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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 exercise those powers and responsibilities which cannot legally be delegated by Council: 

a) The power to make a rate. 

b) The power to make a bylaw. 

c) The power to borrow money, or purchase or dispose of assets, other than in accordance with the 

Long Term Plan. 

d) The power to adopt a Long Term Plan or Annual Plan, or Annual Report. 

e) The power to appoint a Chief Executive. 

f) 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. 

g) The power to adopt a remuneration and employment policy. 

h) The power to approve or change the District Plan, or any part of that Plan, in accordance with the 

Resource Management Act 1991. 

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

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

k) The power to appoint and discharge members of committees. 

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

m) The power to make the final decision on a recommendation from the Parliamentary Ombudsman, 

where it is proposed that Council not accept the recommendation.  

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

 

2. To exercise the following powers and responsibilities of Council, which the Council chooses to retain: 

a) 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. 

b) 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. 

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

d) Adoption of governance level strategies, plans and policies which advance Council’s vision and 

strategic goals. 

e) 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: 

 Corporate Hospitality and Entertainment Policy 

 Delegations to Positions Policy 

 Elected Members Support Policy 

 Significance and Engagement Policy 

 
 

 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 4 of 206 

ITEM TABLE OF CONTENTS PAGE 

1 Apologies 5   

2 Leave of Absence 5  

3 Confirmation of Agenda 5  

4 Declarations of Interest 5  

5 Public Forum 5   

6 Confirmation of Council Minutes - Open - 24 August 2017 6 

7 Confirmation of Elected Member Briefing Notes - Open - 7 September 2017 18 

8 Hamilton City Partly Operative District Plan - Making the Plan Fully Operative 22 

9 Te Awa Lakes Private Plan Change Application 24 

10 2017/18 Heritage Fund Allocations 39 

11 Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure Committee 
Meeting - 12 September 2017 - Valley Tce Stormwater Pipe Remedial Works 74 

12 Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure Committee 
Meeting - 12 September 2017 - Whyte Street Land Exchange 75 

13 Recommendation to Council from the Growth and Infrastructure Committee 
Meeting - 12 September 2017 - LED Street Lighting Upgrade 76 

14 Waikato Means Business contribution to Economic Development 77 

15 Central Library Seismic Rehabilitation 98 

16 Waterworld Renewals Project 108 

17 Waikato Regional Theatre 146 

18 Founders Theatre - Update on Options 159 

19 Hamilton Properties Limited 165 

20 Endowment Funds - Dissolution 189 

21 Road Stopping - Part of Hillsborough Tce - referred from the 12 September 
2017 Growth and Infrastructure Committee Meeting. 198 

22 Confirmation of LGNZ Zone Two Representatives 205  

23 Waters Study – (Water, Wastewater, Stormwater – Subregional 
Collaboration (to be circulated under separate cover) 

24 Waikato Innovation Park Ltd – Update on Sale and Restructure 

 (to be circulated under separate cover) 

23 Resolution to Exclude the Public 206     

  

  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 5 of 206 

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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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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Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Lee-Ann Jordan Authoriser: Lee-Ann Jordan  

Position: Governance Manager  Position: Governance Manager  

Report Name: 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 

In Attendance: 
Mayor King, Deputy Mayor Gallagher, Crs Bunting, Casson, Henry, Pascoe, 
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 

 Waikato Means Business 

 Draft Open Space Provision Policy 

 Rates Rebates and Penalties 

 Representation Review 2017-19: upcoming decision re Maaori representation 

 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: 

 Strategies if business or other funding contributions are not realised 

 How this model is different from previous failed models 

 Definition of ED  

 How will the new entity measure the impact/success of its initiatives 

 Likelihood of a Thames/Corromandel contribution 

 Relationship to Agenda Waikato Group (business group) and Waikato Innovation Park 

 Clarification of funding arrangements for the existing Waikato Innovation Park business 
development staff and how the arrangements would work post the sale of WIP 

 Relationship of the new entity to the Waikato Plan 

 Clarification of council staff time required 

 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: 

 Whether the policy enabled use of development contributions for parks 

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

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

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

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

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

 Involvement 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: 

 The number of years a person may apply for rebates or remissions 

 Timeframes before penalties are applied  

 Communications to the public regarding availability of rebates and remissions 

 How asset value affects eligibility for rebates and remissions 

 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: 

 Criteria for candidates for Maaori Wards 

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

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

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

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

 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 
quo); 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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Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Luke O'Dwyer Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton  

Position: Economic Growth and 

Planning Unit Manager  
Position: General Manager City Growth  

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 24 of 206 

Ite
m

 9
 

 
 

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Luke O'Dwyer Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton  

Position: Economic Growth and 

Planning Unit Manager  
Position: General Manager City Growth  

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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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  

4. 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. 

