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1. Apologies  

At the close of the agenda no apologies had been received.  

2. Declarations of Interest 

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant and 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. 

3. Public Participation 

3.1 Public Forum 

A period of up to 30 minutes is available for people to speak for up to five minutes on any issue 
that is not the subject of a separate hearings process. 

3.2 Deputations by Appointment 

Deputations may be heard on a matter or matters covered by a report on this agenda and 
approved by the Chairperson. 

There were no deputations by appointment at the time the agenda was prepared   

4. Presentation of Petitions 

There were no Presentation of Petitions at the time the agenda was prepared.   
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Report from Social and Community Development Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

5. Heritage Incentive Grant Approval for the Former St Luke's Vicarage, 
185 Kilmore Street, Christchurch 

Reference: 17/953177 

Contact: Fiona Wykes fiona.wykes@ccc.govt.nz 941 8052 

  
 
 
 

1. Social and Community Development Committee Consideration 

 
1. The Committee discussed and debated the Heritage Incentive Grant Approval for the Former 

St Luke’s Vicarage report and the difficulty in making a decision in relation to this application 
without having the information available that will be provided on the review of the Heritage 
and Grant funding. 

2. The Committee discussed whether it would be appropriate to defer the decisions until the 
September meeting when the review of the Fund had been completed and reported back to 
the Committee. 

3. When the Committee voted on the resolutions the vote was tied and the Committee are 
therefore not recommending an option to the Council, and Council should consider the 
original recommendations in the report.  

 

2. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Social and Community Development Committee recommend to Council that it: 

1. Approves a Heritage Incentive Grant of up to $204,892 for conservation, strengthening 
and repair work to the protected heritage building located at 185 Kilmore Street. 

2. Notes that payment of this grant is subject to the applicant entering into a full 
conservation covenant, with the signed covenant having the Council seal affixed prior to 
registration against the property title.  

 
 

3. Social and Community Development Committee Recommendation to Council 

 Due to a tied vote, the Committee are not making a recommendation to Council and the Council 
should consider the original Staff Recommendation as follows: 

1. Approves a Heritage Incentive Grant of up to $204,892 for conservation, strengthening 
and repair work to the protected heritage building located at 185 Kilmore Street. 

2. Notes that payment of this grant is subject to the applicant entering into a full 
conservation covenant, with the signed covenant having the Council seal affixed prior to 
registration against the property title. 
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Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Heritage Incentive Grant Approval for the Former St Luke's Vicarage, 185 Kilmore 
Street, Christchurch 

9 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Heritage Incentive Grant Approval for the Former St Luke's Vicarage, 185 
Kilmore Street, Christchurch 

Reference: 17/737987 

Contact: Fiona Wykes Fiona.wykes@ccc.govt.nz 941 8052 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Social and Community Development Committee to 
recommend that Council approve a Heritage Incentive Grant for the former St Luke’s Vicarage at 
185 Kilmore Street, Christchurch  

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated in response to an application for a Heritage Incentive Grant from 
the building owner.  

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by the heritage classification of the dwelling and 
the amount of funding requested being less than $500,000. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations 

That the Social and Community Development Committee recommend to Council that it: 

1. Approves a Heritage Incentive Grant of up to $204,892 for conservation, strengthening and 
repair work to the protected heritage building located at 185 Kilmore Street. 

2. Notes that payment of this grant is subject to the applicant entering into a full conservation 
covenant, with the signed covenant having the Council seal affixed prior to registration against 
the property title. 

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Heritage Protection 

 Level of Service: 1.4.2 All grants meet Heritage Incentives Grants policy and 
guidelines  

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 – Thirty per cent grant support of eligible items (preferred option) 

 Option 2 – Fifty per cent grant support of eligible items 

4.3 Options Summary – Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

 4.3.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 The work will help to ensure the repair, re-use and future protection of this significant 
heritage building. The application meets all the criteria for a grant as provided in the 
Heritage Incentives Grants Policy – Operational Guidelines. 

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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 It will help to repair and preserve a building rare in New Zealand for the length of time it 
retained its original purpose and use as a parish vicarage. 

 The building has recognised local and national architectural and social, historical and 
cultural significance. 

 The building will be repaired and retained as a domestic residence thus being used as it 
was originally intended. 

 With the completion of the works outlined, the former vicarage will be repaired and 
upgraded, and the owners are committed to the continuing use and maintenance of the 
building. 

4.3.2 The disadvantages of this option include:  

 This is a large grant for a single building; however it is an investment in an important 
local landmark and nationally recognised heritage building that might otherwise have 
been lost.  

 

5. Context/Background 

Building Status 

5.1 The former St Luke’s Vicarage is scheduled as a Significant (Group 2) building in the Christchurch 
District Plan. The building is listed Category I by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) 
List Number 3132. The site has Wāhi Tapu registration – number 7716 – with HNZPT, and as a 
Wāhi Tapu/Wāhi Taonga site in the Christchurch District Plan. The building has historical 
significance for its 126 year association with the vicars of St Luke’s Church, and high cultural 
significance as a place sacred to Māori as the burial site of renowned Ngāi Tahu chief Tautahi. 
The vicarage has architectural significance as one of Robert Speechly’s most highly regarded 
surviving domestic works. The former vicarage and its setting have contextual significance as a 
picturesque Mid-19th Century dwelling that stands as a reminder of the loss of St Luke’s Anglican 
Church after the 2011 Canterbury earthquake. The former vicarage and its setting has 
archaeological significance in view of it wāhi tapu status and early colonial development. 

