fit for purpose library building
. Improved security and safety for staff and customers

. Opportunities for co-location with HCC services, government departments and
community/business groups

Financial consideration

52. The additional costs associated with this option are detailed below. Some operational
efficiency may be possible through co-location with other services. The value of those savings
would depend on the model of delivery.

Option Capital Operating

Lease e Fit out cost of $5,750,000- e Lease of a 4500 m? facility
$6,750,000 $1,500,000-$2,000,000 per year

Build e $23,000,000 - 4,500 m? facility e Unknown

Buy e Unknown e Unknown

53. This option would require significant planning. The lease option would have the shortest
timeframe however a new build of this type would take a number of years of planning and
execution.

OPTION E - Decentralised Service — Greenfields build (Rototuna)

54. This option involves relocating some services from the central library building to a new
location. This option is based on the North East (Rototuna) Library identified in the 30 year
infrastructure plan. Land has been purchased for this purpose in Rototuna and is outlined in
the Rototuna Town Centre Structure Plan and Comprehensive Development plan.
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55. This option provides the community with a fit for purpose facility. It would address growth and
demand to the north east of the city and reduce current operating pressures on the Chartwell
library.

56. The current proposal for a library build at Rototuna is based on the existing city provision and
allows for 2,500 m? for a community hub library at an indicative capital cost of aprox $15M
and ongoing operational cost of $500,000. There is potential to seek partnership agreements
with developers for a shared library/retail project which may reduce a portion of this cost.

57. If services currently offered through the Central Library (programmes, heritage and archives)
were to be decentralised to Rototuna, the building would require an additional 1,500-2,000 m?
of space at an estimated additional cost of around $7,500,000-$10,000,000 and an associated
increase in operational costs.

58. This option is indicated for (year) of the 2018-2028 Asset Management Plan and is yet to be
fully scoped and business case to be developed.

59. Financial Consideration

60. Staff recommend option C1 because it is the most cost effective and timely option. It would
enable a return to levels of service agreed through the 2015-2025 10 Year Plan. It would also
leave Council open to consider a future Central Library through the 10 Year Plan and beyond.

61. The total cost to complete this project is $705,000 capital expenditure and $17,200 operational
expenditure which is not funded in the 2017/2018 Annual Plan.

62. Itis proposed that this is approved as an unbudgeted project and it is reported on the on Risks
and Opportunities Schedule. This would result in no significant impact on the balancing our
books and debt to revenue ratios.

63. The table below outlines the financial impacts of completing this project in 2017/2018.

Type of Costs 2017/2018 Year Future Years
Capital Expenditure Approved Costs incurred Unfunded
budget
Seismic upgrade to 34 %NBS - S- $618,000 S-
Cardex system S- S- $87,000 S-
Total Capex S- S- $705,000 S-

Operating Expenditure
Consequential Opex S- S- $17,200 S-
Total Opex S- S- $17,200 S-

Legal and Policy Considerations

64. Staff confirm that option C1 complies with the Council’s legal and policy requirements in
relation to the New Building Standard and that the Central Library in Garden Place meets floor
loading requirements under AS/NZS1170.1:2002.

Risks
65. Risks associated with not approving the staff recommendation are likely to be:
e Continued dissatisfaction caused by the ongoing reduction to levels of service provided by

libraries resulting in reputational damage to Council
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e Uncertainty for the community and staff regarding the future of the library service

o Low staff morale caused by dissatisfaction with working conditions and ongoing impacts to
the libraries’ levels of service, resulting in loss of key employees

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance

66. Based on the factors for determining significance as outlined in the Significance and
Engagement Policy, staff have assessed that the recommendations in this report have medium
significance.

Engagement

67.  Staff recommend no engagement on this matter is required.

Attachments
There are no attachments for this report.
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017

Author: Debbie Lascelles Authoriser: Helen Paki

Position: Community Services Manager  Position: Business Manager
Community

Report Name: Waterworld Renewals Project

Report Status Open

Purpose

1. To seek approval to bring forward additional budget within the 2015-2025 10 Year Plan to
complete the renewal project at Waterworld.

Staff Recommendation
2. That the Council:
a) receives the report.

b) approves bringing forward $5,672,000 from 2022/23 in the 2015-25 10 Year Plan to
2017/18 to complete the required renewals work at Waterworld (option 5 of the staff
report).

Executive Summary

3. Condition assessments at Waterworld have found a range of issues with the facility: the pipes,
floor and ceiling were found to be at the end of their useful life. The filtration is not compliant
and the Heating, Ventilation, Air Conditioning (HVAC) is at the end of its useful life and is not fit
for purpose.

4, Staff have been working with Opus International Consultants on a significant renewal that will
address all of these issues since early 2016.

5. The project has been complex and a range of innovative design solutions have been found to
renew the assets in the most cost effective way. The size of the project has triggered other
costs related to building compliance for fire safety and disability compliance.

6. The money set aside to renew these assets was not enough to cover the renewal and staff
brought a revised scope to a Council briefing.

7. Other solutions have been considered, however, there are a number of risks to the facility
should these assets fail and renewal is the best means to mitigate these.

8. Staff recommend bringing forward money (for a new pool) from 2022/23 in the 2015-25 10
Year Plan to complete the renewal.

9. Staff consider the recommendation made in this report has medium significance and that the
recommendations comply with the Council’s legal requirements. Staff would not consider
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10.

public consultation necessary, because user groups affected by the renewal have been
engaged in considerable discussion about the renewal.

If Council chose not to renew critical assets for the 50m pool, closure of this part of the facility
would be considered high significance due to the impact on current levels of service for user
groups and a full public consultation would be necessary.

Background

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Waterworld is Hamilton’s major aquatic facility and is the largest facility of its type in the North
Island. Built in 1976, it has had limited renewal of its major assets, aside from a new ceiling in
2007, new flooring in 2011 and a refresh of the front of house/ café area in 2015-2016.

Identification of a pipework issue at Waterworld in mid-2015 triggered further investigation
and a full condition assessment of the facility.

In August 2015, a sample of one of the pipes in the service tunnel that runs beneath the 50 m
pool was taken by CJ Cant Plumbing to determine the wear on the existing pipe network. This
sample determined significant wear. Pipes that were originally 22mm thick were down to 8.6
mm and 9 mm in places (see Attachment 1).

A condition assessment was completed by Opus International Consultants who determined
that the pipes were at the end of their useful life, the filtration system did not meet public
health standards and the condition of the floor was a health and safety concern for both staff
and public. These issues were presented to Council in a briefing on 17 November 2015.

$2,900,000 was approved as part of the 2016/17 Annual Plan deliberations on 24 February
2016 to upgrade the pipes, filtration and floor. The figure was based on preliminary estimates
only.

A project team was formed in March 2016.

The Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning system (HVAC) was due to be renewed in
2017/18 and would have resulted in a second closure for the facility. To avoid this, a decision
was made to bring $900,000 of funding forward into the main project with an additional
$408,000 of funding allocated from 2016/17 capital renewals budget.

Ongoing issues with the ceiling tiles became more pressing and due to health and safety
concerns. These were removed and a further $900,000 was brought forward into the 16/17
financial year.

At this stage, these funds totalled $5,108,000 and this was set aside for renewal of the pipe
network, the filtration units for the 25m and 50m pools, the floor, ceiling, and HVAC (see
Attachment Two for summary of each project component).

Design issues and complexities due to the nature of the aging facility, asbestos pipes, high
water table and difficulties connecting new pool assets with the older facility meant
considerable changes to the original scope and budget were required. There are also a number
of inter-dependencies within the project making it difficult to remove key parts of the project
without an impact on others (see Attachment 3 for design interdependencies).

The significant renewal of assets triggered the need to consider disability access and improved
fire design to comply with a greater amount of the new building code.

During the project planning stage, an organisation wide programme of seismic assessments
was begun. Waterworld was completed as a matter of priority so that the costs to be fully
compliant could be considered alongside the costs of this renewal.

Updated costs were $10,600,000 including contingency to complete the renewal work and an
additional $2,700,000 including contingency for completion of the seismic strengthening, a
total of $13,300,000. Legislation dictates that the seismic work must be completed within 12
years.
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24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

These changes in scope were the subject of a briefing to the Council on 6 July 2017 where a
number of options were presented to the Council to cover the increased cost of the project. At
this briefing, it was requested that an additional option be considered; spending the budget
required for the renewal project on building a new 25m x 35m pool with a moveable floor,
suitable for water polo and lane swimming. This approach would involve running the
remainder of the assets until complete failure.

$455,000 was spent on project fees in 2016/17, with $4,653,000 deferred for the 2017/18
financial year. Project fees are included in the total budget for the project.

Since the briefing, the work on the ceiling has been brought forward due to health and safety
issues with the level of noise in the facility. Decibel readings determined that noise levels
during busy periods were over 90dB and Worksafe NZ recommend hearing protection for noise
levels over 85dB. Acoustic ceiling tiles will be installed in October 2017 at a cost of $768,000.

Bringing the ceiling tiles forward has incurred an additional $180,000 due to the work being
isolated from the main contract, taking the total cost for the project to $10,780,000.

A patch of the worst part of the floor, that was presenting a trip hazard for staff and
customers, has been scraped back to the original concrete and will be ground back to ensure
the surface is non slip. This is only a temporary fix until a decision can be made as to the
ongoing future of the renewal project. This cost has been met from existing maintenance
budgets.

Discussion

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.

34,

35.

36.

There are a number of significant risks associated with asset failure at the facility. The staff
recommendations are based on consideration of these risks.

A risk register detailing key risks and possible mitigations was put together by staff and Opus
International Consultants focusing on the pipe network and 25m filtration (see Attachment 4).

Risks due to asset failure of the pipe network

The pipes for the 50m and dive pools are made from asbestos cement and their removal incurs
additional cost due to the health and safety risks removal poses.

The pipe network runs through a number of locations in the facility. The supply line to the 50m
pool is encased in concrete and runs underneath the 50m pool. The remainder of the pipes for
the 50m and dive pool are in a tunnel or duct that runs underneath the pools and is accessible
from a hatch in the corridor that leads to the childcare facility, a kitchen and a room for
community use (Studio Two). From here, the tunnel continues back underneath the corridor
and exits the building, running in parallel to the building underground before re-entering the
building at the plant room (see Attachment 5 for schematic of pipe locations).

Health and safety legislation dictates that anyone entering the duct must be trained to work in
confined spaces. Due to asbestos being present, a full breathing apparatus is also necessary.

Failure could occur at any point in the network, however critical failure is most likely where
pipes are exposed and unsupported by surrounding material. The wear of the pipes in the duct
will continue to be gradual until they become so brittle and thin that they shatter. Concrete
pipes tend to crack longitudinally down the length of the pipe and in this situation, the force of
gravity from the pool water could result in a cascade effect with multiple failures due to the
way pipes are bracketed on top of one another.

Should this occur, the worst case scenario is that the water in the 50m and dive pools would
empty into the duct and then flood into the corridor from the hatch, flooding the kitchen,
studio two and the childcare facility.
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37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43,

44,

45.
46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Without water to support the structure of the remaining pipes, there is likely to be failure
across the whole network, particularly in the underground location where pipes have the
weight of soil pressing against them.

In addition, due to the pressure from the high water table, unplanned emptying of the pools
could result in the 50m and dive pools popping up out of the ground, damage which would be
costly to repair.

Critical failure of pipes and flooding in the plant room could damage electronic assets critical to
the entire facility. Pool pumps, filters, dosing systems are all housed in this room, some at
ground level along with the building management system (BMS) which controls settings across
the whole facility ( such as HVAC, boilers, domestic heating). Damage to this part of the facility
would incur a substantial cost.

Insurance will not cover damage to the building or plant that is caused by critical pipe failure,
as the condition of these assets are a known issue.

Due to the fragile condition of the pipes, staff and contractors are now banned from entering
the duct, making mitigation of critical failure in this area impossible.

Mitigations to re-direct water away from the facility during a critical failure to minimise
damage can be installed at a cost. However, these will not prevent the entire network from
needing to be replaced if the Council wishes to retain usage of the 50m and dive pools in the
future.

It is possible that there are already slow leaks in the pipes that are underground. Slow leaks de-
stabilise the surrounding soil, potentially causing damage to the foundations of the building.
An investigation using thermal imaging is underway at an unbudgeted cost of approximately
$10,000. This will need to be repeated quarterly to mitigate the risk of damage caused in this
manner.

In addition, the facility is currently outside of the trade waste regulations set out by the
Waikato Regional Council. Chlorinated water is being directed into the storm water system
instead of the waste water system. Our current consent has been issued on the basis that this
is addressed by changes to the pipe network during the renewal project and completed no
later than October 2021. An alternative plan to address this will need to be designed at an
approximate cost of $50,000 should the renewal project not proceed.

Risks from the 25m pool filtration unit

When the filtration unit for the 25m pool was put in 40 years ago, it was designed for a bather
load of 60 people per day. Currently, the 25m pool has a daily visitation of anywhere between
200 and 600 people depending on time of year and bookings.

The turnover rates for both the 25m and 50m pools (amount of time it takes to filter the pool’s
water) do not meet the Pool Design Standard 4441:2008. This potentially puts Council at risk
for a public health incident, particularly in the 25m pool.

The guidelines for pools that are used for learn to swim is that the water turns over in an hour.
The 25m pool currently takes 4.5 hours to turn over.

While other pools around the country also fail to meet the standard, the expectation is that
pools will take the opportunity during renovations to comply. Failure to do so puts us at risk of
prosecution from the Ministry of Health and Worksafe NZ in the event of a public health
incident.

In addition, guidelines for safe pool operation dictate that following a contamination incident
(faecal, vomit, blood), pools will close for three turnovers. This means that pool management
currently have to close the 25m pool for 13 hours and the 50m pool for 18 hours if there is an
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51.

52.
53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.
62.

incident. This creates loss of revenue from cancelled programmes and customer
dissatisfaction. It currently occurs approximately once a week in the 25m pool.

New filtration will reduce the close down period to one hour in the 25m pool and three hours
in the 50m pool.

Risks from failure of the HVAC system

The main fans within the HVAC systems for the 25m and 50m pool halls are highly corroded
and at the end of their useful life. Direct replacement of the fans is not possible, as off-the-
shelf products are not available for a system that was designed 40 years ago. Replacing the
system like-for-like would still require design and for parts to be custom made.

The existing system is not fit for purpose and leaves unacceptable levels of humidity and
chemicals remaining in the air. This is contributing to degradation of the building. Attachment
6 demonstrates photos of damage to steel within the facility.

In addition, the existing system is not compatible with the new acoustic baffles, as these were
designed to be installed with the new HVAC design. Without an upgrade, the conditions within
the facility will worsen, making the atmosphere unpleasant for staff and visitors.

When the HVAC system fails, the 25m and 50m pool halls will need to be closed until a
replacement can be arranged. There would be no way to regulate temperature in these parts
of the building. During the winter, the temperatures would be very cold and during the
summer, it would be extremely hot.

It would take a minimum of nine months to work through the building consent and
procurement processes followed by custom build of parts and installation. This would result in
an unscheduled closure and cause loss of revenue and loss of customers from the learn to
swim programme who would likely opt to go elsewhere for their learn to swim needs.

Replacement of the HVAC would trigger the need for fire assessment and design to comply
with a greater percentage of the new building code. In the instance that the Council did not
want to use the design recently completed for HVAC, another fire assessment of the building
and a new design would need to be completed, which would be both costly and time
consuming.

Completing the work outside of the main renewal project would create additional cost as there
are efficiencies to working in the same spaces at one time.

It should also be noted that the new design will result in more efficient energy usage. Heating
costs for the 25m and 50m pool halls will be halved, saving at least $46,000 per annum.

Other risks

At the 9 March 2017 Council meeting, the Council requested that staff explore the option of a
full service contract-out of aquatic services. There is currently a Request for Proposal (RFP)
process underway to support decision making in this area. If the renewals of critical assets are
not completed, it is unlikely that external contractors will be willing to take on the risks of
critical failure, thereby limiting the options to finalise this piece of work.

Options

63.

Staff have assessed that there are five reasonable and viable options for the Council to
consider. The options are set out in the table below and outlined fully later in this report.

Option One Spend renewal budget on a new pool or pools and let existing assets fail

Option Two Complete renewal of the pipe network, 25m filtration, ceiling and floor; delay
the renewal of the HVAC, 50m filtration and lighting
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64.

Option Three | Bring forward money from new pool from 2022/23 in the 2015-25 10 Year
Plan and approve additional $2,450,000 to complete seismic strengthening
concurrent with the renewals

Option Four Delay consideration of the entire project to line up with the remainder of the
LTP deliberations

Option Five Bring forward money for the new pool which is in the 2015-25 10 Year Plan in
Y22/23 LTP to complete the renewal (does not include the seismic upgrade)

Staff recommend Option Five because this is the most cost effective way to meet the needs of
our community for multi-purpose aquatic space with the least risks.

Option One: Spend renewal budget on a new pool or pools and let existing assets fail

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

Team Architects Ltd were engaged to cost the design of two new additional pools at
Waterworld in standalone buildings, using amenities in the main facility (see Attachment 7).

A 25m wide leisure pool with the ability to add a wave generator at a later date would cost
approximately $12,000,000 to build and take 24 months to design and build.

A 25m x 35m sports pool with a moveable floor that has a maximum depth of 2.4m would cost
approximately $11,500,000 to build and take 24 months to design and build.

The cost of renewal would only cover the cost of one new pool build. The cost of the renewal
at $10,780,000 is $720,000 cheaper than the least expensive pool.

The 50m and dive pools are most at risk of critical failure. Replacing these with a 25m x 35m
pool will still not meet the needs of our current customers for the following reasons:

e It will not cater for 50m long course competitions, a loss of $47,000 revenue (based
on 16/17 financials);

e Swim clubs and water polo currently use the dive pool and 50m pools at the same
time. A new pool would only cater for one of these activities at a time. The facility is
already pressured at peak times and this will increase the competition between
sporting codes for space;

e No seating or grandstand will mean such a new pool cannot be used for competitive
events of any type (seating can added, but at an additional cost)

e The dive pool is currently used as a warm up pool for competitive events which is
essential for swimmers. There will be no space to allow this;

e There are currently 16 x 25m lanes in the 50m pool and these are all used in winter
peak hours. The new pool would offer 10 x 25m lanes;

e Overflow from the Learn to Swim programme currently goes into the 50m pool and
there would be no space for this to occur, reducing the capacity of the programme to
expand, one of the critical areas to increase revenue in the facility.

Despite the reduction in water space, running costs for the proposed pool will be the same as
the combined 50m and dive pool due to the depth of the proposed new pool.

Failure to the pipe network could occur at any time. There is no guarantee that the new pool
would be ready before critical failure to the 50m and Dive pool pipes occur.