5. 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. 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).  

8. 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.  

9. 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. 

10. 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). 

11. 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).  

12. 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).  

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

14. 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.  

15. 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)  

16. 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. 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.  

 

18. 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. 

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

20. 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.  

21. 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  

22. 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. 

Subject site ‘Te Awa Lakes’ 

Hamilton City Boundary 

Key 
Hamilton City 

-Te Rapa North Industrial Zone 
Waikato District 

-Business Zone 

-Country Living Zone 

-Heavy Industrial Zone 

-Industrial Park Zone 

Te Tapa Bypass 
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23. 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.  

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

25. 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. 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.  

27. 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.  

28. 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. 

29. 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. 

30. 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. 

31. 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.  

32. 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 1000m²) adjacent to the river. See attachment 2 for the Master 
Plan. 

33. 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. 

34. 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 
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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.  

35. 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 

 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: 

i. 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.  

ii. 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.  

iii. 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 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 31 of 206 

It
e
m

 9
 

Option 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: 

 safe and efficient function of existing planned 
infrastructure is maintained;  

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

 where sufficient industrial land is available; and 

 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.   

b. 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.   

c. 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. 

d. 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. 

e. 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.  

f. While the project may result in housing to satisfy our NPS-UDC 
obligations, it may simultaneously undermine the same obligations 
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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. In this instance 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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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.  

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

50. 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. 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. 

52. 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.  

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

 

Financial Considerations 

54. 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.   

55. 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. 

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

57. 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. 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. 

59. 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. 

60. 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.  

Public Notification 
and Submissions 

Further 
Submissions 

Hearings Decisions Appeals 
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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 

   
 
 

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-council/Council_meetings_and_public_information/meetings-and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Meeting%20–%2021%20September%202017%20-%20Proposed%20Private%20Plan%20Change%20Te%20Awa%20Lakes-%20Part%202.pdf


 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 37 of 206 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 9
 

 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 38 of 206 

A
tta

c
h

m
e
n

t 2
 

Ite
m

 9
 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 39 of 206 

It
e
m

 1
0

 

 
 

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Alice Morris Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton  

Position: City Planning Policy Team 

Leader  
Position: General Manager City Growth  

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

5. Staff recommend allocating the entire $100,000. 

6. 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. 

7. 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).   

8. 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. 

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

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

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/about-hamilton/learning%20about%20hamilton/Documents/Historic%20Heritage%20Fund%20Guidelines.pdf
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Background 

11. 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. 

12. 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.  

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

14. 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. Funding Allocation Process 

16. 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). 

17. 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.   

18. 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).   

19. 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. 

20. Applications: #011 and #014. Have not been supported for this funding round as they either: 

 had inadequate supporting information; or  

 the proposed works were without prerequisites (i.e. a heritage conservation plan);or 

 the works had already been completed; or 

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

 

21. 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.   

22. Strategic alignment 

23. 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 

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-city/about-hamilton/learning%20about%20hamilton/Documents/Hamilton%20Heritage%20Plan%20-%20web.pdf
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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. As stated 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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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. 

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 

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; 

b) 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; 

c) 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 

d) 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. 
 

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-council/Council_meetings_and_public_information/meetings-and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/our-council/Council_meetings_and_public_information/meetings-and-minutes/Pages/default.aspx
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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 175m2 of Council fee simple land, legal 
description Lot 4 DP 486892, for approximately 175m2 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. a survey 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. 
 

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

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

10. Strategy and prioritisation: 

 Range of economic development strategies across the region with limited alignment 

 Business community seeking stronger voice and ambition for the region 

11. 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 

12. 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). 

13. 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. 

14. 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. 

15. Hamilton’s current economic development approach is focussed on  

 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. 

 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. 

 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.  

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

17. 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. 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 79 of 206 

It
e
m

 1
4

 

Discussion 
18. 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.   

19. 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. 

20. 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. 

21. 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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. 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. 

25.  