5.2 The former Vicarage was designed by Robert Speechly, an architect who came to Christchurch, 
with his pupil William Crisp, to oversee the construction of the Anglican Cathedral. It was built in 
1867-68, with the hood over the study window installed two years later in 1870. The building 
was extended in 1879, to complete the structure as a grand house which included servant’s 
quarters with bell pulls (some of which still remain in place), a central entrance hall with timber 
panelling and a grand timber staircase. The buildings was used as a vicarage until 1994, at which 
time it became the administration centre for the Inter-Church Trade and Industry Mission. The 
book shop Ecclesia Books also used the premises, and it retained some Parish use as well. Please 
refer to Attachment A, “Statement of Significance” for further information.    

5.3 The current owners of the building are Ester Vallero and Matt Reid.  In relation to the 
Operational Guidelines ‘Potential Conflict of Interest’ disclosure, the Committee should note 
there is no conflict of interest with this application. 

5.4 The building suffered significant damage in the 2010/2011 Canterbury earthquakes, resulting in 
it being unsafe to occupy. It has been vacant since this time. The chimneys were removed and 
the building braced and boarded up, but it has suffered a degree of vandalism since, including 
some fire damage. The damage to the foundations and structure of the building mean that it is 
now a very low percentage of new building standard and requires repair and strengthening to 
make it habitable again.  

5.5 The total cost for the proposed repair and upgrade of the building (including heritage and non-
heritage related costs) is estimated at $1,102,395.90, excluding GST. There is no insurance 
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payment associated with these works; however once completed the owners will be able to 
obtain ongoing building insurance. No other grants have been secured to assist with these 
works. 

5.6 The proposed works are being overseen by heritage professional Jenny May, and heritage 
engineer, Andrew Marriott. They comprise structural upgrades, repairs, and reinstatement of 
heritage features, to the former vicarage. The works include temporarily moving the building off 
its foundations, to create new foundations, bracing and structurally upgrading the building 
internally, repairing and reinstating internal joinery, reinstating some former fireplaces, and 
carrying out maintenance and repair on the windows, weatherboards, doors, roof, and decking. 
An early water tank will be removed from the roof space to prevent the possibility of further 
damage. The owners intend to retain this heritage element and re-use it on site in some way. 
The proposed works will ensure the ongoing retention and increased resilience of this significant 
heritage building, and enable it to have a sustainable use as a dwelling once again. 

 

 

 

  Photograph: Former St Luke’s Vicarage, 185 Kilmore Street, December 2014, M Vairpiova 

6. Option 1 – Thirty per cent grant support of eligible items (preferred) 

Option Description 
6.1 The proposed works are to structurally upgrade and repair the building. They involve 

temporarily moving the building and creating new foundations, structurally upgrading the 
interior and carrying out repairs and reinstatement works to the interior and exterior fabric. The 
existing timber windows and doors will be repaired as necessary and decayed timber 
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weatherboards will be repaired or replaced. The roof will be replaced, like for like and repainting 
is also required. A sprinkler system is proposed to help protect the building against fire. 

6.2 Overall the total heritage and non-heritage works being proposed are priced at $1,102,395.90 
excluding GST. All relevant costs of the heritage related works ($682,973) are summarised in the 
table below: 

Particulars Costs 
 (GST exclusive) 

Preliminary & General  $51,206 

Scaffolding $39,325 

Prepared building for relocation $14,451 

Relocation of building $59,687 

Strengthening works $47,478 

Roofing and rainwater goods $4,000 

Conservation & repair of external joinery and weatherboards $49,925 

Interior wall lining $51,365 

Skirting boards and architraves $10,136 

Removal of water tank $5,776 

Remove asbestos $22,579 

Exterior and interior wall repair & conservation $150,468 

Exterior verandahs $11,950 

Reinstate fireplaces $2,352 

Staircase and timber panelling - shellac $11,000 

Flooring $11,783 

Services $14,530 

Sprinkler system $74,912 

Professional fees/consents $50,050 

Total of conservation and restoration related work requiring  
assistance 

$682,973 
 

 

6.3 The Operational Guidelines for the Heritage Incentive Grants Policy provide for a grant of up to 
fifty percent of the total heritage related costs. The building has historical, and social 
significance to Canterbury, as well as architectural, aesthetic and technological significance. The 
site also has high cultural significance. Its ongoing repair, retention and upgrade to enable it to 
once again be used as a dwelling is worthy of support. Given the high cost of the works, and the 
current limitations of this grant fund, a grant of thirty percent is suggested as being appropriate 
for this project. 

 

Proposed Heritage Incentive Grant (thirty per cent of cost of 
itemised works requiring assistance) 

$204,892 

 

Significance 

6.4 The level of significance of this option is low consistent with section 2 of this report.  There are 
no engagement requirements in the Operational Guidelines or Policy for this grant scheme. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.5 The building is on a site of significance to Ngāi Tahu. They have been comprehensively consulted 
as part of the resource consent application that has been undertaken for the dwelling, and have 
agreed to the proposal with some conditions, which the owners have agreed to. This being the 
case the proposed works are not considered to have an adverse impact on Mana Whenua. 
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Community Views and Preferences 

6.6 The Heritage Incentive Grants Scheme is aligned to the Community Outcomes ‘The city’s 
heritage and taonga are conserved for future generations’ and ‘The central city has a distinctive 
character and identity’. Heritage Incentive Grants contribute towards the number of protected 
heritage buildings, sites and objects, which is a measure for these outcomes. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 
 