In addition, failure of the HVAC system would result in closure of either or both the 25m and
50m pool halls, with only one pool as a backup, if it was operational. The new 25m x 35m pool
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73.

would not be suitable as a learn-to-swim or leisure pool due to depth and the lower
temperatures needed by the sporting codes. As already mentioned, this would have ongoing
consequences for the learn to swim programme.

Staff do not therefore recommend this option because the risks of asset failure are too high
and the new pool will not meet the needs of Hamilton sporting codes.

Option Two: Complete renewal of the pipe network, 25m filtration, ceiling and floor; delay the

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

renewal of the HVAC, 50m filtration and lighting

Delaying the renewal of the HVAC, 50m filtration and lighting would save approximately
$2,970,000. The total cost of the remaining renewals would be $7,810,000, resulting in an
additional $3,157,000 that would be needed to fund the project.

Delaying the renewal of the HVAC risks unscheduled failure before planned renewal can be
completed.

As already discussed, costs to renew the HVAC outside of the main project will be higher with
repetition of some processes that have already been completed along with a second period of
closure that will result in greater loss of revenue and further disruption to the service.

While approximately $561,000 could be saved by delaying the renewal of the 50m filtration,
doing this later will cost approximately $800,000.

Currently, the 50m pool has to be closed for 18 hours after a contamination event. This does
cause disruption to the service.

The lighting adds $111,000 to the total cost of the project. It will likely cost more if completed
at a later date as a stand-alone project. The installation of LED lighting would enable lower
electricity costs and much lower maintenance costs as there are fewer bulb changes necessary
with LED lights.

The acoustic baffles are not compatible with the old lighting system. However, to install these
early, acoustic baffles will be left out of the areas that contain lights and the small gaps in the
baffle system are unlikely to affect the acoustics.

Staff do not recommend this option because a delay on some renewals will cause greater costs
in the long term and may result in unscheduled closure of the facility or a second planned
closure resulting in greater revenue loss.

Option Three: Bring forward and reallocate the funding towards a new pool from 2022/23 in the

82.

83.

2015-25 10 Year Plan and approve additional $2,450,000 to complete seismic strengthening
concurrent with the renewals

Staff do not recommend this option. While it is possible that efficiencies will be gained by
coupling the seismic strengthening with the renewal project, this has not been tested via the
tender process and therefore cannot be confirmed.

Given the financial constraints of the current LTP and the fact that seismic strengthening does
not need to be completed for another 12 years (2029), it would be prudent to wait and
consider this work as part of the 2021-31 10 Year Plan.

Option Four: Delay consideration of the entire project to line up with the remainder of the 2018-28

84.

10 Year Plan deliberations

Staff do not recommend this option. It would not be a financially prudent decision and the
risks of delaying the renewals are too high. Waiting to consider this as part of the 2018-28 10
Year Plan discussion would mean delaying the start of the project until February 2019.
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85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

The project must be completed during a time when the water table is lowest to prevent the
pressure from ground water damaging the pool. The water table is lowest during the driest
month which tends to begin in late January and early February.

It would take time to re-tender the project and award a contract. In addition, some pool parts
need to be ordered from the United States (US) and have a 12 week manufacturing lead time.

Construction costs are continuing to escalate and the total cost of the project is likely to be
higher if implemented at a later date. Costs for some of the pool parts are also subject to
fluctuations in the exchange rate for the goods being manufactured in the US.

It is possible that some critical assets will fail before a February 2019 start date. Additional
money would therefore need to be spent on ongoing assessment of the underground pipes
and mitigations to prevent costly damage to the remainder of the facility in the event of pipe
failure.

This only prevents further damage from occurring and does not mitigate against the cost of an
unscheduled and lengthy closure should pipe failure occur. Similarly, there is no way of
mitigating early failure of the HVAC with the same outcome.

For these reasons, costs to delay the project will potentially be high with no corresponding
financial benefit.

Option Five: Bring forward and reallocate funding for the new pool from 2022/23 in the 2015-25 10

91.

92.

93.

94,

Year Plan to complete the renewal

Staff recommend this option. There is $5,850,000 set aside for a new pool at Waterworld in
2022/23 in the 2015-25 10 Year Plan. If $5,672,000 is pulled forward and reallocated, it would
provide the total budget of $10,780,000 needed to complete the entire project.

The downside to this solution is that the current shortage of aquatic space in winter time is not
addressed, which is what the 22/23 funding was originally intended for.

It should be noted however, that an additional leisure pool would be the recommendation
from staff when Council wish to consider future pool development. The majority of our users
are either leisure swimmers or learn to swim students. A leisure pool could be used for both of
these activities. There would be no shortage of lane space if learn to swim and recreational
swimmers had more space.

The existing asset provides the best solution to meet the needs of our community and in
addition, provides the most cost effective solution to do so.

Financial Considerations

95.

96.

97.

The total cost to complete this project is $10,780,000. $455,000 has already been spent,
leaving $4,653,000 in the current 2017/18 financial year. The balance of $5,672,000 is
unfunded. The balance could be funded by bringing forward this amount from 2022/23 in the
2015-25 10 Year Plan set aside for a new pool at Waterworld.

New pool development and their locations will be considered as part of the 2018-28 10 Year
Plan deliberations and can take into account expenditure on the renewal project.

Bringing this budget forward will incur interest and depreciation expenses 5 years earlier than
planned. However, this will have no impact on our current financial strategy measures. Waiting
to consider financial options alongside projects in the next ten years will yield no additional
financial benefit.
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Approved budget 2016/17 5,108,000
Cost incurred 2016/17 (455,000)
Budget deferred to
2017/18 4,653,000
Budget brought forward
from 2022/23 5,672,000
Revised budget 2017/18 10,325,000
Costs incurred 2017/18 to
date (3,560)
Budget remaining 2017/18 | 10,321,440
Impact on 2015-25 10-
Year Plan 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total
Benefit/(Cost)
Operational impact
Interest expense (187,000) (389,000) (416,000) (442,000) (470,000) (280,000) (78,000) (83,000) (2,345,000)
Depreciation (189,000) (189,000) (189,000) (189,000) (189,000) (945,000)
Operational impact (187,000) (578,000) (605,000) (631,000) (659,000) (469,000) (78,000) (83,000) (3,290,000)
Capital impact (5,672,000) 5,672,000 0
Net benefit/(cost) to
Council (5,859,000) (578,000) (605,000) (631,000) (659,000) 5,203,000 (78,000) (83,000) (3,290,000)
Impact on Financial
Strategy measures 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total
Fav/(Unfav)
Balancing the books (187,000) (584,000) (611,000) (637,000) (665,000) (475,000) (78,000) (83,000) (3,320,000)
Total overall debt (6,228,000) (6,616,000) (7,032,000) (7,475,000) (7,945,000) (1,243,000) (1,321,000) (1,404,000) | (39,264,000)
Debt to revenue ratio -3% -3% -3% -3% -3% 0% 0% 0%

Risks

98. In addition to the risks listed in the discussion and options sections of this report, there is also
significant reputational risk to the Council should there be critical asset failure during operating
hours at the facility. This would likely result in prolonged and negative media attention.

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance

99. Staff considered the following factors under the Significance and Engagement Policy:

The portion of the community affected by the proposal or decision.

100. Based on these factors, staff have assessed that the recommendations in this report have
medium significance. This means that those members of the community who are affected by
the decision need to be consulted.

Engagement

101. All the major sporting codes who use the facility have already been consulted and are in
support of the upgrade. Once a decision to proceed occurs, communications with the wider
public can begin.
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102. Staff recommend that no further engagement on this matter is required, other than the
standard communications to share news about the facility and proposed upgrade.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Pipes Email CJ Cant Ltd

Attachment 2 - Waterworld renewal project components

Attachment 3 - Waterworld renewals - Project Interdependencies
Attachment 4 - Waterworld PF-BM-024 Risk Register 20170831.xIsx
Attachment 5 - Waterworld pipe work material diagram

Attachment 6 - Photos of poolside degradation - Waterworld renewals

Attachment 7 - Concept Design New Pools Waterworld
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From: Royston Cant

Sent: Sunday, 30 August 2015 1:50 PM

To: Brent Ardern (Brent.Ardern@hcc.govt.nz) <Brent.Ardern@hcc.govt.nz>
Subject: Duct Pipe Work

HI Brent

Please find details on duct pipework below as found during our recent inspection.

The bends on two pipes were inspected, they both showed signs of serious wearing to the
wall thickness due to prolonged exposure to the water in the bottom of the duct. In addition
we can confirm that at least one of the fittings is currently leaking due to the bolts having
completly rusted away, releasing the pressure on the compression styled fitting. There also
appears to be a leak in the middle of a section of pipe at the location of the wall bracket.

Below are the details from the inspection with the ultra sound unit:

250mm Pipe
Pipe fitting wall thickness approximately 22mm when new.

Wall thickness on top of Fitting18.6mm

Wall thickness at middle of fitting 14.8mm
250mm
Pipe

—Estimated Wall thickness at bottom of fitting9mm

150mm Pipe
Pipe fitting wall thickness approximately 22mm when new.

— Wall thickness on top of Fitting8.6mm

Wall thicknessatmiddle of fitting 15.3mm

— Estimated Wall thickness at bottom of fitting9mm
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I would recommend that we proceed with the manufacturing of the screens for the pool
outlets allowing us to continue with further inspections of all the pipework throughout the
duct.

If you require any further information please advise.

Regards

Royston Cant | Managerl CJ Cant Limited | plumbing, gasfitting and drainlaying
specialists

p. 07 9578700 | f. 07 9578702 | e. royston@cjcantltd.co.nz | W. cjcantltd.co.nz

79 colombo street po box 12135 hamilton new zealand

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Page 119 of 206

ltem 16

Attachment 1



Z Juawyoeny

9T wal

Waterworld renewal project components

Component Priority Reason for priority rating Consequence of not doing
Pipes — 50m, Dive $847,371 Must (asap) Pipes at risk of critical failure, cannot be  Critical failure would result in:
Pools mitigated. Emergency evacuation
Risk of damage to building and plant
Prolonged closure
Pipes—25m $51,092 Must Cannot upgrade 25m filtration without See filtration.
upgrading pipes as they are too small for
faster turn-over of water.
Filtration —50 m $561,511 Should Turnover rates don’t meet the water Contamination incidents result in a 16 hour
quality standards, but the bather loads pool closure.
and way this pool is used makes this less  Will cost an additional $800,000 at a later
of a risk than the 25m pool. date.
Filtration — 25 m $291,404 Must Turnover rates don’t meet the water Public health incident.
quality standards. Due to temperature
and current usage of pool, there is a
public health risk.
Floor $1,441,559 Must Current floor poses a tripping hazardto  Accident.
staff and public. It is deteriorating and Work safe prosecution.
this issue will continue to escalate.
Pool works $889,127 Must Costs associated with new pool sides Notice and/ or fine from Regional Council
and drainage. Drainage must be altered
to conform with trade waste agreement.
Current system is in breach of consent.
Ceiling $767,711 Must (now) Decibel ratings of over 90 dB have been ~ Work safe prosecution.
taken during busy periods.
Lighting $111,061  Could Not due to be renewed for five years. Will leave out acoustic baffles in areas where

Upgrade would allow additional lighting
for FINA and will be more cost effective

there are lights to prevent shadows. There is a
risk that the baffles may still compromise
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as part of main upgrade.

existing light levels.

HVAC* $2,298,042 Should Asset at end of useful life Current design will be even less effective once
Degradation of building due to poor new acoustic baffles are installed.
humidity control. Continued degradation of building which will
put pressure on existing maintenance budgets.
Unscheduled closure for up to nine months if
failure occurs.
Electrical $187,103 Must Raising the floor means we have to re- Won’t be able to raise floor or install pipes
site electrical outlets.
There would be some savings if we did
not do HVAC.
Fire compliance $469,767 Must Building compliance
Disability access $60,764 Must Building compliance
Pool depth Must The pool has to be deepened to Will be unable to install pipes within the

implement the most cost effective
design for putting in the new pipes

current budget.
An alternative design would involve
compromising the structure of the 50m pool.

*Heating,Ventillation, Air conditioning
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Waterworld Project Components

The current pipes are
not suitable for the new
filtration systems

FIRE FILTRATION PIPEWORK

requirements

There will be efficiencies to be

SEISMIC ined in doing thi

gained indoing thisworkat

HVAC FLOORING UPGRADE  thesametimeasthe rest of
the project

To allow for the ongoing
nce of the ceiling the floor
gthened to allow the

The raising of the f
relocation

Light bulb chan equire the floor
tobestrengt d toallowthe
carrect equipment to be used

LIGHTING

The change to the new lighting The new ceiling will impact on the
will have electrical implications current lighting effectiveness

ELECTRICAL CEILING

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Page 123 of 206

Item 16

Attachment 3






WaterWorld RISK REGISTER

Issue: A certainty and a problem today

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Activity Issues and pipe failure risks ‘AHEWSIS Mame(s) L ol 10 i Risk: An uncertainty and a potential problem tomorrow
Contract Mo Reviewers Name(s) Likely 5 Low Moderate
Very High
Date 11-Aug ‘Sources of Information Quite Common 4 Low Moderate
Unlikely 3 Negligible Moderate High
Unusual 2 Negligible Low High
Rare 1 Negligible Low
Risk Identification Risk Assessment
The risk: what can go wrong or prevent us from achieving our Qualitative Risk Analysis
" desired objective? n Describe the major - " - " . .
Ref Risk Category The opportunity: what things can assist us In achieving our desired Consequence Status Major Impact impact leellr:lood Conseq.uence Risk Priority Risk Score Proposed Mitigation / Treatment Potential Cost Owner
P Descriptor Descriptor
objective?
Delayed turnover through Provide compliant systermn, 4441 2008 Pool Standard. Correctly sized filtration
I5m: water quality related to pool cireulation rate because pine diameter filters. Public Health risk, system and pipework toffrom filtration for the cument high-density usage (learn
1| |lssue s fot bi enqou hy P pip disease (parasitic infection), |Live Al lliness, fine Quite Common  |Major to swim) 300,000|HCC
g d legal risk. Prosecution Dept Reduce pool usage to 60 people per day to reduce load on filtration.
of Health hake showering before entering the pool obligatory to reduce load on filtration
Pool closure 13.5 hours due
2| |Issue 25m: (Contamination) Fecal, vomit, blood incident to filter and pipework Live Cost Pool closure for cleaning [Likely Minor Moderate 50 Pg(;\(\ji;jgphant system for higher filtration rate. Reduce refum to 80 minte 300,000 [HCC
capacity P
3| [Issue 25m: concourse deck drains Safety issue, trip hasard Live Other Injury Likely Minor Moderate 80 |Recess inta concrete with top grate 52,500 [HCC
MNon compliant, (SD to
4| [Issue 25m: concourse cleaning using chemicals with drainage to stormwiater verify - period of grace) Live Cost Apatement notice and/or Likely Minor Moderate 50 |Divert drainage to waste. Buffer tank. 50,000 [HCC
Abatement notice, closure fine
of Watenworld
Drainage of pools under any circLmstances will create risk of other Capital cost 1085 of Closure of pool and at
5| |Risk problems; tile replacement, pool flotation, pipe failure as unsupported P ! Live Time P Unlikely Major Do not drain pools or pipes unless absolutely necessary or for replacement. 0 |HCC
revenue, increase repairs worst the whole facility
while empty.
Install shut-off valves to reduce catastrophic consequences. {5k for valve, 5k
for section of pipe, 5k for installation, 15k automation 6 and design
Failure of the pipe, flooding Dewatering at 278k weekly for 4 weeks. Risk of death of valve installation team
6| [Risk 50m: Pipes in ducts, excessive wear in tunnel, evacuation of Live All Pool clasure indefinitely |Quite Common  |Major Pool downtime. 294,000 |HCC
creche and Studio TWO Solution puts existing pipework at risk of failure NOTE: Residual risk, even if
valves have isclated leak, the pipes will still need replacement. Risk of pipes
failing during valve installation
Failure ofthe pips. water Close tunnel with & marine door and vent pipe on pipework duct to limit the
7| |Risk 50m: Pipes in ducts, excessive wear damage to creche and Live All Damage to facilities Quite Common  [Medium impact Pip Pip 5,000 [HCC
building P
Cost of wasted treated
Failure of the pipe, drain water and reputation 600,000
8| [Risk 50m: Pipes in ducts, excessive wear whole poal with no isolation, |Live Other environmental, pool Quite Common  |Major Replace pipework excluding HCC
to localised flooding popping up - damage to concourse
pool structure
Egress, escape from duct
9| |Risk 50m: Pipes in ducts, excessive wear during maintenance or Live Al Death_‘ Fine and Rare Substantial Clase acoess for rﬂamtenance‘.un\ess pools are drained Dr_amage ofwater OHCC
imprisonment also creates sk of pools popping up and the collapse of existing pipes
works in the event of failure
Contamination from soil Thermal camera to identify slow leak location. (Pipe replacement, including 10,000 minimum
Risk ?Eg) Fipes buried in ground, bacterial contarmintion info pool nofvia - Publio Fealin fisk, slower |, jye reputetion | lliness, fine from MOH or |Unikely Major pool emptying, risk of pool damags, 105 of revenus] to detect HCC
RC Survey every 3 months Pervisit
Eailure of portion of Thermal camera to identify slow leak location. (Pipe replacement, including 10,000 minimurm
Risk 50m: Pipes buried in ground, undermined building foundations Partial pool/building failure  |Live All bulldpm Quite Common  |Major pool emptying, risk of pool damage, loss of revenue) to detect HCC
9 Survey every 3 months Pervisit
Cost of water and treatment
12| |Risk 50m: loss of chemically treated water from slow leaking pipes associated (heat, Live Cost running cost budget Quite Common  [Minor Monitor trend in water make-up for individual pools OHCC
chemicals, pH)
600,000
13| |Risk VW failure/closure Loss of income Live Cost Loss of facilities Likely Major Replace pipewark excluding HCC
concourse
Regional significance, 600,000
14| |Risk VW failure/closure Reputation Live reputation biggest facility outside  [Likely Substantial Replace pipewoark excluding HCC
ARL concourse
Flooded plant room could cause damage to electrical switchboard and
15| |Risk electrical failure, especially if system not earthed E_\ectrocut\on in event of Live Other Electrocution Unlikely Wajor Seal tunnel fTUm plantroom, put mesh daors from tunnel to outside instead of 10,000 |HCC
pipe failure hatches, to divert potential flood water from Plant Room
Not covered by insurance
Flooding risks above (Plant 500,000
16/ |Risk 50m: Pipes to Balance tank risk of seismic failure (no flexibility between  |room,Creche and Studio Live 2l Catastophic failure of Unusual Substantial New seismically resistart pips installation excluding HCe
structure and pipes) TWQ ). Catastrophic pool pipes
CONCOUrse
damage to asset.
Ingress of contaminated
water and concrete debris 600,000
. . Failure of pumps and
17| |Risk 50m: Leak in concrete encased supply line pipes to chemically filtered and  |Live Other ronellor Quite Common  |Major Replace pipewark excluding HCC
treated water into swimming prop concourse
pool
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HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

WATERWORLD AQUATIC
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ACTIVITY COMPONENT DEVELOPMENT - PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT

SEPTEMBER 2017/

Hamilton ,
m City ICounc|| 15) teamarchitects

Te kaumhera o Kirikiriroa
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6195/3.1

15th September 2017

WATERWORLD AQUATIC CENTRE
Activity Component Development - Preliminary Concept & Cost report for Hamilton City Council

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Hamilton City Council have engaged Team Architects to carry out preliminary concept development and
cost estimating work to assist HCC personnel to understand development opportunities at the Te Rapa
located aquatic facility Waterworld. In particular the following indoor agquatic activity components:

A Multipurpose Water polo & Lane pool
B. Leisure & Wave pool

Each of the activity components is to be housed within a new stand-alone enclosure building with staff
and visitor access from the existing Waterworld pool hall structure and associated visitor arrival, reception,
café, change and toilet amenities. Each will include their own pool water, heating and air handling plant,
and storage provision.