 
26. The respective Council break down is below: 
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27. 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. 

28. 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. 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. 

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

31. 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.  

32. 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. 

33. 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 
$1.4million 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 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 81 of 206 

It
e
m

 1
4

 

Sustainability Considerations 

 Nil 

Risks 

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

 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 

 Staff have assessed that the proposals within this report are considered low significance.  

Engagement 

 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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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 

trim://C-6324/?db=HP&view
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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 

 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: 

 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. 

  A significant 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) 

 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). 

 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. 

 No provision for study, reading, computers, community use or programmes 

 An increased pressure on collections, services and staff in suburban libraries, many which are 
operating at capacity now. 
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22. 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 

23. 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. 

24. There would be a one off capital cost for the fit out of a separate facility for Heritage and 
Archive services. Based on 500m² public area and 1,000m² climate controlled storage area this 
would cost $750,000. 

25. 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. 

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

Capital  Operating 

 Fit out of alternative heritage 
and archive storage facility - 
$750,000 

 Heritage and Archive service 
operating costs $500,000-
$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  

27. 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 m²) 

 B2-The relocation of the Central Library service to the ground floor of the municipal 
building, governance wing and caro building (2,100 m²).   

 B3- Municipal Building governance wing and caro building - Ground floor and level 1 
(3,600m²) 

 B4- Expansion Caro street carpark (additional 800 m²) 

28. 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. 

29. 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. 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.  

31. 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 m² of space.  

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

34. 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  Fit out of 1,000 m² of the 

municipal building $2,000,000 

 Fit out of Caro wing for heritage 
and archive storage $1,000,000 

 Floor strengthening – minimum 
estimated $5,000,000 

Total capital: $8,000,000 

Lending and reference collection  
storage and retrieval costs $500,000  
per year 

Total additional operating $300,000 per 
year 
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B2  Fit out of 2,100 m² of the 

municipal building $4,000,000 -
$7,000,000 

 Fit out of alternative heritage and 
archive storage facility - $750,000 

 Floor strengthening – minimum 
estimated $2,000,000 

Total capital: $6,550,000-$9,550,000 

 Heritage and archive  service 
operating costs $500,000-$800,000 
per year 

 Lending and reference collection 
storage and retrieval costs $500,000 
per year 

Total additional operating $800,000-
$1,100,000 per year 

B3  Fit out of 3,600 m² of the 

municipal building $6,000,000-
$9,000,000 

 Fit out of fit out of alternative 
Heritage and Archive storage 
facility - $750,000 

 Floor strengthening – minimum 
estimated $2,000,00 

Total capital: $8,550,000 - $11,550,000 

 Heritage and Archive service 
operating costs $500,000-$800,000 
per year 

 Lending and reference collection 
storage and retrieval costs $500,000 
per year 

Total additional operating $800,000- 
$1,100,000 per year 

B4  Capital costs and operating costs 
associated with B1, B2 or B3 plus 
$4,000,000 for the extension over 
the Caro Street Carpark 

Total Capital :  
$10,550,000-$15,550,000 

 

 Heritage and Archive service 
operating costs $500,000-$800,000 
per year 

 Lending and reference collection 
storage and retrieval costs $250,000 
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 104 of 206 

Ite
m

 1
5

 

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

 

Community Impact 

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

44. 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 

C1 

Recommended 
Option 

 $620, 000 remaining expenditure 
for Seismic upgrade 

Total capital of $620,000 

 $17,000 project operating costs 

Total Operating costs $17,000 

C2  $ 620,000 remaining expenditure 
for Seismic upgrade 

 $1,600,000 improvement costs 

Total capital of $2,220,000 

 $17,000 project operating costs 

Total Operating costs $17,000 

C3  $ 620,000 remaining expenditure 
for Seismic upgrade 

 $1,600,000 improvement costs 

 $1,320,000 façade upgrade 

 $210,000 laneway entrance 

Total capital of $3,750,000 

 $17,000 project operating costs 

Total Operating costs $17,000 
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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 m². 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  Fit out cost of $5,750,000- 
$6,750,000  

 Lease of a 4500 m²  facility 

$1,500,000-$2,000,000 per year 

Build  $23,000,000 - 4,500 m²  facility  Unknown 

Buy  Unknown  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 m²  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 m²  
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. It is 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 
budget 

Costs incurred Unfunded  

Seismic upgrade to 34 %NBS $- $- $618,000 $- 

Cardex system $- $- $87,000 $- 

Total Capex $- $- $705,000 $- 

Operating Expenditure     

Consequential Opex $- $- $17,200 $- 

Total Opex $- $- $17,200 $- 

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: 

 Continued dissatisfaction caused by the ongoing reduction to levels of service provided by 
libraries resulting in reputational damage to Council  
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 Uncertainty for the community and staff regarding the future of the library service 

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

10. 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. 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. 