6.7 The recommendations of this report align with the relevant strategies, plans and policies as 

listed below: 

  Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch – Mahere Haumanutanga o Waitaha 

  The Christchurch District Plan 

  Heritage Conservation Policy 

  Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy 

  New Zealand Urban Design Protocol 

  International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) New Zealand Charter 1993 

 

Financial Implications 

 Cost of implementation: 
 

Annual Budget for the Heritage Incentive Grant (HIG) fund  $719,000 

Commitment from 2016/2017 $76,734 

Proposed grant to 129 Cambridge Terrace $40,920 

Proposed grant to 28 Dublin Street, Lyttelton $44,900 

Proposed grant to 185 Kilmore Street, Christchurch $204,892 

Total Available Funds 2016/2017 $351,554 

 
6.8 The Heritage Protection activity includes the provision of advice, the heritage grants schemes, 

heritage recovery policy, and heritage education and advocacy. The Council aims to maintain 
and protect built, cultural and natural heritage items, areas and values which contribute to a 
unique city, community identity, character and sense of place and provide links to the past. The 
Council promotes heritage as a valuable educational and interpretation resource which also 
contributes to the tourism industry and provides an economic benefit to the city. 

6.9 Heritage Incentive Grants and conservation covenants provide financial assistance for the 
maintenance and enhancement of heritage areas and buildings. 

6.10 The Heritage Incentive Grant budget is an annual fund provided for in the 2015-25 Long Term 
Plan. 

Legal Implications 

6.11 Limited conservation covenants are required under the Heritage Conservation Operational 
Guidelines for properties receiving Heritage Incentive Grants of $15,000 to $149,999.  A full 
conservation covenant is required for grants of $150,000 or more. 

6.12 Covenants are a comprehensive form of protection of the buildings because they are registered 
against the property title, ensuring that the Council’s investment is protected. A full 
conservation covenant will be required in association with this grant. 
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Risks and Mitigations 

6.13 The grant scheme only allows funds to be paid out upon completion of the works, certification 
by Council heritage staff and upon presentation of receipts. This ensures that the grant scheme 
is effective and that funds are not diverted or lost. Covenants also act as a protective 
mechanism, ensuring the building is retained once the work is undertaken. 

Implementation 

6.14 The grant recipient is expected to acquire all resource, building and other consents required for 
the works. A resource consent and building consent will be required for these works. 

6.15 The grant recipient has an eighteen month time period to undertake the works and to claim the 
grant. An application to extend this timeframe can be made to the Council. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 The work will help to ensure the repair, re-use and future protection of this significant 
heritage building. The application meets all the criteria for a grant as provided in the Heritage 
Incentives Grants Policy – Operational Guidelines. 

 It will help to repair and preserve a building rare in New Zealand for the length of time it 
retained its original purpose and use as a parish vicarage. 

 It is intended that the building will be brought back into use as a dwelling, its original use, 
and its ongoing use for most of its existence. 

 With the completion of the works outlined, the building will be repaired and upgraded, and 
the owners are committed to the continuing use and maintenance of the building. 

6.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 This is a large grant for a single building; however it is an investment in an important heritage 
building that might otherwise have been lost. 

7. Option 2 – A higher level of funding 

Option Description 

7.1 As for Option 1 but with a higher level of financial support to the project. Previous HIG Grant 
support to other projects in the city has varied but has been generally between thirty and fifty 
percent of the cost of eligible works. A higher grant of fifty percent ($341,487) is shown in the 
table below.  A higher grant has been considered as a second option, and not the preferred 
option, due to the limited available funds remaining for 2017/2018 and the knowledge of other 
grant applications which have been received by Council staff.  

 

Annual Budget for the Heritage Incentive Grant (HIG) fund  $719,000 

Commitment from 2016/2017 $76,734 

Proposed grant to 129 Cambridge Terrace, Christchurch $40,920 

Proposed grant to 28 Dublin Street, Lyttelton $44,900 

Proposed grant to 185 Kilmore Street, Christchurch $341,487 

Total Available Funds 2016/2017 $214,959 

 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.2 The advantages of this option include: 
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 It would provide a higher level of support from Council for this important heritage building 
repair project, at a time of significance loss and damage to heritage buildings in Christchurch 
and Banks Peninsula. 

7.3 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 There will be severely limited funds remaining for the rest of the year 2017/2018 to assist 
with other worthy heritage projects. 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Statement of Significance - Former St Luke's Vicarage, 185 Kilmore Street  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Fiona Wykes - Senior Heritage Advisor 

Approved By Brendan Smyth - Team Leader Heritage 

Carolyn Ingles - Head of Urban Regeneration, Urban Design and Heritage 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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Report from Social and Community Development Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

6. Proposed Names for New Park and New Legal Road in East Frame 
Reference: 17/953096 

Contact: Russel Wedge russel.wedge@ccc.govt.nz 941 8270 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Social and Community Development Committee recommends to Council to: 

1. Approve Rauora Park as the reserve name in the East Frame development consisting of 
five parcels of land between Armagh Street and Lichfield Street (Lots 207, 304, 404, 504, 
606 on RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016). 

2. Agree on the preferred name for the legal road to the west of Rauora Park between 
Armagh Street and Lichfield Street, a part of the East Frame Development (Lots 206, 303, 
403, 503, 607 on RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016).  