The following report outlines preliminary concepts, development opportunities, risks, and costs for each
of the proposed activity components.

Aerialimage of exisiting facility

TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT
ARCHITECTS HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

SEPTEMBER 2017
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2.0 ACTIVITY COMPONENT DESIGN FEATURES

A. Multipurpose Water polo & Lane pool

Description:
. 35m long x 25m wide pocl
2.4m depth

Partial movable floor (25x10m) to promote multi-use
27 10 29.5 deg C water temperature
Flush overflow channels. No raised ledges or plinths
. Lane markings, start blocks & ropes across pocl for 25m lap swimming (up to 15 lanes)

Recessed foot ledges in the sides of the pool to allow lap swimmers to rest

Water polo able to be set up in the long direction of the pool (30x20m field) with space at ends & sides for

goals & re-entry zones
. Plant room sized to accommodate future replacement Dive Pool filtration plant

Concourse space to allow for event marshaling and spectator seating (future)

Concept plan of water polo and lane poof , san o
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B. Leisure & Wave pool
Description:
. Nominally 36m long x 25m wide with fan shaped beach feature
. 010 2.0/24m depth (dependent upen wave generator)
. 29 - 33 deg C water temperature
. Raised ledges to 3 sides of the pool to focus waves toward the beach.
. Recessed averflow channels in pool walls
. Flush cverflow channel at beach entry
. Allowance for wave machine (future)
. Water supply pipework and plant space for "water play” equipment and features (future) g
<
. Lane markings & lane rope anchors far 25m lane swimming at deep end of the pcol E
53]
. Recessed foot ledges at ends of lanes —
5
Concept plan of leisure and wave pool %
. - , ®
L = i\ w ‘\“ A w3
Existing Quidoor l] 4 i n*
Pool < sora [
C i
o]l B
i A
Timber Peral ‘L Beach HeweL e /Wave E s
Poal E 5 =
[Ty F i
L_
H
TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPGRT | g5
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3.0 NEwW BUILDING CONSTRUCTION

Madern pool buildings must be constructed to withstand the harsh pool environment, long operating
hours, and limited shut-down periods whilst providing an acceptable level of user comfort, efficient and

predictable operating and long term maintenance costs.

This can be achieved by use of durable and low maintenance construction materials and systems, an

effective and energy efficient air handling system, gocd quality lighting and acoustic treatments, and

functional space planning tc optimise staffing efficiency.

It is proposed that both activity component buildings are constructed using similar structural and
enclosure systems, Building forms may vary but for the purposes cf this report a simole gable form a
structural portal logic has been applied as an econcmical approach to achieving an open-span and
durable structural methed. The proposed buildings comprise the following elements:

Reinforced concrete foundaticns, flcors and pocl concourses;

i. Glue laminated timber or paint protected Structural steel partal primary and secendary wall and

roof structure;

il Thermomass insulated precast wall panels to lower walls to provide a robust finish to the interior &

exterior of the buildings and enhance thermal and energy performance;

v, Aluminium structural flushglaze and double glazed windows and ccmmercial doors to provide a
strong visual connection between new and existing indcor spaces, splash park & surrounding

grounds & park beyond. Doaors located tc provide access from existing indoor poal environm
and to outdoor activity areas;

v, External shading applied ta control glare & overheating from sclar gain;

Vi, Kingspan insulated wall panels to upper walls and roof incorporating an Aquasafe internal fini

nd

SEPTEMBER 2017

www.bgbb.co.nz

ent

sh for

durabllity in the pool environment as well as high levels of thermal Tnsulation and vapour control;

Vil Acoustic celling treatment to control noise and to create an air plenum for fresh air ventilation. This

provides even air distribution, enhances the durability of the structure, and prevents condens
on the extericr glazing. It alse directs fresh alr o perimeter concourse areas for user comfort,

ation

viil, Degadur or similar epoxy coating to the pool concourse floors areas for durable, and nen-slip

surface;

iX. LED lighting suftable to withstand internal pool enviranment and lecated over concourse areas for

ease of access;

X, Use of 316 grade Stainless Steel fittings and fixtures within internal pcol environment,

TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST RE

PORT 06
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4.0 NEW POOL WATER FILTRATION & TREATMENT
4.1 Defender Filtration

We understand this to be a preferred filtration system for new and renewals work at Waterworld.
Advantages over traditional Pressure or Vaccum DE systems include ease of operation and reduced water
use water for filter back washing. Sand filtration may also be a viable option as comparatively simple and
safe operation when compared with DE and DE replacement media systems but may require additional
plant room space due to size of sand filters.

Downsides to the Defender system may include less than the promoted level of water saving as pool
water may still need to be dumped to maintain TDS levels at an acceptable level. We also understand
some long term durability issues can result from the paint protected mild steel filter tank construction.

4.2 UV Steralisation

UV treatment is currently incorporated in the existing Waterworld plant and is proposed to be used in
conjunction with the Defender filtration system for enhanced water guality and safety.

4.3 Sodium Hypo Chloride supply

The current pool plant uses 13% sodium hypo chloride therefore it is proposed that new plant will use the
same for consistency of supply. An automated dosing system is proposed as per current plant.

Controfplgat at Caroline Bay-Aguatic Centre

TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT
ARCHITECTS HAMILTON CITY COUNCIL

SEPTEMBER 2017

www.bgbb.co.nz

08

Page 136 of 206



[2) teamarchitects

5.0 NEwW HEATING AND MECHANICAL VENTILATION

5.1 Heating system

It is proposed to employ a dual scurce system for optimum energy efficiency and reduced cperating cost:

Gas condensing boller — as per existing Waterworld pocl plant, this system comprises
comparatively low capital costs but high running costs and fassil fuel use, Therefore this
system s a boost high temperature approx. 80degC) system tc maintain pocl temperatures
when the low temperature system is operating at capacity. We recommend design of
system capacity to allow for future inclusion of any additional plant reguirements,

eg, Outdoor splashdeck and lide, poolside snowers etc,

M. Air Scurce Electric Heat Pump — low temperature approx. 40degC) system with high energy
efficiency and lower running ccsts providing heat to pcol water and air handling systemns

5.2 Fresh Air Ventilation and Heat Recovery

It is proposed to employ a heat recovery system to transfer heat from exhaust air to incoming fresh air,

SEPTEMBER 2017

and optimise energy efficiency. This is achieved by extract and intake air plenums and return heating ccils.

The extract plenum will include noise contral to mitigate fan noise received by the indoor environment.

5.3 Fresh Air distribution

www.bgbb.co.nz

It is proposed to use the ceiling void between rocfing and acoustic ceiling as a ventilation plenum to
distribute warm fresh air down external wall and glazing. This has the positive effects of protecting
building elements from water vapour and corrosive compaounds, reducing condensation on widow

glazing, and directing fresh air to perimeter concourse areas for occupant comfort,

The system eliminates exposed ducts and associated maintenance issues and provides a high volume and
low speed alr distribution system enhancing occupant comfort by eliminating the cocling effect of air

movement on wet skin associated with traditional forced air ducted systems.

TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT 09

ARCHITECTS
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6.0 POOL CONSTRUCTION

It is proposed to construct pool tanks and associated drainage systems using proprietary pool systems
such as Myrtha or Natare as compared with traditional concrete pool tanks, waterprooofng methods and
tiled finishes. Both Myrtha & Natare pool systems can accommodate movable floors, movable bulkheads,

beach, wave, and water play features.

Although similar in cost to traditional tiled concrete pools, the Myrtha and Natare pool systems can offer
sequencing and programme advantages during construction.

TEMBER 2017

Myrtha Pool - Queenstown Aquatic Centre
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7.0 POOL FEATURES
7.1 Movable Floor (Water polo / Lane pool)

Full & partial movable floors have been considered as these are a significant cost item. Advice from UK
floor supplier Wrightfield indicates full moveable floors are uncommon and can restrict pool use as single
depth may not suit multiple and coinciding activities.

For the purpose of this report a 25x10m partial movable floor system has been allowed as a option within
cost estimating.

—

TEMBER 2017
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7.2 Movable Bulkhead (Water polo / Lane pool)

After discussion with HCC staff a movable bulkhead is not considered a requirement as 25m lane
swimming can be achieved across the pool. Allowance can be made to install a bulkhead in future if
required and cost estimates include an option cost for this feature.

B T - R ’ DU e O N |

Moveable Bulkbead - Natare

EAL PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT
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7.3 Pool Covers (Both Pools)

Pool covers minimise evaporation from the pool surface outside facility operating hours preventing heat
loss and enhancing energy efficiency and reducing operating costs. Pool covers are proposed for both
pools with costs provided as options within Pool FF&E allowances for both activity components.

iBay Aquatic Centre

SEPTEMBER 2017

7.4 Pool Access

Recessed steps can be incorporated into the side of the pools with removable rails above the water for
access into the pool. These must be designed to not restrict a movable floor or bulkhead.

ww.bgbb.co.nz

Pool access for users with limited mobility can be achieved for both pools as follows:

Beach entry to the Leisure / Wave pool allows easy access to the pool either walking or by aquatic
wheel chair

i. A Pool Pod Platform lift facilitates access to the Water polo / Lane pool and has been allowed
within Pool FF&E costs for the Water polo / Lane poal.

REPORT 5

CITY COUNCIL 12

l TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST
.
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7.5 Wave Generator (Leisure / wave pool)

There are a variety of wave types available from full surfing capable waves to generators that produce sea
type surface chop and gentle waves breaking on beach type pool features. The scape of the proposed
component development at Waterworld indicates suitability of the latter where waves suit all ages and
swimming abilities in one pool. The attached cost estimate includes for a cost option to install a wave
generator at a future stage if required.

v
]
o}
]

7.6 Beach Entry (Leisure / Wave pool)

Both Myrtha & Natare provide a padded PVC floor system to beach entry areas providing a non slip and
“soft fall” zone. The area can incorporate water play / splash deck features.
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7.7 Waterplay (Leisure / Wave pool)

It is proposed to make future allowance for water play features in beach and adjacent concourse area. This
comprises water supply pipework, deck drainage, and plant room space. Play equipment can range from
a single and interactive multiple water feature piece of equipment to separate deck and raised interactive
water features. The latter can incorporate mounting plate systems to facilitate sharing of play equipment
between centrally managed facilities.

SEPTEMBER 2017

Queenstown Aquatic Centre

EAl PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT I
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8.0 COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS

8.1 Fire Safety

The proposed developments will be required to be part of an overall Fire Design for the complex
comprising a suitable alarm system and smoke separation from existing indoor areas. Some degree of
fire separation between existing and new structures where in close proximity may be required subject to
detailed fire design assessment. Where practicable Fire separation (fire cell design) should be avoided in
pool spaces to allow use of glazed partitioning between new and existing spaces to enhance visitor and
lifeguard visibility to aguatic activity spaces.

8.2 Accessibility

New buildings will be required to meet NZ Building Code as a minimum standard in regard to accessibility.
HCC may also have policies in regard to its public accessed facilities and Barrier Free enhancements. Many
of these do not involve significant cost and can easily be incorporated at an early design stage.

8.3 Seismic Resilience

We understand there has been seismic strength assessment of existing structures undertaken for the
Waterworld complex. New structures will be stand-alone and incorporate seismic separation detailing
from existing structures with foundation design suitable to geotechnical sub-soil conditions. No
geotechnical investigation of the proposed development sites has been undertaken as part of this
concept and cost reporting.

8.4 General

Development proposals will be required to meet all relevant NZ Building Code requirements and
applicable standards; and all relevant HCC District Plan controls.

Caroline Bay Aquatic Centre

TEAM PRELIMINARY CONCEPT AND COST REPORT
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9.0 COMPONENT COST ESTIMATES

Cost estimates for the proposed activity components have been prepared by Rawlinsons Quantity
Surveyors (appended). A summary of costs is scheduled below

A. Multipurpose Water polo & Lane pool

General Construction $3,173,005
Building Services 51,987,082
Specialist Peol Construction & equipment 51,244,922
Preliminaries & General 5576451
Contractor Margin $349,073 -
Subtotal $7.330,533 %
Professicnal fees 51,099,580 :
Consents §126,452 é;ﬁ
Contingency 51,283,485 :
Exchange rate contingency on specialist pool $118,992
TOTAL $9,959,042
PROJECT TOTAL (rounded) $70.0m

Component options:

. Movable Floor $990,000

ii. Movable Bulkhead $356,400

fil. Starting blocks, Pool Pod, Pool FF&E $165,000

INCLUSIVE PROJECT TOTAL (rounded) $11.5m
SN CONETT 0 SO | e
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B. Leisure & Wave pool
General Construction 54,106,018
Building Services $2,323,356
Sopecialist Pool Construction & equipment 1,275,374
Preliminaries & General $693427
Contractor Margin 5419909
Subtotal 58,818,084
Professional fees $1,322,713
Consents 5152112
Contingency 51,543,936
Exchange rate contingency on specialist pool $127,537
Total 511,964,382
PROJECT TOTAL (roundeq) 12.0m
Component Options:
i. Wave generator $236,500
ii. Water play equipment $165,000
jii. Starting blocks and pool FF&E $165,000
INCLUSIVE PROJECT TOTAL (rounded) $12.6m

EXCLUSIONS:
Goods & Services Tax (GST)
Eﬁg%gge Consent and associated fees and
. Provisicn for work to be competed in stages

Allowance for inflation

. Allowance for remaval of hazardous materials if
reguired

TEAM
ARCHITECTS
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Allowance for AV/TV and PA systems
Allowance for spectator seating

Site improvements

SEPTEMBER 2017
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Expansion of current car parking provisions

Site infrastructure upgrades if required
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Council Report

Commiittee:
Author:

Position:

Council Date: 21 September 2017
Sean Murray Authoriser: Sean Murray
General Manager Venues, Position: General Manager Venues,

Tourism and Major Events Tourism and Major Events

Report Name: Waikato Regional Theatre

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform Council on responses to the resolutions from the Council meeting of 24 August 2017

regarding the report from Momentum Waikato on the concept design plan for the
development of a new Waikato Regional Theatre (WRT).

2. To seek Council agreement in principle for actions to progress Momentum Waikato’s proposal
for a new Waikato Regional Theatre.

3. To note that a report on the future options for Founders Theatre is the subject of a separate
agenda item at this meeting.

Staff Recommendation

That the Council:

a) receives the report;

b) accepts in principal Momentum Waikato’s new Waikato Regional Theatre concept design
and location masterplan and their proposed ongoing ownership and operating model but
reserves the right to offer further feedback and conditional advice on the function and
capability of the theatre as more detailed public feedback is received and as the detailed
design process evolves;

c) agrees in principal that Council will seek to raise funds to the $30,000,000 (plus GST) level
proposed by Momentum Waikato’s proposal subject to the outcome of the following:

i)

the completion of public engagement activity in October — November 2017 post
the presentation of the first draft budget on 19 October 2017 which will include
the new Waikato Theatre proposal funding option and will be reported back to
Council at its meeting on 14 December 2017;

the completion of public consultation in early 2018 specifically regarding the draft
2018-2028 10-Year Plan including full financial disclosure and the impact of the
new Waikato Theatre proposal within Council’s broader financial strategy and
funding priorities.

d) approves unbudgeted funding of $250,000 in the 2017/18 financial year to contribute
towards work on the next stage of the design development for the Waikato Regional
Theatre;
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e) declines the offer from Foster Construction to purchase property adjacent to the
proposed new Waikato Theatre development site on Victoria Street.

Background

4.

At the Council meeting on 24 August, the following resolutions were approved:
Resolved: (Mayor King/Cr Taylor)

That the Council:

a) receives the report; and

b) notes that Management will report back to Council at its 21 September 2017 meeting
with:

i. management’s response to the concept design;
ii. financial implications of the proposed capital contribution of $30,000,000 plus GST;

iii. financial implications of any ongoing annual contribution by Council to the Waikato
Regional Theatre’s ownership and operating costs;

iv. options and financial implications regarding the future of Founders Theatre; and

v. a work plan for a public consultation process on the proposal for the new Waikato
Regional Theatre and future options for the Founders Theatre including a draft
consultation document, communications plan, timetable and cost estimate.

This report addresses b)i —iii and v. A report on the future options for Founders Theatre is the
subject of a separate agenda item at this meeting.

A copy of the report to Council on 24 August is linked here. The Momentum Waikato Proposal
Document (Waikato Regional Theatre Phase One report) is attached as attachment one. The
design report from CharcoalBlue referenced in the Phase One report is linked here.

This Report

7.

Management have assumed Council remains committed to pursuing the Momentum Waikato
proposal for the development of a new regional theatre driven by Momentum Waikato in
partnership with Hamilton City Council and other funding entities including surrounding local
body authorities.

Should Council wish, it could choose not to continue to support this proposal. However it
should be noted this is not the recommendation of management in this report. In any case,
further work on the project by Momentum Waikato is required and Council is required to
undertake public consultation on the matter. These factors are the subject of this report.

However, alternatives could be that Council either decides to defer/postpone any
consideration of the build of a new regional theatre until another time or ask management to
reconsider the original case for the refurbishment of the existing Founders Theatre as originally
proposed in 2016. The outcome of the proposed consultation phase to come (as proposed by
this report) will most likely better inform Council as to the advisability of those options at that
time.

Management Response to Momentum Waikato’s Concept Design

10.

The Work of Momentum Waikato, it's WRT Governance Panel and notably the expert advisers,
Charcoalblue, has provided an outstanding concept plan that delivers to a very challenging
brief for a new theatre for Hamilton and the wider region.
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11.