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

13. 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). 

14. 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. 

15. $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. 

16. A project team was formed in March 2016. 

17. 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.  

18. 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. 

19. 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). 

20. 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). 

21. 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. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 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. 

25. $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. 

26. 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. 

27. 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. 

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

30. 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). 

31. Risks due to asset failure of the pipe network 

32. 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. 

33. 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). 

34. 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. 

35. 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. 

36. 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. 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.  

38. 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. 

39. 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. 

40. 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. 

41. 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. 

42. 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. 

43. 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.  

44. 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. 

 

45. Risks from the 25m pool filtration unit 

46. 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. 

47. 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. 

48. 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. 

49. 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. 

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

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

 

52. Risks from failure of the HVAC system 

53. 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. 

54. 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. 

55. 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. 

56. 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. 

57. 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.  

58. 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.   

59. 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. 

60. 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. 

61. Other risks 

62. 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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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) 

 

64. 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. 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).  

66. 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.   

67. 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. 

68. 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.  

69. 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: 

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

 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; 

 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) 

 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; 

 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; 

 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. 

70. 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. 

71. 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. 

72. 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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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.  

73. 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 
renewal of the HVAC, 50m filtration and lighting 

74. 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. 

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

76. 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.  

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

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

79. 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. 

80. 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. 

81. 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 
2015-25 10 Year Plan and approve additional $2,450,000 to complete seismic strengthening 
concurrent with the renewals 

82. 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. 

83. 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 
10 Year Plan deliberations 

84. 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. 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. 

86. 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. 

87. 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. 

88. 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. 

89. 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. 

90. 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 
Year Plan to complete the renewal 

91. 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. 

92. 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.  

93. 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. 

94. 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. 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. 

96. 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. 

97. 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 
Benefit/(Cost) 

2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total 

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 
Fav/(Unfav) 

2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total 

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.xlsx 

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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Waterworld renewal project components 

Component Cost Priority Reason for priority rating Consequence of not doing 

Pipes – 50m, Dive 
Pools  

$847,371 Must (asap) Pipes at risk of critical failure, cannot be 
mitigated. 

Critical failure would result in: 
Emergency evacuation 
Risk of damage to building and plant 
Prolonged closure 

Pipes – 25 m $51,092 Must Cannot upgrade 25m filtration without 
upgrading pipes as they are too small for 
faster turn-over of water. 

See filtration. 

Filtration – 50 m $561,511 Should Turnover rates don’t meet the water 
quality standards, but the bather loads 
and way this pool is used makes this less 
of a risk than the 25m pool. 

Contamination incidents result in a 16 hour 
pool closure. 
Will cost an additional $800,000 at a later 
date. 

Filtration – 25 m $291,404 Must Turnover rates don’t meet the water 
quality standards. Due to temperature 
and current usage of pool, there is a 
public health risk. 

Public health incident. 
 

Floor $1,441,559 Must Current floor poses a tripping hazard to 
staff and public. It is deteriorating and 
this issue will continue to escalate. 

Accident. 
Work safe prosecution. 

Pool works $889,127 Must Costs associated with new pool sides 
and drainage. Drainage must be altered 
to conform with trade waste agreement. 
Current system is in breach of consent. 

Notice and/ or fine from Regional Council 

Ceiling $767,711 Must (now) Decibel ratings of over 90 dB have been 
taken during busy periods. 

Work safe prosecution. 

Lighting $111,061 Could Not due to be renewed for five years. 
Upgrade would allow additional lighting 
for FINA and will be more cost effective 

Will leave out acoustic baffles in areas where 
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 
Degradation of building due to poor 
humidity control. 

Current design will be even less effective once 
new acoustic baffles are installed. 
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-
site electrical outlets. 
There would be some savings if we did 
not do HVAC. 