 

2. Social and Community Development Committee Recommendation to Council 

 Part A 

That the Council: 

1. Approve Rauora Park as the reserve name in the East Frame development consisting of 
five parcels of land between Armagh Street and Lichfield Street (Lots 207, 304, 404, 504, 
606 on RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016)  

2. Approve Huanui Lane as the name for the legal road to the west of Rauora Park between 
Armagh Street and Lichfield Street, a part of the East Frame Development (Lots 206, 303, 
403, 503, 607 on RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016).  

 
 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Proposed Names for New Park and New Legal Road in East Frame 22 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Proposed Names for New Park and New Legal Road in East Frame 
Reference: 17/627714 

Contact: Russel Wedge Russel.wedge@ccc.govt.nz 941-8270 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Social and Community Development Committee to consider 
and recommend to Council the proposed road name and the proposed park name in the East 
Frame development. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated resulting from a Working Group with representatives from 
Christchurch City Social and Community Development Committee, Ōtākaro Limited, Fletcher 
Living and Matapopore Charitable Trust who were to evaluate and recommend to Council 
potential names. 

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision in this report is low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by the significance matrix  

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Social and Community Development Committee recommends to Council to: 

1. Approve Rauora Park as the reserve name in the East Frame development consisting of five 
parcels of land between Armagh Street and Lichfield Street (Lots 207, 304, 404, 504, 606 on 
RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016). 

2. Agree on the preferred name for the legal road to the west of Rauora Park between Armagh 
Street and Lichfield Street, a part of the East Frame Development (Lots 206, 303, 403, 503, 607 
on RMA62031953 Approved Resource Consent Plan dated 14/07/2016). 

 

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Neighbourhood Parks 

 Level of Service: 6.0.1 Neighbourhood Parks are maintained to specifications so parks 
are clean,  tidy, safe and functional  

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 – Park Name - Rauora  

 Option 2 - Park Name - Tūora 

 Option 1 – Legal Road – Liverpool Lane 

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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 Option 2 – Legal Road – Huanui Lane 

4.3 Option Summary Park Name - Advantages and Disadvantages: Rauora  

4.3.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 The name Rauora reflects the community’s wellbeing and health, a place of gathering 

 The reserve has an official name that can be used to locate and promote the reserve 

 The reserve name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with 
the development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the reserve can be entered into SAP 
enabling it to be given a park id and added to a maintenance contract. 

4.3.2 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Some people may find the name difficult to pronounce 

4.4 Option Summary Legal Road Name – Advantages and Disadvantages: Liverpool Lane 

4.4.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 The name Liverpool Lane provides a link to Christchurch’s history and a former urban 
landscape that may potentially be lost 

 The Lane will have an official name that can be used in locating and promoting the 
Lane 

 The Lane name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with the 
development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the Lane can be entered into SAP 
enabling it to be added to a maintenance contract. 

4.4.2 The disadvantages of this option include 

 Some people may consider there should be a stronger connection with the proposed 
park name Rauora and would recommend Huanui to reinforce the intent of shared 
landscape and wellbeing. 

 

5. Context/Background 

Background – East Frame Anchor Project 

5.1 The East Frame Anchor Project – Pūtahi Whakaterāwhiti will be a new residential area in the 
heart of the city, built around the third largest park in Christchurch Central. The new central 
park extends from the Ōtākaro/Avon River corridor south to Hereford Street forming the 
eastern structure of the city grid. This new linear park will be flanked by medium density 
residential development on the eastern and western sides. Adjacent to the park on the western 
side, the new north-south Lane will provide vehicular access to future residents. The Lane will 
have a cycle and pedestrian lane parallel to the new central park and will provide connections to 
the Innovation Precinct and the Avon River corridor (refer Attachment A). 

Working Group 

5.2 A Working Group was formed to identify and recommend to Council the proposed names for 
the new park and new legal road in the East Frame. The Working Group comprised of 
stakeholders and relevant partners from Ōtākaro Limited, Fletcher Living, Christchurch City 
Council, and Matapopore Charitable Trust. An independent consultant from Boffa Miskell 
Limited was engaged in the process to facilitate the Working Group meetings and undertake 
research into the place histories of the East Frame. The final research report East Frame 
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Legacies was compiled, which explores the historical context for place naming opportunities 
(refer Attachment B). The research report was a reference document for the Working Group to 
consider when determining relevant and appropriate names for the new park and laneway. 

Park Name - Considerations 

5.3 The park as a public space, is a social space that is open and accessible to everyone, at all times. 
The park is a place where people can come together to meet, to play, to exercise, to sit and 
relax, and places for self-expression. The East Frame park is in five separate parcels of land and 
could be developed as five separate parks but the Working Group considered the park should be 
considered as one entire park developed to become the central area of the residential areas 
bordering both sides of the park. The Working Group wanted the park to reflect the community 
well-being and strengthen the whole network of the East Frame development linking the 
eastern properties with the western and forming a community focal area, as a central park. The 
park parcels of land will be vested with the Council as Recreation Reserves under the Reserves 
Act 1977. 

5.4 The key design objectives of the new park that relate to conceptualising names for the new park 
are: 

 To recognise the natural, cultural, and built heritage of Christchurch 

 To create a pedestrian and recreational landscape within the central core of the city with 
links to the Avon River and the Innovation Precinct, and  

 To integrate a Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri/Ngāi Tahu design narratives. 