12.

It must be stressed however the concept design presented to Council is indicative of an
expected final outcome but some adjustments as more detailed design and certainty over the
business model become clearer should be expected.

Technical Attributes

There is no doubt the proposed WRT will be significantly superior to Founders Theatre.
However, given that the life of the new theatre will be 50 years (+), some uncertainly over how
future proofed the new technical attributes are does require further discussion. This is
particularly valid given rapid technological changes in theatre delivery and capability currently
taking place around the world.

Back of House Areas

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

The detailed design work as part of Phase 2 of the project will address the need for more
certainly over sufficient and accessible back of house (BOH) areas to cater for arts, production
teams and permanent staff on site. Similarly this phase will also identify more fully shared
spaces for public activation such as audience hospitality zones.

Seating Capacity

Management also have a view on the seating capacity in the WRT auditorium. Founders
Theatre auditorium had a seating configuration that ranged from 1,249 seats to 1309. The
proposed new Waikato Regional Theatre would range under its current plan from 933 seats to
1,093.

Seating capacity is a big driver of the build costs however for some performance streams
(mostly commercial operators delivering higher yields to the theatre) this could be the
difference between a show coming to Hamilton or not. For example 200 seats could equate to
$15,000 in revenue for a single performance.

Given the points raised above, management suggest that through Phase 2 works, Council
reserves the right to have further conversations with the governance panel and Momentum
Waikato on seating capacity.

Proposed Location

The proposed location for the new WRT adds great value to Council’s broader aspirations for
the central city area and improved connectivity to the Waikato River. Further attraction is also
that the current owner has stated an interest to make the land available without charge.

However, there is some debate over the challenges of the site such as big-rig (truck) access and
onsite parking for production sets and equipment; vehicle drop off and pickup zones at the
theatre entrance and proximity to public parking.

Further work, which would be assisted by Phase 2 work, is to more firmly define the
cohabitation rules and mutual expectations with the co-developer of the site. This includes an
understanding of the commercial model for both parties; use of shared space and building
functionality. This would also better inform the draft business case that has been developed
for the proposed Operating Trust.

In addition to that there is some support for the new theatre to be built on the current
Founders Theatre site within the West Town belt. No doubt opinion on these issues will also be
more fully explored through the public consultation process and direct feedback to Council and
Momentum Waikato.

Within the Momentum Waikato proposal, the Chairman disclosed that his private company
Foster Construction, had purchased two properties adjacent to the proposed WRT on the
corner of Victoria Street and Embassy Park. These are very likely to become valuable sites for
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22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

the WRT assimilation into that location. Equally they might act as additional office and
administration space not currently provided for within the WRT design itself at this time.

Given the construct of Council’s potential partnership role with the WRT, it does not seem
necessary for Council to engage in any associated land ownership. That may or may not be a
matter for the new Ownership Trust to consider.

Staff recommend Council declines Foster Construction’s offer to purchase property adjacent to
the proposed Waikato Regional Theatre site on Victoria Street.

Costings

The original cost of Momentum Waikato’s WRT proposal was for a build cost of $55,000,000
(plus GST). The proposal received 24 August 2017 is $72,880,000 (plus GST).

The costing includes a reassuring level of project contingency of 20%.

If the proposal had incorporated additional seating (another 200) and advanced staging
technology the likely costs would have reached in excess of $85,000,000 (plus GST).

Governance Structure and Business Model

The proposal for independent ownership and an Operating Trust for the new WRT has the
benefit of enabling community and business interests to own and operate the new theatre
totally independent of Council.

Council’s only on-going engagement would be through an annual grant of $1,100,000 to the
ownership entity as a contribution towards the WRT’s asset management programme.

The question over the appropriateness and affordability of the $1,100,000 contribution by
Council needs to be considered but is should be noted the proposal would enable Council to
fully exit from this function on a day to day operational basis and remove it from the
longstanding risk of such an operation.

As Council will potentially be a major funder of the build cost and provide ongoing operating
contributions, Council should reserve the right to participate in the development of the
responsibility and capability of the new governance model at its inception.

Funding

The request for a $30,000,000 build contribution by Council has been publically well-known
since July 2016. However as this is a matter of high significance, public consultation on the
WRT proposal and public views on Council raising the money is required as part of the 2018-
2028 10-Year Plan.

Given the timing as it relates to the current development of Council’s 2018-2028 10-Year Plan,
the outcome of that consultation should then be factored into ratepayer and public feedback
on the totality of the long-term plan inclusive of the WRT proposal. The WRT will be a
significant expenditure item within that plan. This will include at that time a full analysis of the
financial implications of the proposed capital build and the ongoing annual ownership
contribution by Council sought by Momentum Waikato under the 2018-28 10-Year Plan.

Since the presentation of its report to Council on 24 August, Momentum Waikato has released
further information on significant amounts of funds raised. The work of Momentum Waikato in
this regard is exemplary. They will shortly move into fuller discussion with Central Government
and our neighbouring Councils to discuss any contribution opportunities from those sources.

Momentum Waikato has advised that they wish to proceed with the next steps of the ‘design
development’ for the project in order to keep to its schedule. (Refer attachment one).

Their proposal is that the $500,000 cost for Phase 2 work be split between Council and
Momentum Waikato equally, being $250,000. This is in addition to the $100,000 already spent
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by Council to complete Phase One. Both amounts would be deducted from Council’s core
funding assuming the project proceeds.

36. The benefits of proceeding include an opportunity to keep the project execution alive during
Council’s 2018-2028 10-Year Plan development phase and whilst funding generation by
Momentum Waikato proceeds. As it is this is a lengthy project with an end point in 2021 this
would support the current timetable. It might also enable to project to address and resolve
some of the outstanding issues raised that are dependent on the design process for resolution.
On the downside this could be work that expended but not used for some time if for some
reason the project in full does not proceed. Given the strength of positive feedback and
goodwill towards this project management consider that it is appropriate to proceed as
requested.

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance

37. Staff have considered the key considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy
and have assessed that the matter in this report has a high level of significance.

Engagement

38. Staff recommend that no additional separate consultation is undertaken at this stage on the
WRT proposal or Council’s contribution to the WRT as there is planned consultation as part of
the 2018-2028 10-Year Plan.

39. The consultation on Council’s contribution to the WRT is a substantial financial contribution
that was not forecast within the current 2015-2025 10-Year Plan. It is proposed that both the
WRT financial contribution and the future of the Founders Theatre be considered within the
context of the 2018-2028 10-Year Plan which Council is currently developing for adoption in
June 2018. The 2018-2028 10-Year Plan will have a formal consultation period 23 March 2018
to 23 April 2018 where the full financial disclosure and the impact of the new WRT proposal
can be considered within Council’s broader financial strategy and funding priorities.

40. Post the presentation of the first draft budget on the 19 October 2017, Council will be
undertaking engagement during October and November 2017 to gain a snapshot of the
communities preference for funding projects, including the WRT. Elected members will be able
to use the feedback from the engagement during their budget deliberations on 6 December
2017.

41. Itis proposed that Council does not directly ask the community for feedback on the WRT
proposal and instead directs all feedback to Momentum Waikato to ensure all the feedback is
captured and processed together.

42. Consultation on the future of the Founders Theatre is the subject of a separate agenda item at
this meeting.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Waikato Regional Theatre Phase 1 Report from Momentum Waikato - presented to
Council 24 August 2017
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MOM3NTUM  REPORT

WAIKATO

To: Hamilton City Council {(HCC)

From: Leonard Gardner, Chair, Momentum Waikato
Date: 11 August 2017

Subject: Waikato Regional Theatre Phase One Report

The purpose of this report is to provide a written summary of the status of the proposed new Waikato
Regional Theatre {"WRT'). The Momentum Waikato submission on the Founders Theatre given 8 July
2016 provided for an option for a new Theatre to be considered. This report provides a feasibility study
for a new Waikato Regional Theatre, based on a robust process, and engagement with key stakeholders.
There is an air of possibility in the community that something special can be achieved with this project.

On 28 July 2016, the Hamilton City Council {"HCC’) resolved:

“Council supports building a new performing arts theatre in Hamilton and commits in principle, a
maximum of 530million plus GST contribution towards the new build. This sum includes any funding
sourced from other Waikato Councils or government sources and funds.”

We trust this report provides confidence to HCC that the feasibility of the WRT proposal has followed a
good process, and HCC is able to confirm their commitment of the above resolution. For clarity, the
funding requirement from HCC towards this project is still limited to $30m.

The Momentum Waikato submission is on behalf of generous donors who have asked Momentum
Waikato to convene and connect parties interested in delivering an iconic world class theatre facility here
in Hamilton. We are grateful to their ongoing support, the work of the Waikato Regional Theatre
Governance Panel, the work of the Panel of experts led by CharcoalBlue, the Momentum Waikato team
and everyone who has contributed through the stakeholder engagement process.

This is a generational opportunity to create a new community theatre that will support the Waikato
Region as it continues to grow and prosper. This is a partnership between the community and local
council to deliver a place our community can be proud of and enjoy. Further, in master planning the
whole site with the current property owner, we believe there is an opportunity to create a Boutique Arts
Hotel, and space for a Community Art Gallery to display the Waikato's treasures. Together we can do
something great.

We believe the Phase One Design Report by the panel of experts delivers on the strategic aspirations
including:

1. Enabling the development of a creative precinct around the theatre

2. Connecting creativity through the Waikato region through education
3. Leveraging social, cultural and economic value from the project
4

Creating a community gathering place and tourism place of arrival
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This report will cover the following areas:

N w ok ®N e

Design Report
Governance Structure
Business Model
Community Use
Timeframes

Funding

Next Steps

Design Report

CharcoalBlue have completed a comprehensive phase one design report which will be a public document
made available for download through the Momentum Waikato website. This design report articulates

the process that has been followed to establish the conclusions around location and design. This is a
feasibility report only, and this reflects in the level of design detail. The next phase of design will deliver

floor plans, elevations and more detailed concepts. The feasibility report contains a schedule of

accommodation to ensure enough floor area is included in the planning.

The process followed has been in general accordance with the original Momentum Waikato Submission
to HCC of 16 July 2016.

The phase one design report covers:

A.

mo o w

n

- R =

Background and terms of engagement
Stakeholder consultation
Audience analysis
Review of worldwide theatre precedents
Site location. This report was release in July 2017 identifying the Hamilton Hotel site on the
corner of Victoria St and Sapper Moore Jones Place
Schedule of accommodation
Auditorium proposals. This covers seating capacity, area, acoustics and other technical
functionality.
Master planning of the site. This includes:
a. Site history
b. Relationship with city and regional plans
¢. Relationship between Victoria St and Waikato River
d. Relationship between community theatre and commercial function
Structural considerations
Sustainability considerations
Project costings

Project programme

We strongly encourage people to review the Phase One Design Report to get a feel for what is looking to

be created. The phase one design report key points are:

¥
¥

World class multi-functional theatre able to cover a range of performance types
Internationally benchmarked standard set. We note the international experience of
CharcoalBlue has brought tremendous value to the design process.

Restoration of Hamilton Hotel site history including:
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Historic facade restoration

Potentially a boutique arts hotel, the hotel being the historic site use

o 0 O

Preservation, enhancement and showcasing of protected trees
o Inspiring historic buildings around site on South End of Victoria 5t to be upgraded

» Connection between Victoria St and the Waikato River, continuing to enhance Embassy Park as a
main entry point and celebration of history and culture

» Celebration of the Waikato river through the building architecture

» Space for curated public art gallery to display the Waikato's art treasures

» Size requirement between 1,000 and 1,300 seat capacity. The current seating in the feasibility is
1,090 seats.

» Shared facilities between community spaces and commercial spaces {hospitality, administration)
to provide space utilisation and cost efficiencies

» Recommended footbridge location to connect with Memorial Park, and connection with
commercial jetty to transport patrons to the Hamilton Gardens

» Structure likely to require piles. This is included in the costings. It is also noted that all major
new structures in Hamilton, on the riverbank or not, require piles.

» Sustainability and environmental considerations

Location

Feedback to the Hamilton Hotel site has been overwhelmingly positive, both in terms of the ability to
deliver a world class theatre, and to deliver transformational outcomes for the Waikato region. People
have generally read and understood the location report, and the process undertaken to select the right
site for the project.

There have been some concerns about the site raised by the public. These include:

» Parking and access
» Security
» Embassy park

We are confident these concerns can be worked through in a collaborative way between HCC, property
owners and the WRT team.

The land is currently owned and controlled by the Plaw family. We are in discussions with them as to the
best way to bring the land into the project. As a result of those discussions, it is not expected that land
will be an additional capital cost to the theatre project.

Costings

The design report contains a Budget Estimate by Rider Levett Bucknall {‘RLB’). This Budget Estimate is
summarised as follows:

Build Cost

Site preparation 1,075,000
Building structure and envelope 17,250,000
Building fitout 17,880,000
Landscaping 1,150,000
Site services 250,000
TOTAL Build Cost 37,605,000
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Theatre Fitout and Equipment Cost

Specialist theatre fitout 9,190,000
Technical theatre fitout 3,385,000
Loose furniture, fittings and equipment 400,000
TOTAL Theatre fitout and equipment 12,975,000

Consuitants, Fees and Levies

Consultants fees 9,250,000
Consents, insurance and levies 500,000
TOTAL Consultants, Fees and Levies 9,850,000

RLB Recommended Contingencies

Cost Escalations 6,050,000
Project Contingency 6,400,000
TOTAL RLB Recommended Contingencies 12,450,000

All values exclude GST
The total RLB Budget Estimate is $72,880,000.
We provide the following cost commentary:

» The building cost and specialist theatre fitout costs are benchmarked against the recent Auckland
Theatre Company project in Wynyard Quarter, Auckland CBD.

» The budget is inclusive of the Waikato River community and art gallery spaces

» Extra value of $1.2m allowed for deep foundations

¥ Cost escalation and project contingencies account for 20% of the budget estimate, and reflect

the high level of cost uncertainty in the current NZ construction market.

We acknowledge the total RLB Budget estimate exceeds the initial $55m project cost for a new theatre,
and contains a lot more aspiration in terms of:

» Creation of community space connecting to the Waikato River
» ArtGallery capacity
» Creative precinct

As we continue to work through the design process, we will be able to obtain more cost certainty and
clarity.

Governance Structure

We have convened meetings to discuss the best governance structure for the project. This has involved a
cross section of the Waikato professional community who have contributed their time free of charge, and
has been led by Tompkins Wake.

The process involved brainstorming all the possible governance structures that could be used, and
evaluating these on the basis of strengths and weaknesses.

The conclusion of this process provided the following Governance Structure recommendation:

1. A Waikato Regional Property Trust {"'WRPT’) be establish to own and maintain the WRT asset.
The WRPT would have the following characteristics:
a. Trustees appointed with experience in asset management
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2.

b. Trustees appointed by appointments panel made up of nhominations by key Waikato

Stakeholders. These stakeholders are yet to be fully defined.
c. Responsibility to maintain the WRT asset at an agreed standard into the future
d. Annual reporting obligations to key stakeholders
e. Ownership of the Waikato Regional Theatre Operating Company

A Waikato Regional Theatre Operating Company {"WRTOC'} be established to run the theatre

operations. The WRTOC would have the following characteristics:

a. Community-minded Directors appointed with commercial experience and acumen, and

a passion for the creative sector

b. Directors appointed by appointments panel the same as WRPT

¢. Responsibility to run the theatre operations with a balance of commercial and
community outcomes

d. Responsibility to run the theatre in a manner that reflects the Waikato community

e. Responsibility to run the theatre at a surplus, inclusive of community and commercial

sponsorship

f.  Annual reporting obligations to stakeholders

The key reasons for the above recommendation were:

Should our proposal be acceptable, we will look to establish the WRPT to take over the delivery of the

Clearly defined responsibilities between asset ownership and maintenance, and theatre
operations

Removal of theatre responsibility from political environment

WRPT vehicle for collaborative funding by local councils in an agreed formula based on
population and distance from venue

Risk of theatre operations ring fenced in limited liability company

Structure able to be expanded in the future to include other regional assets

WRT project from the next stage.

Business Model

The business model has been prepared by Deloitte. The basis for preparation is to benchmark against the
other community theatres around New Zealand, and reference data from H3 from Founders Theatre
while it was open, and events of a similar nature going through Claudelands. On this basis, the WRTOC

business model represents a theatre for hire with the following characteristics:

» Revenues from:

o Venue and equipment hire

o Ticketing

¢ Merchandise commission

o Food and beverage commission

» Community use discount of 40% applied to venue hire

» Food and beverage operated separately with commission paid to WRTOC. This enables the

The objective is to create an operating theatre that is proactive in making creative performances happen,

WRTOC to focus on theatre operations rather than managing food and beverage offerings

and conducts business on a risk rewards basis.
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In terms of the WRPT, we expect the lease to the WRTOC to be $1 per annum. The WRPT would look to
the local councils for on-going funding in order to maintain the asset at the agreed standard through a
robust maintenance and renewal programme. This is intended to be the limitation of the on-going local
council funding requirement.

We anticipate this on-going funding requirement to be around $1.4m per annum. These funds would
maintain the asset, and build an asset maintenance reserve for the theatre. We would anticipate HCC's
contribution to this to be around $1.1m per annum (being the anticipated annual contribution HCC would
have made to a refurbished Founders Theatre), with the balance being made up from other local councils
and sponsorship.

Where the WRPT looks to improve the asset beyond the agreed standard, this funding will need to come
from the community.

Community Use

The Waikato Regional Theatre will be of a world class standard, but will be a community asset. The
success of the theatre will not be in the quality of the performances held, although this will help, but will
be in the community it creates.

We look to the success of the Avantidrome which was originally intended as a high performance venue,
but the true success has come from how it is being used as a community asset.

The business model allows for a 40% discount on the venue hire for community use. The directors of the
WRTOC will have responsibility for balancing commercial and community use of the theatre.

Education is a strategic pillar, and we are exploring ways to provide opportunities for all the students in
the Waikato to have the chance to visit and be inspired by the theatre, and to connect with the Waikato
tertiary institutions to further their skills and expertise.

In addition to the theatre, what is being proposed in a public art gallery. In order for this to be operated
free for the community, we will need to find on-going sponsorship to meet the operating costs. There
will be some operational efficiency with the theatre operations, but there will still be a requirement for
staff dedicated to the art gallery.

We recognise that in order to be a true community asset, the Waikato Regional Theatre needs to be
accessible to everyone in the Waikato Community, not just the arts patrons. One of the roles of the
directors of the WRTOC will be to find this balance.