Won’t be able to raise floor or install pipes 

Fire compliance $469,767 Must Building compliance  

Disability access $60,764 Must Building compliance  

Pool depth  Must The pool has to be deepened to 
implement the most cost effective 
design for putting in the new pipes  

Will be unable to install pipes within the 
current budget. 
An alternative design would involve 
compromising the structure of the 50m pool. 

*Heating,Ventillation, Air conditioning 
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Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Sean Murray Authoriser: Sean Murray  

Position: General Manager Venues, 

Tourism and Major Events  
Position: General Manager Venues, 

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; 

ii) 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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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. 

5. 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.

6. 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.

8. 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.

9. 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.

e) declines the offer from Foster Construction to purchase property adjacent to the
proposed new Waikato Theatre development site on Victoria Street.

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/20170824%20-%20Council%20Open%20Agenda%20-%2024%20August%202017.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/556f46bce4b02b07d0842cc7/t/599de79659cc682c7f6a58ac/1503520835236/WRT+PHASE+ONE+DESIGN+REPORT+FINAL+COPY+140817+v3.pdf
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11. 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

12. 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. 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

14. 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. 

15. 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.

16. 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

17. 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.

18. 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.

19. 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.

20. 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.

21. 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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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.  

22. 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. 

23. Staff recommend Council declines Foster Construction’s offer to purchase property adjacent to 
the proposed Waikato Regional Theatre site on Victoria Street. 

Costings 

24. 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). 

25. The costing includes a reassuring level of project contingency of 20%.  

26. 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 

27. 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.  

28. 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. 

29. 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. 

30. 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 

31. 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. 

32. 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. 

33. 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. 

34. 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).  

35. 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. It is 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  

 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 151 of 206 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 152 of 206 

A
tta

c
h

m
e
n

t 1
 

Ite
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 153 of 206 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 154 of 206 

A
tta

c
h

m
e
n

t 1
 

Ite
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 155 of 206 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 156 of 206 

A
tta

c
h

m
e
n

t 1
 

Ite
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 157 of 206 

A
tt

a
c

h
m

e
n

t 
1

 
It

e
m

 1
7

 

 
  



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 158 of 206 

A
tta

c
h

m
e
n

t 1
 

Ite
m

 1
7

 

 



 

Council Agenda 21 September 2017- OPEN Page 159 of 206 

It
e
m

 1
8

 

 
 

Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Sean Murray Authoriser: Sean Murray  

Position: General Manager Venues, 

Tourism and Major Events  
Position: General Manager Venues, 

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  

 Demolish the entire building and return the site to greenspace. 

Option 2: Partial Demolition and Re-use 

 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 

 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. 

8. 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-$23 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.  

9. 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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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 

 

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Business%20and%20Investment%20Subcommittee%20Confirmed%20Minutes%2025%20February%202014.PDF
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Business%20and%20Investment%20Subcommittee%20-%20Confirmed%20Minutes%20-%2023%20May%202016.pdf
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Business%20and%20Investment%20Subcommittee%20-%20Confirmed%20Minutes%20-%2029%20June%202016.pdf
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/20160802%20Business%20and%20Investement%20-%20Open%20Minutes%20-%202%20August%202016.pdf
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Strategy%20and%20Policy%20Committee%20Confirmed%20Open%20Minutes%2030%20August%202016.pdf
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6. 29 September 2016 Council Meeting Minutes      

Council Meeting Minutes 

7. 9 March 2017  Council Meeting Minutes      

 Council Meeting Minutes 

23. Summary 

24. 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. 

25. 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. 

26. 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.  

27. PWC HPL Business Case and Risk Analysis 

28. 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. 

29. 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. 

30. Specific points raised in the PWC report: 

 The business cases supported that a financial return can be achieved whilst investing the 
endowment fund to achieve strategic objectives. 

 Property development has significantly more risk than current debt offset. Risk can be 
managed but not eliminated. 

 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. 

 That Council should identify actual projects prior to appointment of staff and directors. 

 That Council should complete a detailed business case should be undertaken; again prior 
to the appointment of staff and directors. 

 

31. 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. 

32. 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 

http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/20160929%20-%20Ordinary%20Council%20Minutes%20(OPEN)%20-%2029%20September%202016.pdf
http://www.hamilton.govt.nz/AgendasAndMinutes/Council%20Minutes%20-%20Confirmed%20-%20%209%20March%202017.pdf
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accepts residual risks. Any risk assessment should consider the potential impacts on the 
financial strategy. 