5.5 Many of the city’s central park names represent the English origins of the city and do not reflect 
the cultural significance of, and connections to, Christchurch Central for Ngāi Tūāhuriri / Ngāi 
Tahu. The creation of the new park provides an opportunity to reflect the shared history of the 
central city and Ngāi Tūāhuriri / Ngāi Tahu identity within the city’s landscape. 

Legal Road - Lane Considerations 

5.6 The new north-south road could be considered to be five separate roads. However, it is not 
common practice in Christchurch to have several names for one stretch of road, especially a 
road as short as this new north-south road. Christchurch has many roads with one name that are 
intersected by crossing streets. The Working Group discussed using the term ‘Lane’ instead of 
using ‘Road’ or ‘Street’ to describe the new legal road. The Working Group believe the term 
‘Lane’ is more representative of the community feel that will be created with the residential 
properties bordering either side of the Lane and linear park. The use of Lane does not conflict 
with Council’s Policy Roads and Rights-of-Way-Naming. The Lane will be vested with the Council 
as legal road. 

5.7 The creation of the new park extended over the legal street that was Liverpool Street, located 
between Hereford and Cashel Streets. This street was officially closed to allow for the 
construction of the new central park. While Liverpool Street’s name refers to a place in England 
and some may consider it has no link to Christchurch’s identity, although Liverpool Street 
formed part of the historic urban landscape of Christchurch Central since 1909. 

5.8 The creation of this new Lane provides an opportunity to reflect the shared history of the central 
city and Ngāi Tūāhuriri / Ngāi Tahu identity in the central city landscape.  
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6. Option 1 – Park Name - Rauora  

Option Description 

6.1 The proposed name of ‘Rauora’ for the East Frame park signifies ‘well-being’ in a wider, holistic 
sense.  Rau can mean ‘leaves’, ‘greenery’, ‘many’ and ‘gathering’.  Ora indicates health and 
wellbeing.  Combined they are ‘the revitalisation of body and soul’ in relation to all living things. 
Rauora is often used when referring to a community or group of people or plants. 

Significance 

6.2 The level of significance of this option is low and consistent with section 2 of this report. 

6.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to engage with the Community Board 
as the park is considered to be a local park and there are very few, if any residential properties 
adjoining the park. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. Matapopore Charitable Trust were engaged to represent Ngāi 
Tahu on the Working Group and have actively participated in the discussions and decision 
making process. 

6.5 Matapopore Charitable Trust is the organisation that has been established by Ngāi Tūāhuriri / 
Ngāi Tahu values, narratives and aspirations, to weave these into the fabric of Anchor Projects 
and other projects associated with the recovery of greater Christchurch. 

Community Views and Preferences 

6.6 There are no adjoining residential properties specifically affected by this option due to the East 
Frame is still being developed. The Working Group presented at the Linwood-Central-Heathcote 
Community Board Seminar on 18 April 2017 on their proposed scope of work. 

6.7 The Working Group attended the 12 June 2017 Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board 
Seminar to present the Working Group’s preferences for the two proposed park and Lane 
names. 

6.8 The Community Board  informally voted on the options and selected the names recommended 
In particular they were supportive of the theme associated to the name options which was “well 
being” . 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.9 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

Financial Implications 

6.10 Cost of Implementation – There is a minor financial implications to provide a reserve sign that 
complies with the Parks Sign Guidelines. 

6.11 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – There are no significant on-going maintenance costs associated 
with the parks sign 

6.12 Funding source – The Parks Units Capex Budget for new structures on parks. 

Legal Implications 

6.13 There are no negative legal implications to the naming of the land. The naming of the reserve 
complies with the Council Policy Register: Naming of Reserves and Facilities.  

Risks and Mitigations     

6.14 There are minimal, if any, risks associated with the naming of the reserve as it complies with the 
Council Policy Register: Naming of Reserves and Facilities. 
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Implementation 

6.15 Implementation dependencies - no known dependencies. 

6.16 Implementation timeframe – the name can be implemented as soon as the minutes have been 
approved by Council. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.17 The advantages of this option include: 

 The name Rauora reflects the community’s wellbeing and a place of gathering and health 

 The reserve has an official name that can be used in locating and promoting the reserve 

 The reserve name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with the 
development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the reserve can be entered into SAP enabling it 
to be given a park id and added to a maintenance contract. 

6.18 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Some people may find the name difficult to pronounce 

7. Option 2 - Park Name - Tūora 

Option Description 

7.1 The proposed name of Tūora signifies the wellbeing of people and is associated with future 
aspirations for this area.  Tū means ‘to stand’.   Ora indicates health and wellbeing.  Tūora is to 
stand in a place of wellbeing’. Tūora is often used when referring to one person, individual, 
object. 

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is low and consistent with section 2 of this report. 

7.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to engage with the Community Board 
as the park is considered to be a local park and there are very few, if any residential properties 
adjoining the park. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. Matapopore Charitable Trust were engaged to represent Ngāi 
Tahu on the Working Group and have actively participated in the discussions and decision 
making process. 

7.5 Matapopore Charitable Trust is the organisation that has been established by Ngāi Tūāhuriri / 
Ngāi Tahu values, narratives and aspirations, to weave these into the fabric of Anchor Projects 
and other projects associated with the recovery of greater Christchurch. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.6 There are no adjoining residential properties specifically affected by this option due to the East 
Frame is still being developed. The Working Party presented at the Linwood-Central-Heathcote 
Community Board Seminar on 18 April 2017 on their proposed scope of work. 