Timeframes

The project programme is included in the design report, and provides for the following key milestones:

HCC/Momentum Waikato Funding confirmation December 17
Concept Design March 18
Preliminary Design June 18
Developed Design October 18
Detailed Design February 19
Building Consent Issued April 19
Construction Complete April 21
Soft Fitout June 21
THEATRE OPENING July 21
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There is an opportunity to move ahead with the concept design on the same basis as the feasibility report
has been completed. While there is a risk until a final funding decision is made in December 17, there is
the potential to bring the opening forward to March 21. We anticipate the cost to do the concept design
will be $500,000, and the Momentum Waikato funders are prepared to fund $250,000 of this in
partnership with HCC.

Funding

Funding is clearly an important element of the project. We will need to have confidence that funding is in
place by December 17 for the project to proceed. The current funding picture, based on a projected cost
of $70m is as follows:

Local Councils $30m
Waikato Community 530m
Central Government $10m
TOTAL Funding $70m

Momentum Waikato has established a campaign cabinet to raise funds for the project. We are
encouraged by the positive conversations we have had with people who, having seen no plans or images
of the project, understand the need and the transformational change that can occur through the WRT
project. Now that we have plans and images, we will be able to confirm pledges.

There are a number of generous families who have indicated significant support for the Waikato Regional
Theatre without having seen plans or images. They get the transformation change this project can bring
to the region. Representative of these generous families are Mitch Plaw and John Gallagher who are
present at the HCC council meeting.

Members of the campaign cabinet have also committed significant personal funding. The staff of
Momentum Waikato have also committed to provide personal funding.

Funding arrangements range from one off gifts, to annual or monthly gift commitments. A $5,000 a
month commitment for a four year pericd is $240,000, and this makes a significant difference to the
fundraising picture. We have a number of generous families and businesses considering giving at this
level.

Momentum Waikato, as part of the public consultation meetings, will be entering into discussions with
the Waikato District, Waipa and Matamata Piako councils.

Next Steps

We see the next steps for HCC as follows:

1. HCC receive this report and confirm the commitment made in their resolution of 28 July 2016

2. HCCdirect the HCC CEO to commit $250,000 of further funding towards the concept design stage
of the new theatre based on his assessment of public sentiment of the theatre concept. Note
this contribution, along with the initial $100,000 contribution would be considered part of the
overall HCC contribution to the project.

3. HCC proceed with public consultation in line with legislative requirements

We see the next steps for Momentum Waikato as follows:
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1. Engagement with the Waikato Community for funding

2. Hold public consultation meetings across the Waikato Region

3. Oncommitment from HCC CEO towards the concept design, instruct the Waikato Regional
Theatre Governance Panel to proceed with Concept design
Engage with Central Government towards funding

5. Establish the Waikato Regional Property Trust

Personal Disclosure

While this submission is provided in my capacity as the Chair of Momentum Waikato, | disclose | am a
director and shareholding of Foster Construction Group (‘FCG’).

After becoming aware of the site location, FCG contracted to purchase 198 Victoria St as this was
required to control the whole site between Embassy Park and Sapper-Moore Jones Place. This contract is
now unconditional and has been transferred to the Plaw Family.

FCG also contracted to purchase 220 & 226 Victoria St as the development of these buildings is required
to enhance the Theatre entrance through Embassy Park. The contracted value of these properties is
$1.275m. These contracts have been entered into for the benefit of the theatre project, and we provide
HCC with a four month option {expiring 31 January 2018) to purchase these properties at the contracted
value for redevelopment. Should HCC not take up this option, it is the intention of FCG to develop these
properties to support the theatre development.

Momentum Waikato’s Role

Momentum Waikato's role is to convene, connect and align generous people in the Waikato to create a
better Waikato for everyone forever. We are here to serve generous donors by ensuring their generosity
is leveraged to make the greatest positive impact on the community we love. The new theatres project
provides an opportunity for local councils to work in partnership with the community to deliver an World
Class Community Theatre that we can all stand up tall in.

Leonard Gardner | Chairman | Momentum Waikato Community Foundation
Level 4, 127 Alexandra St, Hamilton | PO Box 9283 Hamilton 3240
m 027 504 4157

w http://www.momentumwaikato.nz/

f https://www.facebook.com/MomentumWaikato/

t @MomentumWaikato

M,

Momentum Waikato Community Foundation
PO Box 9283, Level 4, 127 Alexandra Street, Hamilton 3240, Waikato, Aotearoa New Zealand
Phone: 07 834 0404 | Email: info@momentumwaikato.nz
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017

Author: Sean Murray Authoriser: Sean Murray

Position: General Manager Venues, Position: General Manager Venues,
Tourism and Major Events Tourism and Major Events

Report Name: Founders Theatre - Update on Options

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform Council on the options and financial implications regarding the future of Founders

Theatre as per the Council resolution of 24 August 2017.

Staff Recommendation
2. That the Council:
a) receives the report;

b) approves the three options outlined as the basis for public consultation on the future of
Founders Theatre;

c) approves the consultation plan and budget of $27,000 as described in this report; and

d) notes Management will report back on 14 December 2017 with the consultation findings
and a recommended approach for the future of Founders Theatre.

Background

3. At the Council meeting on 24 August 2017, management were asked by resolution to report
back to Council the options and financial implications regarding the future of Founders
Theatre.

4. With the closure of Founders Theatre in 2016 and the well advanced progress towards the

potential build of a new Waikato Regional Theatre, Council needs to consider the future of the
closed theatre building.

5. As reported to Council previously, the Founders Theatre building is in need of substantial
upgrade and seismic strengthening work in order for it to be re-opened in one form or
another. The cost to do so is significant however there is interest in its preservation across the
community. However, this is without a clear understanding of the costs involved.

6. Any possible future for Founders Theatre is a matter of significant interest and requires a
formal public consultation process in order to assist Council in its ultimate decision.
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Founders Theatre — Future Options for Consultation

7.

There are three potential options for the future of Founders Theatre:
Option 1: Complete Demolition

e Demolish the entire building and return the site to greenspace.
Option 2: Partial Demolition and Re-use

e Demolish the stage house, auditorium and stage house, but retain the existing
dressing room building for re-use. Integrate the building with the surrounding park.

Option 3: Reinstate for Community Use

e Undertake earthquake strengthening and compliance upgrades and cut down the
height of the stage house with the balance of the building to be retained in its
current state.

One further option that has been mooted is the refurbishment of the Founders Theatre to
being a fully operable community based theatre facility. This has been discounted primarily
due to cost (estimated at $19-523 m to make code compliant and operable roughly in its
current format), the fact that a new and modern regional theatre is proposed to be built and
that a range of other smaller theatre format facilities exist across the city. A reinstated
Founders Theatre would return Hamilton back into an over-supply position with the potential
to cannibalise utilisation rates for other theatres notably a new Waikato Regional Theatre.

The background, scope, estimated costs and advantages/disadvantages of each option are
outlined in more detail (attachment one) although through the consultation process
respondents would be encouraged to put forward any alternative scenarios that could be
considered by Council.

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance

10.

Staff have assessed the key considerations under the Council’s Significance and Engagement
Policy, and view the matter in this report as having a high level of significance.

Consultation Plan

Engagement

11. Staff recommend engagement activity is undertaken in October and November 2017 to allow
the community to provide its views on the future of Founders Theatre.

12. The cost for this activity is estimated at $27,000 and is unbudgeted.

13. The engagement would consist of two activities:

A quick on-line survey which asks the community to pick their preferred option.
o This would be a “pulse” test and would be promoted through social media and online.
o There would be no paper survey available.

o The survey would be available via iPads placed in the Hamilton City Libraries and the main
Council Municipal Building reception.

o The survey will run for three weeks 28 October to 19 November 2017.

A formal submission to propose an alternative use of Founders Theatre.
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o Submitters will be asked to prepare a formal submission (using a guide template) on their
proposed alternative use of Founders.

o This option is for community groups and other organisations with a proposal for the use
and management of Founders Theatre by their group.

o Submitters will need to register to receive the template.

o The submissions will be reviewed by a panel of Elected Members to determine initial
viability.

o Viable options will be asked to present to Council. The Council can then consider if it
wishes to proceed with any option or defer to the options of this paper.

o Promotion of the option will be from 1 October and submissions will close 19 November
2017.

o This will allow the Panel to assess the submissions between 20 November and 24
November 2017 and determine the outcome for a report to the Council on 14 December
2017.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - Founders Theatre Future Options - Potential Consultation Options
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Founders Theatre — Three Potential Consultation Options

Description | Estimat
Option Background Scope Advantages Disadvantages
& 2 s of Works | ed Cost . 2
Option 1 This option proposes complete demolition of the entire building including: liti Creates additional Loss of a significant civic
Demolition $617,100 greenspace in the West building and history
C I ¢ Remove demolished material from site, backfill foundation voids with crushed Town Belt Removes a potentially
omplete Founders Theatre sits within the concrete and return the building site to parkland with 500mm topsoil and grass seed; | Provisional Most cost effective option re-useable part of the
Demolition West Town Belt that borders ¢ Allowing for asbestos removal, retaining the Dame Hilda Ross fountain and plaza and sum for site _ .
. . $185,000 building (dressing room
the central city area and could existing carpark; reinstatement block)
Demolish the entire be returned to greenspace. ¢ Disconnect and cap/seal services and utilities;
building and return ¢ Remove the service lane from existing carpark to Tristram St; Total
] - e Install bollards to park edges to match existing; i
the site to greenspace Install bollards to park edg h g Estimated $802,100
¢ Resurface the degraded existing car park and replace existing car park lighting; Cost
Option 2 This option proposes to demolish the stage house, auditarium and front of house areas Creates additio;al ll;oslsdofa si%nific;nt civic
- greenspace in the West uilding and its history
Partial . o and retain the dressing room block for re-use, including: Demolition $837,718 Town Belt More expensive that
While the bulk of the building . . ) i . ) ) . . .
Demolition and (auditorium and stage house) ¢ Remove demolished material from site, backfill foundation voids with crushed Cost effective option than total demolition
Re-use are earthquake prone, the concrfete and return the building S|t(.e Fo parkland Wltl'.l 500mm top50||. and grass seed. — Part of the building can be
dressing room block is not and ¢ Allowing for Asbestos removal, retaining the Dame Hilda Ross fountain and plaza and Provisional retained for community
. could be re-used if the balance existing carpark. su.m for site $170,000 use
Demolish the stage of the building were ¢ Rebuild and clad the front of the dressing room block once demolition has been reinstatement Opportunity to recognise
house, auditorium and | 4. lished. The re-use of this undertaken. and commemorate the
stage house, but part of the building could be a * Reinstate compliant fire protection systems in the rear building. history of the site
retain the existing . Rei i d ity al he re-used buildi ired
catalyst to activate the space ¢ Reinstate services and security alarms to the re-used building as requirea. I .
dressing room building Y o P . : : . Provisional Integrates the retained
where the auditorium and stage Retain the service lane from carpark to Tristram St. sum for new $190,000 building with the
for l’e‘l:’-“‘l_‘- Inte.grate house currently sit and * Resurface the degraded existing car park and replace existing car park lighting. landscaping surrounding greenspace
the bwldl.ng with the integrate this into the ¢ Install bollards to park edges to match existing.
surrounding park. surrounding park. ¢ Install new landscaping to integrate the retained building with the surrounding
greenspace. Total
Note: It is not practical to retain the foyer due to its shape with part of the space below the Estimated $1,197,718
auditorium upper seating and due to the rear auditorium waoll that bisects it. Cost
Option 3 This option proposes to re-instate the building for community use with a limited service Modified $1.0- Re.tai.ns a significant civic Over SUPPIV.Of theatre
refurbishment including: Stage House $2.5m building and history spac?s within the
i Provides additional space Hamilton market
Reinstate for e Earthquake strengthening to auditorium and stage house. Earthquake for community use P Would cannibalise
Community use The building could be e Remove the fly tower and recap the stage house with a new fixed roof and suspension | Strengthening $3.0- bookinas from the new
strengthened and upgraded to points. (varying <6 'Om Wk tS R ]
. . - . aikato Regiona
Undertake earthquake | €Nsure it rT‘Et minimum building | o ypgrade of building systems (including fire protection, electrical, HVAC etc) to achieve | Methods could Theatre (and other
strengthening and code requirements. The building compliance. apply) community theatres)
compliance upgrades remov?l of the top of the _ﬂy e Allowance for accessibility improvements to meet current building code requirements, | Building $0.6- L ditorium i
and cut down the tower is recommended with a ¢ Resurface the degraded existing car park and replace existing car park lighting. System $1.0m arge auditorium Is over
height of the stage new lower level roof and Compliance sized for community use
house with the appropriate rigging system to Note: Consideration would need to be given to the potential impact of continuing to Associated Further ongoing funding
balance of the building | be installed. On this basis operate Founders Theatre as @ community space upon the utilisation of the proposed new | refurbishment | $0.1-0.5m would be required to
to be retained in its Founders Theatre could be re- Waikato Regional Theatre and other existing community run theatre operations {e.g. The works maintain the building
current state. opened for community use. Meteor, Riverlea, Clarence Street Theatre and the Academy of Performing Arts at The Contingency $1.0- Does not create
University of Waikata). Also Founders Theatre is located on reserve land and @ commercial | (20%) ' . .
; ; 1d not b it $2.0m additional greenspace in
enant would not be appropriate. — the West Town Belt
Estimated $$5172m - Least cost effective
Cost m option
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Richard Briggs Authoriser: Richard Briggs
Position: Chief Executive Position: Chief Executive

Report Name: Hamilton Properties Limited

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform the Council of the risk profile and associated financial scenarios associated with

Council’s decision to reactivate Hamilton Properties Limited (HPL).

2. To seek Council approval to defer the process agreed at the meeting held on 9 March 2017
until a property strategy is completed, properties are identified and detailed business cases are
developed

3. This report is an annex to the risk assessment received by Council on 9 March 2017.

Staff Recommendation
4, That Council:
a) receives the report;

b) notes the increased risk of investing in property, via HPL, over the current debt offset
approach;

c) approves the suspension of the process, as agreed at the meeting held on 9 March 2017,
until such time as a property strategy is completed, properties are identified in
collaboration with the private sector and detailed business cases are developed; and

d) requests the Chief Executive provides an updated timetable to the October 2017 Council
meeting.

Executive Summary

5. Council resolved to transfer the assets and management of the Municipal and Domain
Endowment Funds to HPL on 29 September 2016; a detailed timeline for implementation was
adopted by Council at this time. This timeline was updated by Council on 9 March 2017.

6. A high level risk analysis, prepared by PWC, was provided to Council on 9 March 2017. This
analysis did not include detailed risk assessment and supporting financial information.

7. PWC have extended their risk analysis and financial analysis in the attached report
(Attachment 1).

8. PWC have identified that the risk relation to property development is real and is greater than
the current debt offset approach.
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9. PWC have reaffirmed there are mitigations in place to address these property development
risks, mitigations such as the appointment of an expert property manager and an experienced
board, but have noted Council should identify opportunities in conjunction with the private
sector and complete a detailed business cases prior to appointment of the property manager
and the board.

10. A property strategy should be developed ahead of any detailed work.

11. Council has indirectly set its property development risk appetite as part of the Municipal and
Domain Endowment Funds Policy. Within the Policy Council has noted that the funds will be
used to enter into joint ventures and turnkey developments only.

12.  Council will need to borrow the funds to invest in HPL. Due to Council’s conservative approach
to measuring the debt to revenue ratio this borrowing has no impact on Council’s measure. It
does, however, have a negative impact on external agencies assessment of Council’s debt to
revenue ratio calculation.

13. It should be noted Council can accept the current levels of risk and continue with the process
underway.

Background

14. Policy Position

15.  Council adopted the Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Policy on 29 September 2016.

16. The Policy outlines three principles including that the endowment capital must be preserved
and that the underlying investment must increase the returns of the Endowment Funds.

17. The Policy requires that funds are used to support, advance and implement Council’s strategic
plans and that the Council will identify the priorities within these strategic plans in each
10-Year Plan.

18. The policy also outlines seven directives including undertaking profitable investments that
yield a substantially greater return.

19. Council has indirectly set its property development risk appetite as part of the Policy. Within
the Policy Council has noted that the funds will be used to enter into joint ventures and
turnkey developments only.

20. The Policy is attached (Attachment 2).

21. Previous Reports

22. Refer to the following links for background reports to Committees and Council.

1. 25 February 2014 Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

2. 23 May 2016 Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

3. 29 June 2016 Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

4, 2 August 2016 Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

5. 30 August 2016 Business and Investment Subcommittee Minutes

Strategy and Policy Meeting Minutes
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23.
24,

25.

26.

27.
28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

6. 29 September 2016 Council Meeting Minutes

Council Meeting Minutes

7. 9 March 2017 Council Meeting Minutes

Council Meeting Minutes

Summary

Council resolved to transfer the assets and management of the Municipal and Domain
Endowment Funds to HPL on 29 September 2016; a detailed timeline for implementation was
adopted by Council at this time. The resolution required that a risk analysis is presented to
Council at the March 2017 meeting.

On 9 March 2017 a report was tabled at Council. This report included a revised timeline as well
as a risk analysis prepared by PWC.

The risk analysis undertaken on 9 March 2017 was a high level risk analysis and did not provide
a detailed financial analysis of the risks of investing the Municipal and Domain funds within
HPL. The purpose of this report is to extend the March 2017 report to include a detailed
financial analysis.

PWC HPL Business Case and Risk Analysis

The PWC HPL Business Case and Risk Analysis report attached to this report is an extension to
their 9 March 2017 risk analysis. The report highlights the risk profile through investment in a
property company as well as the variations in risk depending on the nature of property
investment undertaken.

The PWC business case supporting the decision to reactivate HPL was premised on a set of
assumptions, with inherent uncertainty and risk associated with each assumption. The premise
of the business case, as per the previous reports was to invest 20% of the endowment fund in
property (approximately $10.5m on average per annum), recycling the investment to achieve
$105m in capital development over a 10 year period.

Specific points raised in the PWC report:

e The business cases supported that a financial return can be achieved whilst investing the
endowment fund to achieve strategic objectives.

e Property development has significantly more risk than current debt offset. Risk can be
managed but not eliminated.

e That Council should only undertake developments which contribute to strategic objective
and act as a catalyst for private sector to act and not purely for financial return.

e That Council should identify actual projects prior to appointment of staff and directors.

e That Council should complete a detailed business case should be undertaken; again prior
to the appointment of staff and directors.

The PWC report notes borrowing to invest in HPL will increase Council’s debt from an external
perspective — e.g. with LGFA and Fitch. PWC also note that there is only a marginal increased
return through property investment over the current debt offset and that there could well be a
delay in expected returns as the property business ramps up.

The PWC report notes that HPL should only invest in projects that align with Council’s strategic
intentions and not seek higher more speculative returns — this is potentially at odds with the
policy that currently requires a return greater than current levels.