34. 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). 

35. 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). 

36. PWC hold the view that, in conjunction with the private sector, actual opportunities should be 
identified and detailed business cases should be undertaken. 

37. Financial Strategy – Debt to Revenue 

38. There are a number of impacts on Council’s financial strategy as a result of the decision to 
activate HPL. 

39. Council will need to borrow the capital to invest in HPL. 

40. 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. 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. 

 

42. The business case from PWC suggests HPL would not leverage the capital invested by Council 
to borrow more funds.  

43. 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.  

44. 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. 

45. Financial Strategy – Balancing the Books/Rates Certainty 

46. 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.  

At 30 June 2017 Debt to Revenue Ratio
HCC Fitch

Reserve funds remain as cash 174% 209%

Reserve funds invested in property 174% 226%
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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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Committee: Council Date: 21 September 2017 

Author: Nicolas Wells Authoriser: Kelvyn Eglinton  

Position: Strategic Property Unit 

Manager  
Position: General Manager City Growth  

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: 

 Preserve the capital so that it is available in perpetuity as an assured source of income. 

 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: 

 Municipal Endowment Fund (MEF) 
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 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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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. 

20. By their nature, endowments are intended to endure for very long periods of time - if not in 
perpetuity. 

21. 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.  

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. 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. Table 1 below summarises the total value and performance of the endowment funds over the 
2016/17 financial year.   

26. 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. 

27. 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 ($) 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 ($) 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: 

 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.” 

 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. There is a risk 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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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 530m2 of Hillsborough Terrace and selling 
it to the adjoining property owner, I M Martin Family Trust. 

2. 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 530m2 of road at Hillsborough Terrace (subject to survey and 
shown on Attachment 1) be stopped and sold to the I 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. A title 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 I 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. Ian Martin of the I M Martin Family Trust (Family Trust) has requested that an area of 
approximately 530m2 of Hillsborough Terrace be stopped and sold to the Family Trust to 
enable better development of its adjoining property. Refer Attachment 1. 

5. A concept plan has been provided for a 15 unit apartment development, and carparking 
facilities, if the road stopping is successful. Refer Attachment 2. 

6. 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. 

7. No consent application has been received by Council for development of the land. 

8. The road stopping, if granted by the Growth & Infrastructure Committee (Committee), will be 
completed in terms of the Local Government Act 1974. 

9. All costs associated with the road stopping and sale and purchase of the land are to be met by 
the Family Trust. 

10. 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. A request has been received from the Family Trust to purchase an area of approximately 
530m2 of Hillsborough Terrace that is unformed road and adjacent to the Family Trust 
property. 

12. 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. 

13. 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. 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. 

15. 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. 

16. 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. 

17. 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. 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 – 70sqm each)  

Level 2 4 x 1 bedroom apartments (60sqm – 70sqm each)  

Level 3 4 x 1 bedroom apartments (60sqm – 70sqm each) 

Level 4 2 x 3 bedroom apartments (approx. 120sqm each) 

Level 5 1 x 3 bedroom apartment (approx. 120sqm) 

 

19. 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. 

20. 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).  

21. The PODP zones the Family Trust’s existing property as Residential Intensification, which 
identifies areas suitable to accommodate higher density development. 

22. 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. 

23. 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. 

24. Not applicable. 

Financial Considerations 

25. All costs associated with the road stopping and sale and purchase processes are to be met by 
the Family Trust.  

26. The area proposed to be stopped will be valued upon the road stopping being successful. 

Legal and Policy Considerations 

27. Staff confirm that the recommendations in this report comply with Council’s legal and policy 
requirements. 

28. The Committee (through the Governance Structure adopted by Council on 9 November 2016) 
has been delegated the following powers: 

 Approval of purchase or disposal of land held for network infrastructure. 

 Approval of any proposal to stop any road, including hearing and considering written 
objections on such matters. 

29. 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. 

30. 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. An unresolved 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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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 
be considered 

Reasons for passing this 
resolution in relation to each 
matter 

Ground(s) under section 48(1) for 
the passing of this resolution 

C1. Chair's Report - Public 
Excluded 

 

)  Good reason to withhold 
)  information exists under 
)  Section 7 Local Government 
)  Official Information and 
)  Meetings Act 1987 
) 

Section 48(1)(a) 

 

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 

activities without disadvantage 
Section 7 (2) (h) 
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