7.7 The Working Group attended the 12 June 2017 Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board 
Seminar to present the Working Group’s preference for the two proposed park and laneway 
names. 



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 6 Page 27 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

1 
- 

O
ri

gi
n

al
 S

ta
ff

 R
e

p
o

rt
 It

e
m

 6
 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.8 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

Financial Implications 

7.9 Cost of Implementation – There is a minor financial implications to provide a sign that complies 
with the Parks Sign Guidelines. 

7.10 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – There are no significant on-going maintenance costs associated 
with the parks sign 

7.11 Funding source – The Parks Units Capex Budget for new structures on parks. 

Legal Implications 

7.12 There are no negative legal implications to the naming of the land. The naming of the reserve 
complies with the Council Policy Register: Naming of Reserves and Facilities.  

Risks and Mitigations      

7.13 There are minimal, if any, risks associated with the naming of the reserve as it complies with the 
Council Policy Register: Naming of Reserves and Facilities. 

Implementation 

7.14 Implementation dependencies  - no known dependencies 

7.15 Implementation timeframe - the name can be implemented as soon as the minutes have been 
approved by Council. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 The reserve has an official name that can be used in locating and promoting the reserve 

 The reserve name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with the 
development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the reserve can be entered into SAP enabling it 
to be given a park id and added to a maintenance contract 

 This name may be easier to pronounce for some people 

7.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Tūora is often used in the singular to refer to the wellbeing of one plant or individual and 
may not reflect the wellbeing of a community, as would Rauora 

8. Option 1 – Legal Road – Liverpool Lane 

Option Description 

8.1 The name Liverpool Lane is in recognition of Liverpool Street which formed part of the cultural 
English history of Christchurch central city.  Liverpool Street was decommissioned as part of the 
East Frame park construction and lies under the new park.  Liverpool Street was established in 
1909 and was named after Liverpool, the city and metropolitan borough of Merseyside, England.  
Reinstatement of this name for the new Lane reasserts connections to this past and the 
perception of Christchurch as ‘the most English of New Zealand Cities’.  (Te Ara – Encylcopedia of 
New Zealand, 2015.  Retrieved on 30th June 2017 https://teara.govt.nz/en/canterbury-region/page-13.) 

Significance 

8.2 The level of significance of this option is low and consistent with section 2 of this report. 
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8.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to engage with the Community Board 
as the area is considered to be a local road and there are no residential properties adjoining the 
road. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

8.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. Matapopore Charitable Trust were engaged to represent Ngāi 
Tahu on the Working Group and have actively participated in the discussions and decision 
making process. 

8.5 Matapopore Charitable Trust is the organisation that has been established by Ngāi Tūāhuriri / 
Ngāi Tahu values, narratives and aspirations, to weave these into the fabric of Anchor Projects 
and other projects associated with the recovery of greater Christchurch. 

Community Views and Preferences 

8.6 There are no adjoining residential properties specifically affected by this option due to the East 
Frame is still being developed. The Working Party presented at the Linwood-Central-Heathcote 
Community Board Seminar on 18 April 2017 on their proposed scope of work. 

8.7 The Working Group attended the 12 June 2017 Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board 
Seminar to present the Working Group’s preference for the two proposed park and Lane names. 

8.8 At the final Working Group’s meeting on 27 July 2017, the Group reconsidered their preferred 
order of preference for the Lane name. The outcome of the discussion was a split vote between 
Liverpool and Huanu for the order of preference. The decision was to keep with the original 
order of preference previously decided for this report and highlight the tied vote of the Working 
Group in this report. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

8.9 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

Financial Implications 

8.10 Cost of Implementation – There is a minor financial implications to provide a Lane sign in 
compliance with Council’s policy. 

8.11 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – There are no significant on-going maintenance costs associated 
with the Lane sign 

8.12 Funding source – The Developer (Fletcher Living) funds new Lane signs in new developments. 

Legal Implications 

8.13 There are no negative legal implications to the naming of the legal road. The naming of the Lane 
complies with Council’s Policy on Roads and Rights of Way Naming 2 November 1993. 

Risks and Mitigations     

8.14 There are minimal, if any, risks associated with the naming of the Lane as it complies with the 
Council’s Policy on Roads and Rights-of-Way Naming, 2 November 1993. 

Implementation 

8.15 Implementation dependencies  - no known dependencies 

8.16 Implementation timeframe - the name can be implemented as soon as the minutes have been 
approved by Council. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

8.17 The advantages of this option include: 
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 The name Liverpool Lane provides a link to Christchurch’s history and a former urban 
landscape that may potentially be lost 

 The Lane have an official name that can be used in locating and promoting the Lane 

 The Lane name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with the 
development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the Lane can be entered into SAP enabling it to 
be added to a maintenance contract. 

8.18 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Some people may consider there should be a stronger connection with the proposed park 
name Rauora and would recommend Huanui to reinforce the intent of shared landscape and 
wellbeing 

9. Option 2 – Legal Road – Huanui Lane  

Option Description 

9.1 The proposed name of Huanui in mana whenua local dialect means ‘pathway’. ‘Hua’ on its own 
can mean ‘fruit’, ‘flower’, ‘abundance’, as well as ‘asset’.  Huanui is considered here as ‘a 
pathway to good health, abundance, plentifulness and is consistent with the notion of 
‘community wellbeing’ intended for this area. 