Discussion

33.

The decision to reactivate HPL is significant and it is important that Council fully considers the
risks associated with this decision, effects necessary mitigations to those risks and knowingly
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34.

35.

36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

accepts residual risks. Any risk assessment should consider the potential impacts on the
financial strategy.

Based on the PWC report there are also a number of outstanding decisions required to
leverage the value of HPL and mitigate risk to an acceptable level (PWC note that the risk will
never be as low as the current debt offset approach).

The key theme throughout the latest PWC report is that Council needs to take a strategic
approach in addressing the necessary risks of reactivating HPL and entering property
development. To support this view a property strategy should be developed and would
include the level of investment in HPL (i.e. how much of the Endowment fund should be
allocated), when the funds would be engaged, the strategic benefits that Council is seeking,
the nature of development Council wishes to undertake and the level of risk Council will
tolerate (risk appetite).

PWC hold the view that, in conjunction with the private sector, actual opportunities should be
identified and detailed business cases should be undertaken.

Financial Strategy — Debt to Revenue

There are a number of impacts on Council’s financial strategy as a result of the decision to
activate HPL.

Council will need to borrow the capital to invest in HPL.

Councils pay down debt with proceeds from endowment assets sold, however Council’s debt
to revenue ratio is conservative and council adds back, as debt, any endowment related cash;
i.e. when Council borrows to fund endowment property purchase, or when it injects cash into
HPL, it DOES NOT impact Council’s debt to revenue ratio.

Financial Considerations

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.
46.

Fitch Credit Rating Agency (Fitch) and the Local Government Funding Authority (LGFA) do not
treat debt reduction from the sale of endowment properties any differently from other cash
proceeds, i.e. from a Fitch perspective if Council borrows to inject cash into HPL IT WILL
negatively impact the Fitch and LGFA calculated debt to revenue ratio. The more Council
borrows to invest in HPL the greater the impact.

At 30 June 2017 Debt to Revenue Ratio
HCC | Fitch |

Reserve funds remain as cash 174% 209%

Reserve funds invested in property 174% 226%

The business case from PWC suggests HPL would not leverage the capital invested by Council
to borrow more funds.

It should be noted that Fitch will consider the extent to which a 100% subsidiary (i.e. HPL)
borrows more money; i.e. Fitch takes a group approach in considering credit rating.

Fitch does not have any particular concern over Council re-activating HPL. Fitch will give
consideration to the risk profile of all 100% consolidated entities as part of the rating
programme for Council. Fitch’s key consideration is the risk that Council will need to bail out a
subsidiary.

Financial Strategy — Balancing the Books/Rates Certainty

Proceeds from Endowment funds are currently used to subsidise rates, i.e. cashed up
endowment assets are used as debt offset and reduce interest charges.
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47. The transfer of cash to HPL would reduce this offset. However the Municipal and Domain
Endowment Policy sets guidance to mitigate this impact by requiring HPL to return a dividend
that is equivalent to the average cost of Council’s debt over a three year period.

48. The risk associated with moving from a debt offset to property development is identified in the
PWC report. In short, there is an increased risk with property development, but if the correct
mitigations are put in place (e.g. specialist board) the returns could be much higher than the
cost of Council’s debt.

49. PWC have noted in their report there is a risk over lower returns in the start-up phase.

50. At present the average interest rate for Council is 5.36%. There is an interest rate fluctuation
risk that is mitigated by Council’s hedging programme. Investing in property exposes Council to
greater risk of fluctuating returns (refer PWC report). It should be noted that reducing interest
rates potentially provide HPL an advantage — as interest rates drop (over a three year average),
the policy reduces dividend expectations and as such, subject to a strong property market, HPL
would have greater opportunity to reinvest capital and potentially yield stronger returns.

51. Financial (and Resourcing) Implications

52.  PWC have undertaken a number of reports in respect of Hamilton Properties Limited. The
costs to date as previously reported is $25,319. The cost for the updated Summary HPL
Business Case and Risk Analysis is $6,000.

Risks

53. This report reflects a detailed risk assessment. No further risks are identified.

Significance

54. Staff have considered the key considerations under the Significance and Engagement Policy
and have assessed that the matter in this report has a low level of significance.

Engagement

55. Given the low level of significance determined, the engagement level is low. No engagement is
required.

Attachments

Attachment 1 - HPL Business Case Risk Summary

Attachment 2 - Municipal and Domain Endowment Fund Policy
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PricewaterhouseCoopers
Cnr Angelsea and Ward Streets,

Richard Briggs

Chief Executive
Hamilton City Council
Garden Place
Hamilton

10 August 2017

Summary HPL Business Case and Risk Analysis
Dear Richard

We are pleased to present this updated summary to the HPL Business Case report and additional risk
analysis in relation to the potential management of the Municipal Endowment Fund (“MEF”) and the
Domain Endowment Fund (“"DEF”), together referred to as the “Endowment Funds”, through Hamilton
Properties Limited (“HPL”) as a Council Controlled Trading Organisation (“CCTO”).

The business case contemplates the utilisation of the MEF by HPL to undertake a number of property
development projects to achieve both a commereial return and deliver other municipal benefits to Council
in support of Council’s key strategic objectives.

This report should be read in conjunction with our two previous reports, being:

» Phase One: PwC report on the Municipal Endowment fund dated 27 June 2016

+ Phase Two: PwC HPL Business Case

The background to these previous reports, and summary of key findings are detailed at appendix 4.
This report is draft, our principal findings and conclusions will be set out in our final report.

This report is provided in accordance with the terms of our engagement outlined in our letter dated 17
August 2016 and is subject to the restrictions set out in Appendix 3 of this report.

Yours faithfully
PricewaterhouseCoopers

A

PO Box 191 i o
Hamilton 3240 Wayne Tainui Andrew Kicketts
T:  +64 (7) 838 3838 Partner Director
F:  +64 (7) 838 4178 Email: wayne.n.tainui@nz.pwe.com Email: andrew.c.ricketts@nz.pwe.com
DDI: +64 (7) 838 7722 DDI: +64 (7) 838 7421
Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential 10 August 2016

PwC
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Conclusion and PwC View — Council need to identify actual opportunities and assess the actual risk profile

against the estimated return, being both financial and the contribution to strategic objectives.

Recommendation The identification of actual opportunities will mitigate the risk that insufficient volume of
development projects are secured and should precede the recruitment of staff and directors.
The MEF financial business case identified that a Council should identify actual projects, either internally or
sufficient financial return can be achieved whilst through engagement with the private sector, prior to the
contributing to key Council strategic objectives. appointment of staff and directors.
Investment in property development has signiﬁcantly\ Once actual development opportunities are identified m
more risk than the current debt offset. Risk can be detailed business case should be prepared for each
managed or mitigated but not eliminated. The key factors development, assessing the:
influencing risk include: + Risk profile of the counter parties involved;
* Thelevel of MEF capital applied to property * Likelihood of securing pre-construction commitments
development, assumed at 20% in the business case; from tenants or purchasers;
* The type of property development and the level of + Tstimated financial returns; and
contractual commitments (tenant or purchasers) o . o
which mitigate risk; and * Contribution to Council’s strategic objectives.
« The degree of counter-party risk based on the strength This approach will allow Council to assess the risk profile of
of development partners, tenants and purchasers. the actual development opportunity(s) and ensure that
sufficient development opportunities exist to justify the
overhead structure required by HPL.
It is our recommendation that Council only undertake Once opportunities are identified, and assuming the risk
developments which contribute to strategic objectives profile is acceptable, Council should proceed to recruit
and act as a catalyst for the private sector to act. an experienced and capable Development Manager and
Board of Directors, both of which are seen as critical to
successful execution.
Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential 10 August 2016
PwC 4
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Summary of Key Points

PwC View — Property Development has a significantly higher risk profile than the current

debt offset which is largely risk free. Council should only undertake property development to
act as a catalyst in contributing to key Council led strategic objectives. To address execution
risk Council should identify actual opportunities in conjunction with the private sector which
will enable the assessment of actual risk against the estimated financial and strategic returns.

The proposal to utilise the Municipal Endowment Fund (MEF) to
undertake property development commenced under the previous
Council.

This paper highlights the financial risk associated with undertaking
property development under various scenario’s, whilst acknowledging
the underlying purpose and the critical success factors identified in

activating Hamilton Properties Limited (HPL).

It also highlights the very real risk associated with property
development.

Strategic Reasoning

Tt is our view that Council led property development should only be
undertaken where there are clear strategic reasons to do so or
where there is a market failure or challenge which means the
private sector is unlikely to act.

In this case the strategic reason is the municipal benefit of acting as
a catalyst in contributing to key Council led strategic objectives and
plans which is consistent with the draft policy dated 2 August 2016.

Tt is our view that Council should not undertake property
development for a purely financial return, otherthan dealing with
non-strategic land holdings which would not require the activation
of HPL.

Critical Success Factors

The success of HPL will be determined by execution of
opportunities, an experienced and capable development manager is
critical as is partnering with experienced market participants.

The governance of the Board of Directors, including skills,
experience and relationships is also seen as critical as detailed on
page 18.

Financial Risk

Property Development is high risk with a large variability of risk
between ditference development projects. The current debt offset is
largely risk free, meaning Council needs to accept greater risk.

The HPL business case assumes an annual average of 20% of MEF
capital is applied to property development, with an estimated post-
tax net return of 6.8%, which is diluted by overhead costs and tax,
being marginally higher than the 5.5% debt offset.

A greater return could be achieved through investing a higher level
of capital, however this would increase the overall risk weighting of
HPL.

Development will also bring volatility to the dividend or earnings
that HPL will pay Council. Until initial developments are completed
and profits realised the annual return to Council may decrease.

Impact on Council

The transfer of MEF funds to HPL will impact the calculation of
Council’s debt capacity under the LGFA debt to revenue covenant
(250% maximum).

The risk profile of HPL, and any external borrowings in addition to
the transfer of MEF cash (consequential debt increase to Council)
will be considered by Fitch in setting Council’s credit rating.

Hamilton City Council

PwC
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Financial Return PwC view — The HPL business case assumes that an average of 20% of total fund capital is

Summary

applied to development activities across a 10 year period. The key driver of undertaking
developments is to act as a catalyst for the private sector and to contribute to strategic

objectives, whilst mitigating risk as much as possible and achieving a minimum return of 5.5%
per annum which is distributed to Council

+ Investment in property development has a significantly greater risk
profile than cash deposits or debt offsets. Therefore, the gross return
should reflect the risk premium required to encourage such investment or
the level of return will be assessed alongside the other municipal
benefits which may accrue from the development.

+ The business case is illustrative and is not based on known developments.

— FEach individual Development will have its own unique risk profile
due to the degree to which risk has been mitigated, which may include
a pre-construction commitment to tenant or sell.

+ Execution remains a significant risk and it is recommended that HPL:

— Recruit and appoint an experienced Development Manager /
General Manager and operate under a clear mandate not influenced by
changing short-term priorities; and

— Ensure that they partner with the private sector and undertake
developments where a contractually secured tenant or purchaser is
secured pre-construction.

+ The HPL Business Case assumed that an average of 20% ($10.5m) of
total fund eapital is applied to development activity over the 10 year
forecast period ($105m gross expenditure) providing a net return of
6.8% after administrative expenses and tax. The annual return to Council
may reduce initially before developments are completed and sold (before
retained earnings are available to enable the consistent minimum return).

+ The underlying purpose for the development is to act as a catalyst for the
private sector and to contribute to wider strategic objectives.

+ Should a greater, purely financial return be desired Council will have to
accept increased risk and should consider a passive investment in a listed

Capital Allocation
$70m
$60m
$50m
$40m
$30m
$20m

$10m
T 9% D% qgy 2% qpq PR 2% 19y

$om AL
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

mExisting assets = Development activity

Gross Return — % of MEF Applied to Development

Total expenditure $105m $263m $394m $525m
Avg. Funding pa  $11m $26m $39m $53m
20%
’

15% 5.1%
10%
5%

0%

property vehicle as an alternative investment. 20% 50% 75% 100%
m Net return m Tax expense m Qperating Expenses
Lower Increased
Risk e R gk
Weighting Weighting
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The debt offset is largely risk free, the rationale of HPL development is to contribute to
the wider Council strategic objectives with developments undertaken in partnership

with the private sector

The chart opposite provides a comparison between the current “debt offset”
scenario against the proposed development activities presented in the HPL
Business Case (“the Business Case™).

Property Development is a significantly higher risk form of investment than
cash deposits or debt offsets, therefore the gross return reflects the increased
risk.

Each individual property development will have its own unique risk profile based
on the degree to which risk has been mitigated as discussed on pages 13 and 14.

Debt Offset

* The debt offset is the lowest risk in terms of application of the HPL funds, the
key financial risk being that capital will not be preserved in real terms.

Development Activities
+ Onaverage 20% of HPL capital is applied to development activities.

» The Business Case assumes development activities earn a gross margin of
20% before administration costs. The increased administration costs,
governance costs and tax expense means the net return would be reduced to
6.8% as illustrated in the Business Case, albeit with significantly more risk.

¢ We note that HPL will have sufficient funds to undertake considerably more
development activity should opportunities be identified.

» The key financial risk of development activities includes the risk that
underlying capital is lost due to unprofitable developments, however steps can
be taken to mitigate this risk, including the application of a portion of total
funds and other mitigating factors as detailed on pages 13 and 14.

+ Itis intended that Council development acts as a catalyst for the private
sector to undertake development consistent with strategic plans, therefore
development activities present the potential for Council to achieve wider
economic and municipal benefits.

Gross Return

HCC Model

Debt offset

HPL model
Development Activity

0, 0,
(before overheads) 55% 20%
Admin costs @ Minimal $730kpa

Key financial
risk

Not preserving capital
in real terms

Risk that underlying
capital is lost due to
unprofitable
developments

Advantages

Lowest risk profile

Wider economic and
financial benefits
including contribution
to strategic plans

Opportunity for greater
return

(1) Admin costs exclude inflation.

(2) Net return for development activities increases as more capital is employed.

The Business Case assumes that developments will be undertaken in
partnership with the private sector and will likely involve a
contractually secured tenant or purchaser pre-construction which
greatly reduces risk

ltem 19
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The purpose of HPL is to act as a catalyst to achieve strategic objectives, whilst achieving an
acceptable return on each development. The business case assumes an average of 20% of
MEF capital is applied to property development, totalling $105m over 10 years.

Capital Allocation . .
. . . . Capital Allocation

The chart opposite illustrates the capital applied to development activities as a
percentage of the total fund value as assumed in the Business Case. We note $70m
the following: $60m
+ The Business Case assumes ten development projects. The capital applied $50m

to development activities is expected to range between $3m and $15m per

annum at an average of $10.5m per year over the forecast period. $40m
[ — The change in investment from interest bearing deposits (debt offset) to $30m

property development requires Council to increase debt (not MEF debt) Percentage of
to the extent funds are applied to HPL. $20m fund value
+ Total development expenditure is forecast at $105m over the forecast $10m ) ]
26% 9

period which utilises an average of 20% of the total capital. som E 5w 19% % qan % 47y ° 23% 19y
+ The business case intended for wider municipal and economic 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

beneﬁts‘ to be achieved :through developr.nent activitiefs. The feasibility of = Existing assets « Development activity

each project should consider both the projected financial return and the

strategic rationale and the wider economic and municipal benefits. vy Gross Return — % of MEF Applied to Development
Fund Returns Total expenditure $105m $263m $394m $525m
The chart opposite illustrates projected returns assuming 20%, 50%, 75% Avg. Funding pa $11m $26m $39m $53m
and 100% of MEF capital was applied to development activities with all other 20%
assumptions held constant. We note the following:
+ The level of development activity is illustrative and not based on known 15%

developments.

O 7 |

+ Applying a greater percentage of MEF capital to property development will

increase HPL’s overall risk exposure level. s
b
+ The assumed gross return on each development is 20%, actual margins can

vary greatly between developments. 0%
+ The governance and operating expenses are largely fixed in nature, 20% 50% 75% 100%
therefore net returns increase with greater levels of development activity. m Net return mTaxexpense  mOperating Expenses Inereased
. . L
» The business case net return of 6.8% is 1.3% greater than the current S:ir e ——— == === = === Risk
debt offset of 5.5%, equating to $7.5m over the 10 year forecast period. Weighting Weighting
Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential 10 August 2016
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Risk increases exponentially as the capital required to complete a
development increases. This reflects the greater risk of vartation in
execution which accompanies larger, more complex developments.

Development Options Council’s Typically Use
Sell Land As Is

» Non-strategic land holdings can be sold and the capital applied
to other purposes.

+ Strategic land can also be sold if the private sector can be
expected to develop in a way that satisfies Council’s strategic
objectives.

Rezone Land and Sell

+ Strategic objectives may require the rezoning of land with
Council owning existing land within the zoning boundaries. The
above considerations to the strategic importance of the land still
apply.

Pragject Development Agreement

» This approach to development is the most common approach to
Council-led development in NZ and overseas, for all forms of
development.

+ Tttends to appropriately balance Council’s level of capital
commitment and risk with its wider objectives.

Higher Risk and Less Common

Equity JV and Develop

+ Council’s equity contribution is typically land, but can be cash
or funding. This may involve a pre-committed tenant or
purchaser and a pre-planned divestment strategy.

- Equity JV’s are typically avoided as, whilst the level of capital
commitment is reduced, the level of counterparty risk increases
significantly.

Self Develop

+ Council could lead the development and appoint a construction
company to build at an agreed cost with no equity at risk.

Level of Risk

Low

High

Level of Capital $

)
2

Development Options Council’s | Higher Risk &
typically use I less commonly
undertaken by

I Council’s

Strategic land
holdings

—

Non Strategic
land holdings

Sellland as  Rezone land Project
is & sell

Equity JV & Self
Development Develop Develop
Agreement |

Development Options
Council’s typically use

Sell land as Rezone land Project Equity JV & Self
is & sell Development Develop Develop
Agreement

Hamilton City Council
PwC
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Variability of risk associated with a single development

Property Development Risk Matrix

Low BIGUNNTE Description Risk Comment Finance Risk Market Risk Co“slglllfﬁo“ Tenant Risk Disposal Risk
sk
Risk
I Debt Offset MEF applied to
1 Council Debt N/A Low N/ A N/ A N/ A N/ A
: Turn-Key Purchaser secured Risk varies based on
I Development e G, financial s}.ltrength of Low Low N/ A Low
I purchaser. Contractual
I  Pre- Tenant committed Risk varies based on terms dictate
I  committed e-construction financial strength of Medium | Medium | risklevel but Low Medium
: Tenant P : tenant. risk can never
I Speculative No tenant or . - b,e,fully
Development purchaser when LS e b9 mtlaied . . mitigated . .
; construction Loy eft e High High High High
. location, mix-use etc.
High commences.
Risk

Note: Finance risk is low as the business case assumes an average of 20% of MEF capital is utilised, therefore external borrowing would be limited or
discretionary meaning HPL would always have sufficient funds to complete each development.