 Significance 

9.2 The level of significance of this option is low and consistent with section 2 of this report. 

9.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to engage with the Community Board 
as the area is considered to be a local road and there are no residential properties adjoining the 
road. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

9.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. Matapopore Charitable Trust were engaged to represent Ngāi 
Tahu on the Working Group and have actively participated in the discussions and decision 
making process. 

9.5 Matapopore Charitable Trust is the organisation that has been established by Ngāi Tūāhuriri / 
Ngāi Tahu values, narratives and aspirations, to weave these into the fabric of Anchor Projects 
and other projects associated with the recovery of greater Christchurch. 

Community Views and Preferences 

9.6 There are no adjoining residential properties specifically affected by this option due to the East 
Frame is still being developed. The Working Group presented at the Linwood-Central-Heathcote 
Community Board Seminar on 18 April 2017 on their proposed scope of work. 

9.7 The Working Group attended the 12 June 2017 Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board 
Seminar to present the Working Group’s proposed names for the new park and new Lane. 

9.8 At the final Working Group’s meeting on 27 July 2017, the Group reconsidered their preferred 
order of preference for the Lane name. The outcome of the discussion was a split vote between 
Liverpool and Huanu for the order of preference. The decision was to keep with the original 
order of preference previously decided for this report and highlight the tied vote of the Working 
Group in this report. 
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Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

9.9 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

Financial Implications 

9.10 Cost of Implementation – There is a minor financial implications to provide a Lane sign in 
compliance with Council’s policy. 

9.11 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – There are no significant on-going maintenance costs associated 
with the Lane sign 

9.12 Funding source – The Developer (Fletcher Living) funds new Lane signs in new developments. 

Legal Implications 

9.13 There are no negative legal implications to the naming of the Lane. The naming of the Lane 
complies with Council’s Policy on Roads and Rights-of-Way Naming, 2 November 1993.  

Risks and Mitigations     

9.14 There are minimal, if any, risks associated with the naming of the Lane as it complies with the 
Council’s Policy on Roads and Rights-of-Way Naming, 2 November 1993. 

Implementation 

9.15 Implementation dependencies  - no known dependencies 

9.16 Implementation timeframe - the name can be implemented as soon as the minutes have been 
approved by Council. 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

9.17 The advantages of this option include: 

 The use of Huanui in conjunction with Rauora can reinforce the intent of shared landscape 
and community wellbeing 

 The Lane will have an official name that can be used in locating and promoting the Lane 

 The Lane name can be promoted with any promotional material associated with the 
development of the East Frame 

 When the land has been vested with Council the Lane can be entered into SAP enabling it to 
be added to a maintenance contract. 

9.18 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Some people may consider there is a loss of the historic urban landscape of Christchurch’s 
English origins. 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   RMA/2015/3536 East Frame Plan Highlighted New Reserve and New Legal Road  

B   RMA/2015/3536 East Frame Legacies - Exploring Historical Context for Place Naming 
Opportunities 10 April 2017 
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Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Russel Wedge - Senior Network Planner Parks 

Approved By Andrew Rutledge - Head of Parks 

Mary Richardson - General Manager Citizen and Community 
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Report from Social and Community Development Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

7. Review of the Terms of Reference for the Social and Community 
Development Committee and Housing Taskforce 

Reference: 17/953169 

Contact: Megan Pearce megan.pearce@ccc.govt.nz 941 8140 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Social and Community Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Re-name the Social and Community Development Committee to become the Social, 
Community Development and Housing Committee. 

2. Adopt the amended terms of reference attached to this report for the Social, Community 
Development and Housing Committee. 

3. Disestablish the Housing Taskforce. 

4. Note that these decisions may have an impact on the terms of reference for other 
committees of Council, specifically around housing issues, consequently staff will report 
back to Council should those terms of reference need amending. 

That the Social and Community Development Committee, subject to the Council adopting the 
above recommendations: 

5. Establish the Housing Subcommittee reporting to the Social, Community Development 
and Housing Committee.  

6. Confirm the membership of the Housing Subcommittee be Councillors Livingstone 
(Chair), Buck, Clearwater, Galloway and Johanson. 

7. Adopt the terms of reference attached to this report for the Housing Subcommittee.  

 

2. Social and Community Development Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Re-name the Committee to become the Social, Community Development and Housing 
Committee. 

2. Adopt the amended terms of reference attached to this report for the Social, Community 
Development and Housing Committee. 

3. Disestablish the Housing Taskforce. 

4. Note that these decisions may have an impact on the terms of reference for other 
committees of Council, specifically around housing issues, consequently staff will report 
back to Council should those terms of reference need amending.  
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Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Review of the Terms of Reference for the Social and Community Development 
Committee and Housing Taskforce 

101 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Review of the Terms of Reference for the Social and Community 
Development Committee and Housing Taskforce 

Reference: 17/689539 

Contact: Megan Pearce Megan.pearce@ccc.govt.nz 941 8140 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Social and Community Development Committee (the 
Committee) to recommend that the Council amend the Committee’s name and terms of 
reference. It is also recommended that the Housing Taskforce be disestablished and replaced 
with the Housing Subcommittee. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated in an effort to raise the profile of housing related matters and 
provide a clear line of reporting on such matters. 

 

 

2. Staff Recommendations  

That the Social and Community Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Re-name the Social and Community Development Committee to become the Social, 
Community Development and Housing Committee. 

2. Adopt the amended terms of reference attached to this report for the Social, Community 
Development and Housing Committee. 

3. Disestablish the Housing Taskforce. 

4. Note that these decisions may have an impact on the terms of reference for other committees 
of Council, specifically around housing issues, consequently staff will report back to Council 
should those terms of reference need amending. 