Ham
PwC
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Risk Summary (1 of 2)

Risk

Governance and Control Risk

xplanation

Mitigating Factors

1. HCC Control Control, and the ability to make investment decisions, is transferred to
HPL with the Board of Directors being responsible for investment
decisions and the Development Manager / General Manager responsible
for execution of the strategy.

The Board will be mandated to make investment decisions consistent
with the Strategic Objectives and Statement of Intent to be set by
Council.

The weighting of the portfolio by asset class and the feasibility and
approval process established under the statement of intent for potential
investments will also mitigate the ability of HPL to operate outside of the
set objectives.

2, Council HPL is a Company and therefore has limited liability. The liability is

Liability limited to the assets held by HPL only, however it is unlikely that HPL
could walk away from a development or creditors if market conditions
required or justified this course of action.

From an accounting perspective the assets and liabilities of HPL will be
consolidated into HCC for financial reporting purposes.

Clearly set objectives, robust policy and limiting the percentage of funds
applied to any single development, will limit the risk of liabilities
exceeding assets on a total fund basis.

Given the role of Council and public perception risks limited liability can
not be assumed, which further highlights the importance of feasibility
and partnering with the private sector.

3. Public There is potential that there is negative public reaction to Council
Perception undertaking developments.

This may be mitigated through partnering with the private sector and
positive publicity and communications around developments consistent
with Council objectives and wider municipal benefits.

Investment Portfolio Risk

4. Property Development risk includes completing developments ag budgeted, from

Development Risk  both a cost and time perspective, and the ability to divest or tenant the
development on completion at a price and timeframe consistent with
budget.

Property development by its very nature is a high risk investment option.

The margins can be high, making it attractive, which represents
consideration for the considerably higher risk.

The development risk can impact on the financial return and also the
capital preservation of the MEF.

The development risk can be mitigated through:

» Partnering with local developers to share risk and benefit from the
experience and expertise of their people; and

* Commissioning turn-key developments with committed tenants or a
committed purchaser.

Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential
PwC

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

10 August 2016
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|
Risk Summary (2 of 2)

Risk

Explanation

Investment Portfolio Risk Continued

Mitigating Factors

5. Fluctuating
returns to HCC

Property development activities will likely create significant volatility in
cash flows to HPL. This is due to the cash requirement during
construction and then the realisation of the asset and resulting cash
inflow, including the development margin.

Initially, before developments are completed and sold and profits
retained, the minimum return of 5.5% to Council may not be met.

Once there are sufficient retained earnings a smooth, or consistent
minimum return could be provided to Council.

The dividend policy should be set by the Board of Directors with
consideration given to the forecast profitability of current developments
on approval.

6. Loss making
investinents

There is potential for any single development or investment to make a
negative return or loss.

Property development is impacted by specific regional, national and
global macro-economic factors. There is a risk that even conservative
development assumptions do not eventuate, refer to development risk
detailed on the previous page.

Managed Funds are also subject to global macro-economic factors,
however the assets underpinning the portfolio are typically across a
diverse range of industries and regions.

Development risk can be mitigated through partnering with
experienced developers, commissioning turn-key developments with
tenants or purchasers secured pre-construction and through ensuring
that the development team is experienced and capable.

The impact of investment losses on the overall portfolio return to
Council can, to some extent, be mitigated through diversification via
sector and single asset exposure limits.

7. Insufficient
Development

Opportunities
are Identified

Undertaking property development through HPL will likely create an
increased overhead cost base. Therefore sufficient opportunities need to
be identified and executed based on assumed development margin to
cover the increased cost base and deliver greater municipal benefit and /
or financial returns to Council.

It would appear the key mitigating factors would be:

» Establishing a pipeline of potential opportunities based on current
land holdings or land known to be available for purchase; and

* The appointment of a capable team with the relevant experience and
skill set, including local market knowledge and relationships.

8. Tax Expense

With reference to the previous report and business case, the tax
implications of transferring each category of assets (i.e. existing
commercial properties) requires consideration to minimise the tax
expense incurred by HPL.

Retaining existing properties and passive investments within Council
will mitigate the tax expense incurred. The feasibility of property
developments should be considered on a profit after tax basis.

Hamilton City Council
PwC

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

Strictly private and confidential

10 August 2016
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Restrictions

This Summary to the HPL Business Case and Risk Analysis (the report) has been prepared for Hamilton City Council (“HCC”) to provide an illustration of the
potential financial performance of HPL and the impact on the financial position of HCC. This report has been prepared solely for this purpose 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 has been prepared solely for use by Hamilton City Council and may not be copied or distributed to third parties without our prior written consent.

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 aceuracy of information provided to us, and have not conducted any form of audit in respect of Hamilton City Council.
Accordingly, we express no opinion on the reliability, accuracy, or completeness of the information provided to us and upon which we have relied.

We take no responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of the underlying financial assumptions and projections. We are unable to express an opinion as to
whether actual results will approximate those projected because the projections are based on estimates and assumptions regarding future events, which, by their
nature, are not able to be independently substantiated. Some assumptions inevitably will not eventuate and unanticipated events and circumstances will occur.
Therefore, the actual results will vary from the projections.

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.

This report is issued pursuant to the terms and conditions set out in our engagement letter dated 17 August 2016.

Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential 10 August 2016
PwC 16
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Background Information

Phase One: PwC report on the Municipal Endowment fund Phase Two: PwC HPL Business Case

dated 27 June 2016 1. The business case was developed to illustrate a scenario whereby

1. The common law principle of endowment requires the preservation Cc3u.ncil receives a minimum return (5.5% of fund value) and HPL
of capital, however Council policy can be changed as long as the utilises the MEF to undertake a number of property development
purpose provides a municipal purpose. projects. The goal of the development being to achieve both a

1 has done it before: commercial return and other municipal benefits in support of

2. Council has done it before: Council’s key strategic objectives.

¢ Hamilton Properties Limited ("HPL") opeFated over an 8 year 2. Itwas assumed that an average of 20% of MEF capital was applied
period to 1998 undertaking a number of hlgh—proﬁ}e to property development with total development activity forecast
developments, and was governed by anumber of high-profile across the 10 year period totalling $105m. Gross margin before
and successful local business leaders. administrative overheads was estimated at 20% based on

+  Other Councils have and are undertaking property development discussion with industry experts.
and property investment activities through CCTO structures. 3. To address risk and control issues identified it was recommended

3. The MEF could be utilised as a means of enabling Council to better that Cc.)luncﬂ unl(lle(litake (?evelopmgnt a.ct1v1ty through HPL, a
achieve its longer-term strategic objectives as set outin Council Council Controlled Trading Organisation (CCTO).
plans. The overall purpose being: 4. Based on this level of property development achieved the following
+ Balancing a targeted minimum return with the indirect would be ach.leved: o ) )

financial and economic benefits and wider municipal benefit of + Aretunin excess of the 5.5% minimum required by Council
improving Hamilton City. (debt offset equivalent);

4. TFollowing the sale of a number of high yielding properties in recent ‘ freserved fund value in re6a1 tert")ms, with fund V?gl,e ir'lgre?sing
years and the resulting high-level of cash held, it is an appropriate rocin $49H‘1 d(curren;) to $62m by year 10, net of distributions
time to review the management and investment approach of the and tax paid on profits.

MEF. The key questions to address include: 5. The MEF would not materially change forecast debt projections
with peak debt across the 10 year period increasing just $10m above
2
1. How should the fund be structured? Council forecast debt.
2. Where should the fund be invested? *  We note that MEF cash is excluded from the calculation of
3. Can the fund be applied to other municipal benefits? Council debtlimits under the LGFA covenant (250% revenue).
Hamilton City Council Strictly private and confidential 10 August 2016
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Critical Success Factors — at a glance

The critical success factors detailed below were identified in undertaking the HPL Business Case

Independent Management Partnering
Board and Development
clear mandate and Capability

Independent Board
members from within

Where appr:
partnering with the

Appropriately skilled
and qualified
management

personnel

the region with
relevant experience
and contacts within
the private sector

private sector through

joint ventures, PPP’s

or procuring turn-key
developments

Long-term

stability

A stable long-term
approach, achieved

through clearly set
objectives and
separation from
changing priorities in
the short term

Agility in
achion

The ability to make
timely decisions to

take advantage of
opportunities

City Vision

A thorough

understanding of the

City Vision and long-
term Strategic

Objectives of Council

Hamilton City Council
PwC

Strictly private and confidential

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN

10 August 2016
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Associated documents: Appointment and Remuneration of Board Members of Council Controlled

TradingOrganisations (CCTOs) Policy; Freeholding of Council Endowment Land
Policy; Sale and Disposal of Council Land Policy

Sponsor/Group: General Manager City Growth

Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Policy

Purpose and Scope
1. To provide principles and criteria for management of the Municipal Endowment Fund and
Domain Endowment Fund (“Endowment Funds”).

Principles

2. The capital must be preserved to comply with the common law principles of endowment.

3. Endowment Funds must be used for municipal and domain purposes.

4. Investment must aim to increase returns from the Endowment Funds and must return a

dividend to Council that is equivalent to the average cost of Council’s debt over the first three-

year period of each 10-Year Plan.

Policy
5. Endowment Funds may be managed by Council, a Council Controlled Trading Organisation or

any other entity or organisation that Council approves.

6. Endowment Funds must be used to directly or indirectly support, advance and implement
Council’s strategic plans. The Council will identify the priorities within these strategic plans in
each 10-Year Plan.

7. To achieve the outcomes required in paragraph 6, the entity managing the Endowment

Funds will:

a. Undertake new profitable investments as cash flows allow which, over their life, will yield a
substantially greater return than previously achieved;

b. Promote development of properties in a manner which will maximise the commercial value
of the asset by ensuring that the addition of any new capacity is related as closely as
possible to actual and forecast market demand;

c. Encourage freeholding of endowment properties to generate capital for investment in

higher yielding assets as soon as practicable;

Enter into joint venture or turn-key developments to provide flexible options for the future;

Manage its financial assets and liabilities on a prudent basis;

Seek and effectively administer service contracts with other public sector entities;

CE Y

Strive to minimise operating costs.

P lof1l %
age e E Hamilton

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017

Author: Nicolas Wells Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton

Position: Strategic Property Unit Position: General Manager City Growth
Manager

Report Name: Endowment Funds - Dissolution

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To inform the Council of the process to dissolve (“cash-up”) the Municipal (MEF) and Domain

Endowment Funds (DEF)

Staff Recommendation

2. That the Council receives the report.

Executive Summary

3. Staff have been instructed to provide initial advice on the process to dissolve the endowment
funds, convert the current property assets into cash, and deploy the cash without the
restrictions imposed by the endowment.

4. The legal principles governing all endowments, including the MEF and DEF are to:
e Preserve the capital so that it is available in perpetuity as an assured source of income.
e Ensure that the capital and income are utilised for the purpose of the endowment.

5. The Council can apply to the Minister for Local Government (“the Minister”) to approve
additional, or different, purposes of the endowment.

6. Tompkins Wake consider that an application to the Minister for the endowment funds to be
freed of their endowment status, and be made available for general Council purposes would
not succeed. Tompkins Wake does not recommend such an application be made.

7. If the Council has a particular project in mind that does not comply with the endowment
purpose, but will sustain the capital value of the fund and provide a quantifiable financial or
social benefit, then application could be made to the Minister for approval. However, any
approval is at the discretion of the Minister and may not be granted.

8. Staff consider the matters in this report have low significance and that the recommendations
comply with the Council’s legal requirements.

Background
9. The Council has two Endowment Funds:

e  Municipal Endowment Fund (MEF)
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e Domain Endowment Fund (DEF)

Municipal Endowment Fund (MEF)

10. The MEF originated in the 1870s as a Crown grant of lands to the Hamilton Borough intended
to provide an enduring income for “Municipal Purposes”. “Municipal Purposes” is not defined
but the Council has historically utilised the capital to offset debt and the income to offset
operating costs in accordance with the MEF Policy prevailing at the time.

11. The MEF consists of three asset categories:

Category Value ($) ‘ Yield Proportion
Land (7 ground leases) 3,594,000 2.38% 8%
Investment Property (3 commercial properties) 12,650,000 6.94% 28%
Cash (Restricted Reserve = used to offset debt) 28,639,293 5.5% 64%
Total 44,883,293 5.66% 100%

12. The land subject to ground leases could be sold (“freeholding”) at the request of the lessee.
Council does not control the sale of this land. The controlling interest in the land is owned by
the lessee.

13. The Investment Property could be sold at any time — noting that the decision to sell should be
based on commercial property-related factors. To maximise sale proceeds the properties
should be sold on the open market in a transparent and fully competitive process.

Domain Endowment Fund (DEF)

14. The DEF originated in 1911 as the Hamilton Domain Board. The Hamilton City Council is the
successor to the Hamilton Domain Board and is required to utilise the DEF for the
improvement or development of recreation reserves, or the purchase of land for use as
recreation reserve. The Council has historically utilised the capital to offset debt and the
income to offset the Parks and Open Spaces Unit’s operating costs.

15. The DEF consists of two asset classes:

Category Value ($) ‘ Yield Proportion
Land (7 ground leases) 2,985,000 2.44% 27%
Cash (Restricted Reserve = used to offset debt) 7,482,755 5.5% 73%
Total 10,457,755 4.63% 100%

16. The assets of the endowment funds are scheduled on Attachment 1.

Discussion
17. Tompkins Wake has provided advice about the law relating to endowments.

18. The recipient of an endowment has a duty to comply with the conditions that attach to the
endowment, to maintain the capital value of that endowment, and to utilise the income (or
benefit derived from the endowment) for its intended purpose. These common law principles
apply in the local government context.

19. Sections 140 and 141 of the Local Government Act 2002 (the “LGA”) provide that endowment
property must be retained by the Council for the purpose for which the property was vested in
the Council. However,

a) the Minister may approve additional or different purposes, or
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21.

22.

23.

24.

b) the Council may sell or exchange the property (unless expressly prohibited by the
instrument that vested the property in the Council) but the proceeds must be used for a
purpose that is consistent with the endowment.

By their nature, endowments are intended to endure for very long periods of time - if not in
perpetuity.

Tompkins Wake advises that the Minister’s power to approve different purposes under section
140 of the LGA would be used sparingly, and would require the fundamental principles relating
to endowments to continue to be respected.

This would require the funds to be used for acquisition of a non-depreciating asset (typically
land) that would also provide either income, or possibly a significant intangible community
benefit.

Tompkins Wake consider that an application to the Minister for endowment funds to be freed
of their endowment status, and be made available for general council purposes would not be
successful. Tompkins Wake does not recommend such an application be made.

However, if the Council has a particular project in mind for the use of the endowment funds
that might not fit totally within the initial endowment purpose, but nevertheless will sustain
the capital value of the fund, and provides a real measurable financial or social benefit, then
application could be made to the Minister under section 140 for approval.

Financial Considerations

25.

26.

27.

Table 1 below summarises the total value and performance of the endowment funds over the
2016/17 financial year.

Table 2 below summarises the total value and performance of the cash and investment assets
of the endowment funds over the 2016/17 financial year - excluding the fourteen ground
leases over which the Council has limited control.

It is possible to liquidate the investment assets of the MEF at any time. These assets have a
Current Market Value of $12.6M and generate a yield of 6.94%. The yield derived from these
investment assets exceeds what would be generated by use of the sale proceeds to offset debt
(5.5%).

Table 1

Endowment Funds — TOTAL VALUE

Fund Value (S) Yield

MEF 44,883,293 5.66%

DEF 10,467,755 4.63%

TOTAL 55,351,048 5.46%

Table 2

Endowment Funds — TOTAL VALUE — EXCLUDING GROUND LEASES

Fund Value (S) Yield
MEF 41,289,293 5.94%
DEF 7,482,755 5.50%
TOTAL 48,772,048 5.87%
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Legal and Policy Considerations
28. There are two Council policies governing the Endowment Funds:

e  Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Policy (Attachment 2) sets out the requirement
for a minimum financial return from the assets equivalent to the Council’s average cost of
debt. The policy allows the assets to be deployed to “support, advance and implement
Council’s strategic plans.”

e Freeholding of Council Endowment Land Policy (Attachment 3) encourages the freeholding
(sale of the Council-owned land to the lessee) of low-yielding ground leases.

29. The statutory framework governing endowment is detailed in the discussion section above. In
addition to the requirements of the LGA the Hamilton Domain Endowment Act 1979 requires
the DEF to be utilised as described in 14 above.

Cultural Considerations

30. Not applicable

Sustainability Considerations

31. Not applicable.

Risks

32. Thereis arisk that an application to the Minister to dissolve the endowment funds, or to utilise
the endowment funds for a purpose that does not maintain the real value of the fund, will not
succeed.

33. There is a risk that liquidating the investment assets of the MEF will generate a lesser return
than is currently being achieved.

34. There is no substantive risk in maintaining the endowment funds as they currently operate.

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance and Engagement

35. Having considered the Significance and Engagement Policy, staff have assessed that the
matters in this report have a low significance. This means that the Council will not need to
engage but may choose to inform.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Asset Schedule
Attachment 2 - Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Policy

Attachment 3 - Freeholding of Council Endowment Land Policy
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MUNICIPAL ENDOWMENT PROPERTY ASSETS 2 9 AUG 2(”7
Annual Revaluation for the 2016/2017 Year (1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017)
; 'Actual net e . :
i o : Ry L Hein SR income July s i ; i g b ; i
o el Valuation | Valuation | 2015 to June |° on ; Initial Lease Term | NextRenewal Date | '2tRent | Final Expiry
e Gl Purchased | 130/06/2016 | 30/06/2017 | 2016after | . . i s o S ‘Review ' Date’
e anoian | el et vamtion el e
o o ey June 201_6
MUNICIPAL INVESTMENT PROPERTIES
Asaleo Care (SCA Hygiene) 31/05/2000] $ 5,270,531 $ 7,100,000 |5 7,900,000 |5 576,000 7.29% 10 years 30/09/2021 29/09/2015 | 30/09/2040
49 Foreman Road
Online Security {Ironmountain) 19/04/2002] $ 1,944,444 S 3,425,000 | $ 3,650,000 | 5 231,000 6.33% 8 years 01/04/2018' 01/04/2014 | 31/03/2026
378 Wairere Drive
Masters Avenue Shops 07/05/1996] & 317,000 $ 860,000 [$ 1,100,000 |$ 71,318 6.48% 6 years No Further Renewals | 01/10/2010 | 30/04/2021
{58 Masters Avenue
TOTAL MUNICIPAL INVESTMENT $ 7,531,975 | $ 11,385000{$ 12,650,000 5 878,318 6.94%
IMUNICIPAL ENDOWMENT PROPERTIES
145-149 Ward Street Unknown Unknown s 500,000 § $ 564,000 | $ 16,508 2.93% 21 years in perpetuity 27/07/2017 .27]07[1996 NA
151-155 Ward Street Unknown Unknown S 410,000 | $ 530,000 | $ 16,200 3.06% 21 years in perpetuity 19/05/2021 19/05/2000 NA
179 Ward Street Unknown  |Unknown $ 440,000 | $ 500,000 | $ 21,200 4.24% 5 years 31/12/2018 01/01/2010 NA
92 Clyde Street Unknown Unknown S 170,000 | - 21 years in perpetuity 08/09/2032 08/09/2011 NA
258 Fox Street Unknown Unknown S 215,000 | § 295,000 | S 4,188 1.42% 21 years in perpetuity 06/03/2020 06/03/1999 NA
12 Wiremu Street fUnknown Unknown $ 230,000 | $ 355,000 | $ 3,080 0.87% 21 years in perpetuity 30/09/2021 22/09/2000 NA
77 & 79 Norton Road Unknown Unknown s 840,000 | § 1,350,000 S 24,503 1.82% 3 years 30/08/2017 01/11/2008 | 31/08/2018
TOTAL MUNICIPAL ENDOWMENT $ 2,805000)% 3,594,000} 53 85,679 2.38%
TOTAL CASH $ 28,639,293 | § 1,288,768 4.50% |asat 31/08/2017
TOTAL MUNICIPAL INVESTMENT $ 12,650,000 | 878,318 6.94%
TOTAL GROUND LEASES $ 3,594,000 $ 85,679 2.38%
TOTAL ASSETS (Investment & Endowment) = '$044,883,293 'S 2,252,765 5.02%
DOMAIN ENDOWMENT PROPERTY ASSETS
Annual Revaluation for the 2016/2017 Year (1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017)
DOMAIN ENDOWMENT PROPERTIES
297 Ulster Street Unknown Unknown S 920,000 | $§ 1,150,000 | S 28,000 2.43% 21 years in perpetuity 01/05/2025 01/05/2004 NA
225 Dey Street Unknown Unknown S 255,000 | $ -
189 Fox Street Unknown Unknown S 280,000 | $§ 350,000 | $ 12,600 3.60% 21 years in perpetuity 21/12/2028 22/12/2007 NA
15 Henry Street Unknown Unknown S 265,000 | § 330,000 15 4,800 1.45% 21 years in perpetuity 08/09/2025 08/09/2004 NA
5 Cotter Place Unknown Unknown $ 265,000 | $ 325,000 $ 3,900 1.20% 21 years In perpetuity 06/03/2023 07/03/2002 NA
126 Fox Street Unknown {Unknown ] 290,000 | 5 355,000 | $ 4,200 1.18% 21 years in perpetuity 08/09/2021 08/09/2000 NA
101 Naylor Street Unknown Unknown S 435,000 | 475,000 | $ 19,320 4.07% 21 years in perpetuity 01/06/2025 01/06/2004 NA
TOTAL DOMAIN ENDOWMENT $ 2,710,000 | $ 2,985,000 | $ 72,820 | 2.44%
TOTAL CASH $ 74827555 336,724 4.50% |as at 31/08/2017
TOTAL GROUND LEASES $ 29850005 72,820 2.44%
TOTAL ASSETS (Cash & Leases) $ 10,467,755 |$ 409,544 | 3.91%
TOTAL ASSETS (Cash & Leases) $ 55,351,048 $ 2,662,309 4.81%
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First adopted: 26 August 1998

Revision dates/version: 6 November 2002, 6 July 2005, 10 March 2008, 10 December 2008, 8 April 2009,
29 September 2016

Next review date: 29 September 2019

Engagement required: Yes — Non SCP

Document number: D-13243

Associated documents: Appointment and Remuneration of Board Members of Council Controlled

Trading Organisations {CCT)s) Policy, Freeholding of Council Endowment Land
Policy, Sale and Disposal of Council Land Policy

Sponsor/Group: General Manager City Growth

Municipal and Domain Endowment Funds Policy

Purpose and Scope

1. To provide principles and criteria for management of the Municipal Endowment Fund and

Domain Endowment Fund (“Endowment Funds”).

Principles

2. The capital must be preserved to comply with the common law principles of endowment.

3. Endowment Funds must be used for municipal and domain purposes.

4, Investment must aim to increase returns from the Endowment Funds and must return a

dividend to Council that is equivalent to the average cost of Council’s debt over the first three-

year period of each 10-Year Plan.

Policy

5. Endowment Funds may be managed by Council, a Council Controlled Trading Organisation or

any other entity or organisation that Council approves.

6. Endowment Funds must be used to directly or indirectly support, advance and implement

Council’s strategic plans. The Council will identify the priorities within these strategic plans in
each 10-Year Plan.

7. To achieve the outcomes required in paragraph 6, the entity managing the Endowment

Funds will:

a. Undertake new profitable investments as cash flows allow which, over their life, will yield a
substantially greater return than previously achieved;

b. Promote development of properties in a manner which will maximise the commercial value
of the asset by ensuring that the addition of any new capacity is related as closely as
possible to actual and forecast market demand;

c. Encourage freeholding of endowment properties to generate capital for investment in
higher yielding assets as soon as practicable;

d. Enter into joint venture or turn-key developments to provide flexible options for the future;

e. Manage its financial assets and liabilities on a prudent basis;

f. Seek and effectively administer service contracts with other public sector entities;

g. Strive to minimise operating costs.

Page Tof 1 b Hamilton
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First adopted: 24 May 2012
Revision dates/version: 29 September 2016
Next review date: September 2019
Engagement required: No
Document number: D-2154462
Associated documents: | None
Sponsor/Group: General Manager City Growth Group

Freeholding of Council Endowment Land Policy

Purpose and Scope
1. This policy describes the process to freehold (sell) Council-owned land which is subject to Domain
or Municipal Endowment ground leases.

2. Council owns land originally acquired by endowment from the Crown. Council owns the freehold
interest in the land. The lessee (tenant) owns the leasehold interest in the same land.

3. This policy applies to land subject to Domain or Municipal Endowment ground leases (listed in
Schedule 1 and 2 below).

4. This policy does not apply to any other Council-owned land or buildings.

Principles of Policy

5. Council uses the income from the Domain Endowment (listed in Schedule 1) to maintain or
improve reserves, purchase land in the name of the Crown as Recreation Reserve, or purchase
land in the name of Council for the purposes of the Hamilton Domain Endowment Act 1979.

6. Council uses the income from the Municipal Endowment (listed in Schedule 2) for municipal

purposes.

7. Council encourages lessees to freehold the land. Ground leases typically yield low returns.
Council can benefit ratepayers by obtaining a greater return by placing the proceeds of sale in
higher yielding investments.

Policy

8. Council will freehold Endowment Land on application from the lessee.

9. Freeholding of Domain Endowment land shall proceed at 100% of the Current Market Value of
the land based on independent valuation. The value may be contestable by arbitration.

10. Freeholding of Municipal Endowment land shall proceed at 100% of the Current Market Value of
the land based on independent valuation OR the Lessors Interest Value based on independent

valuation, whichever is the greater. The value may be contestable by arbitration.
11. The applicant lessee will pay all Council’s reasonable costs in the matter.

12. The sale proceeds shall be immediately credited to the relevant Endowment Fund.

Monitoring and Implementation

13. The Chief Executive will monitor the implementation of this policy.

14, The policy will be reviewed every three years, or at the request of Council, or in response to
changed statutory requirements, or in response to any issues that may arise.

Page 1 of 2 B Hamilton
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Schedule 1: Domain Endowment Leasehold Land

Property
Reference | Property Address Legal Description Land Area
10002 297 Ulster Street Lot 1 DPS 12212 2157.5m*
10010 225 Dey Street Lot 10 DP 35144 812m’
10017 189 Fox Street Lot 7 DPS 1200 675m’
10020 5 Henry Street Lot 8 DPS 2099 759m’
10026 5 Cotter Place Lot 8 DPS 4051 679m’
10027 126 Fox Street Lot 4 DPS 5647 718m’
10029 103 Dey Street l Lots 7 & 8 DP 34426 1457m?

merged
10030 101 Naylor & Dey Streets J | and Lot 1 DPS 82950
SCHEDULE 2: Municipal Endowment Leasehold Land
Property
Reference Property Address Legal Description Land Area
20017.001 145-149 Ward Street 1 Lots 14 & 15 DP 17135 791m’
20017.002 145-149 Ward Street j
20017 151-155 Ward Street Lots 16 & 17 DP 17135 971m’
20019 179 Ward Street Lots 23 & 24 DP 17135 592m?
20007 92 Clyde Street Lot 6 DP 35296 559m’
20015 258 Fox Street Lot 13 DP 35611 558m’
20016 12 Wiremu Street Lot 9 DPS 5418 830m’
20023.001 77 Norton Road Lots 3, 4 & 6 DPS 8955 1668m’”
20023.002 79 Norton Road Lot 5 DPS 8955 614m’
Page20f2 [g] Hamitton
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Council Report

Committee:  Council Date: 21 September 2017

Author: Ken Cunningham Authoriser: Chris Allen

Position: Strategic Land Manager Position: General Manager City
Infrastructure

Report Name: Road Stopping - Part of Hillsborough Tce - referred from the 12 September

2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee Meeting.

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To seek approval for the stopping of approximately 530m? of Hillsborough Terrace and selling

it to the adjoining property owner, | M Martin Family Trust.

This matter has been referred to Council by the Growth and Infrastructure Committee without
recommendation.

Staff Recommendation

3.

That the Committee:
a) Receives the report.

b) Approves approximately 530m? of road at Hillsborough Terrace (subject to survey and
shown on Attachment 1) be stopped and sold to the | M Martin Family Trust, subject to:

i. Any objection received from a public consultation process that remains unresolved is
reported back to Committee for consideration.

ii. The sale and purchase price being agreed to.

iii. The transfer of land is not completed until resource consent is granted by Council, in
its regulatory capacity, for the proposed development.

iv. Atitle being issued by Land Information New Zealand for the stopped road land.
v. The stopped road land being amalgamated with the adjoining property’s title.

vi. All costs associated with the road stopping and sale and purchase processes being
met by the | M Martin Family Trust.

c) Delegates to the Chief Executive authority to:
i. Sign all documentation relating to the road stopping.

ii. Negotiate the sale and purchase of the road stopping land, subject to a registered
valuation report being obtained that has a valuation date of no more than two months
prior to the signing of the sale and purchase agreement, which supports the sale and
purchase price.

iii. Sign all documentation relating to the sale and purchase of the land.
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Executive Summary

4.

10.

lan Martin of the | M Martin Family Trust (Family Trust) has requested that an area of
approximately 530m? of Hillsborough Terrace be stopped and sold to the Family Trust to
enable better development of its adjoining property. Refer Attachment 1.

A concept plan has been provided for a 15 unit apartment development, and carparking
facilities, if the road stopping is successful. Refer Attachment 2.

The Family Trust’s property is zoned as Residential Intensification in terms of the October 2016
Partly Operative District Plan; the stopped road land will therefore be zoned the same, if the
road stopping is concluded.

No consent application has been received by Council for development of the land.

The road stopping, if granted by the Growth & Infrastructure Committee (Committee), will be
completed in terms of the Local Government Act 1974.

All costs associated with the road stopping and sale and purchase of the land are to be met by
the Family Trust.

This matter was considered by the Growth and Infrastructure Committee at its meeting on 12
September 2017. The Committee made the following resolution: that the item of business
being discussed in relation to Road Stopping — Part of Hilsborough Tce, be referred to the
Council Meeting of 21 September 2017 for decision.

Background

11.

12.

13.

A request has been received from the Family Trust to purchase an area of approximately
530m? of Hillsborough Terrace that is unformed road and adjacent to the Family Trust
property.

The Family Trust has advised that by purchasing this land it would:

a) Reduce the amount of excavation and disposal of soil from the site, should the Family
Trust need to proceed without the additional land.

b) Create a greater separation between the complex and neighbouring property.
c) Allow for an increase in carparks for residents and visitors.

d) Allow for an increase in the number of apartments.

e) Provides for greater flexibility for design.

In June 2016 the Family Trust obtained a geotechnical report from G A Hughes (2005) Ltd,
which advised that land fill is present in its property and the road stopping area.

Discussion

14.

15.

16.

17.

Mr Martin has had discussions with Council staff in 2015 on developing a six apartment
complex plus carparking facilities on the Family Trust’s existing property, which has steep
contours that limits the area available for development without the need for excavation.

Since these discussions no formal consent application has been received by Council and Mr
Martin has continued to investigate his options for developing the site.

Mr Martin now considers that by purchasing an area of adjacent road land that it would enable
better development of the Family Trust’s property and improve vehicle access to it from
Hillsborough Tce.

A concept plan has been received from the Family Trust (refer Attachment 2) showing a
proposed 15 unit apartment development that includes use of the road stopping area.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

The Family Trust proposes that the development will consist of:

Ground level Carparking for residents and visitors

Level 1 4 x 1 bedroom apartments (60sqm — 70sgm each)
Level 2 4 x 1 bedroom apartments (60sqm — 70sgm each)
Level 3 4 x 1 bedroom apartments (60sqm — 70sgm each)
Level 4 2 x 3 bedroom apartments (approx. 120sqm each)
Level 5 1 x 3 bedroom apartment (approx. 120sgm)

Sale of the proposed stopped road land to the Family Trust will not commence until Council, in
its regulatory capacity, considers and grants resource consent for the proposed development.

The completion of the road stopping and sale to the Family Trust will allow improved
residential intensification to occur in terms of the Proposed Operative District Plan (PODP).

The PODP zones the Family Trust’s existing property as Residential Intensification, which
identifies areas suitable to accommodate higher density development.

The intent of this zoning is to encourage site redevelopment, primarily for multi-level and
attached housing, which is likely to be in the form of apartments and town houses.

Should the recommendation in this report not be granted or the road stopping process is
unsuccessful, the Family Trust will be required to amend the plans for the development of its
property. If this did occur, the subject land will remain vested in Council for roading purposes.

Not applicable.

Financial Considerations

25.

26.

All costs associated with the road stopping and sale and purchase processes are to be met by
the Family Trust.

The area proposed to be stopped will be valued upon the road stopping being successful.

Legal and Policy Considerations

27.

28.

29.

30.

Staff confirm that the recommendations in this report comply with Council’s legal and policy
requirements.

The Committee (through the Governance Structure adopted by Council on 9 November 2016)
has been delegated the following powers:

e Approval of purchase or disposal of land held for network infrastructure.

e Approval of any proposal to stop any road, including hearing and considering written
objections on such matters.

In terms of the Delegations to Positions policy staff are not delegated to authorise the sale, or
proposed road stopping, as it is not recorded in the 2017/18 Annual Plan.

The Local Government Act 1974 (LGA) road stopping process will be utilised to meet the Family
Trust’s request. This consists of:

a) Obtaining Council’s consent for the proposed road stopping.

b) Obtaining a survey plan for the proposed road stopping area, which is to be approved
by Land Information New Zealand
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c) Public Consultation.
d) A Certificate of Title issued in Council’s name.
31. Section 345 of the LGA allows for the stopped road land to be purchased by the adjoining
property owner and amalgamated with that property owners’ title.
Cultural Considerations

32. Not applicable.

Sustainability Considerations

33. Not applicable.

Risks

34. There are Council utilities (e.g. stormwater pipes) that have been identified as being near the
proposed boundary of the proposed road stopping area. The boundary of the road stopping
area, which will be determined upon survey being completed, will be located at a distance
from Council’s infrastructure that is acceptable to staff.

35. If the road stopping is not granted, or is unsuccessful through the public consultation process,
then the proposed development will require modification due to the restriction in the area
available.

Significance & Engagement Policy

Significance
36. Staff considered the following factors under the Significance and Engagement Policy:
37. There’s a legal requirement to engage with the community.

38. The proposal affects the level of service of a significant activity (including commencing or
ceasing and activity) or involves transfer of the ownership or control of strategic assets.

39. Engagement with the public is proposed, in terms of the LGA, by advertising in the local
newspaper and the Council’s website for 40 days.

40. If any objection received within the 40 days is not resolved by staff, it will be reported to the
Committee for consideration.

41. Anunresolved objection can be referred to the Environment Court for determination.

Attachments
Attachment 1 - Plan indicating location of proposed Hillsborough Tce road stopping area.

Attachment 2 - Apartment complex concept plan, Hillsborough Tce,
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Council Report

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017
Author: Becca Brooke Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan
Position: Governance Team Leader Position: Governance Manager

Report Name: Confirmation of LGNZ Zone Two Representatives

Report Status Open
Purpose
1. To seek Council approval to formally appoint Hamilton City Council’s Zone Two representatives

for the 2016-19 triennium.

Staff Recommendation

2. That the Council approves Deputy Mayor Martin Gallagher and Councillors Dave Macpherson
and Paula Southgate as Hamilton City Council’s representatives to LGNZ Zone Two.

Background
3. At the beginning of the 2016-2019 triennium, the Deputy Mayor and Councillors Southgate and
Macpherson expressed their willingness to represent Hamilton City Council at the Zone Two

meetings.

4, They have attended one or more of the Zone meetings held so far this triennium.

5. Council usually appoints up to three representatives to Zone Two each triennium.

6. There are six zones across New Zealand. Their purpose is to provide geographically based
networking and information-sharing opportunities within and between zones, and between
zones and LGNZ. They also act as ‘electorates’ for the appointment of LGNZ National Council
representatives.

7. Each zone meets three times each year.

8. Zone 2 meeting-related expenses for official representatives are covered by the budget for
Councillor Conference by Resolution.

9. Any other Councillors interested in Zone Two meetings are able to attend using their Councillor
Conference by Choice budgets.

Attachments

There are no attachments for this report.
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Resolution to Exclude the Public
Section 48, Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987

The following motion is submitted for consideration:

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely
consideration of the public excluded agenda.

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing
this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under section 48(1) of the Local
Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution follows.

General subject of each matter to Reasons  for  passing  this Ground(s) under section 48(1) for

be considered resolution in relation to each the passing of this resolution
matter
Cl. Chair's Report - Public ) Good reason to withhold Section 48(1)(a)
Excluded ) information exists under

) Section 7 Local Government
) Official Information and
) Meetings Act 1987

)

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official Information and
Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by Section 6 or Section 7 of that Act
which would be prejudiced by the holding of the whole or relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting
in public, as follows:

Item C1. to enable Council to carry out commercial Section 7 (2) (h)
activities without disadvantage
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