That the Social and Community Development Committee, subject to the Council adopting the above 
recommendations: 

5. Establish the Housing Subcommittee reporting to the Social, Community Development and 
Housing Committee.  

6. Confirm the membership of the Housing Subcommittee be Councillors Livingstone (Chair), 
Buck, Clearwater, Galloway and Johanson. 

7. Adopt the terms of reference attached to this report for the Housing Subcommittee. 

 

3. Key Points 

3.1 The current committee structure has been operating under adopted terms of reference since 
February 2017. This has provided adequate time to identify inconsistencies and anomalies to be 
addressed within the terms of reference and committee structure. For example, the terms of 
reference for the Housing Taskforce are broader than those for the Committee it reports to. 

3.2 Housing has also been identified as a priority for the Council and in order to adequately address 
these issues within the committee structure, it is recommended the status of the Housing 
Taskforce be changed to that of a formal subcommittee which must then work within the 
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formalities of the Local Government Act, the Local Government Official Information and 
Meetings Act, and Standing Orders.  

 

4. Context/Background 

Committee structure 

4.1 At the Council meeting of 15 December 2016 the Council adopted a committee structure for the 
2016-2019 triennium. The intention of the committee structure was to support the oversight 
and monitoring of the Council’s strategic directions.   

4.2 The Housing Taskforce was established reporting to the Social and Community Development 
Committee. Membership of the Taskforce was Councillor Livingstone as Chair and Councillors 
Buck and Johanson.  

4.3 At that meeting, the Council resolved (CNCL/2016/00492) that staff work with the Chairs of each 
committee to develop terms of reference for those committees and report back to the Council 
for adoption.  

4.4 The terms of reference were subsequently considered and adopted by the Council at a meeting 
on the 9th February 2017 (CNCL/2017/00030). 

 

Social, Community Development and Housing Committee  

4.5 The committees and subordinate structures have been operating under their current terms of 
reference since February 2017. As could be expected, there have been some amendments to 
terms of reference during this period as the committees develop their work programmes.   

4.6 It has been identified that the current terms of reference for the Housing Taskforce are much 
broader than those for the Committee, its direct line of report. In order to remedy this anomaly, 
and to raise the profile of all housing issues within the committee structure, it is proposed to 
change the name of the Committee to that of the Social, Community Development and Housing 
Committee and amend the corresponding terms of reference to reflect this intent. 

4.7  In order to ensure the many aspects associated with “housing” are captured within the realm of 
the Committee, it is intended to keep the terms of reference very broad and high level. It is 
intended that the Committee will oversee all housing matters including, but not limited to, 
policy, asset management and strategic relationships.   

 

Housing Subcommittee 

4.8 In order to facilitate more robust and transparent decision making, it is recommended that the 
Housing Taskforce be disestablished by the Council and that the Committee establish the more 
formal Housing Subcommittee, reporting to the Social, Community Development and Housing 
Committee.  

4.9 Currently, the Housing Taskforce is deemed to be a subordinate decision making body and thus 
not required to adhere to the formalities of the LGA, LGOIMA or Standing Orders. Whilst this 
results in an agile meeting process, the Council may wish to align this meeting with the 
principles of s. 14 LGA 2002 and conduct its business in an open, transparent, and 
democratically accountable manner. This would mean future meetings would operate in 
accordance with the governance principles of the LGA and LGOIMA and the meetings would 
have formal agendas, minutes and be open to the public (subject to any specific report being 
considered in public excluded).  

4.10 Due to the nature of the subject matter to be dealt with, the Subcommittee may wish to invite 
non-members with specific knowledge or expertise to attend particular meetings. These 
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attendees would be able to participate in the discussion and advise Subcommittee members on 
the relevant agenda items. These attendees would not have voting rights or be able to partake 
in debate.  

4.11 Having a more formal process around the Housing Subcommittee would raise the profile of 
housing issues as the Council has identified that access to adequate and affordable housing is 
fundamental for healthy communities to thrive.  

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Social, Community development and Housing Committee terms of reference  

B   Housing Subcommittee terms of reference  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Megan Pearce - Team Leader Hearings and Council Support 

Approved By Lester Wolfreys - Head of Community Support, Governance and Partnerships 

Mary Richardson - General Manager Citizen and Community 
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Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

8. Impact on Business from Council Works 
Reference: 17/953034 

Contact: Chris Gregory Chris.gregory@ccc.govt.nz 941 8608 

  
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

That the Finance and Performance Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Receive the information in the report. 

2. Note that financial compensation for businesses or other ratepayers affected by the 
Council’s infrastructure works (whether through the rates system or a Grant) is not 
considered feasible,  

3. Require that the managers of all Council infrastructure projects liaise with any 
businesses, property owners and tenants that front Council infrastructure projects to 
either enable access for pedestrians and vehicles onto the property or agree practical 
alternative measures to be implemented. 

 
 

2. Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Receive the information in the report. 

2. Note that financial compensation for businesses or other ratepayers affected by the Council’s 
infrastructure works (whether through the rates system or a Grant) is not considered feasible. 

3. Require that the managers of all Council infrastructure projects liaise with any businesses, 
property owners and tenants that front Council infrastructure projects to: 

a.  provide best endeavours to minimise disruption.  

b. either enable access for pedestrians and vehicles onto the property or agree practical 
alternative measures to be implemented.  

c. ensure the needs of communities and businesses are identified within the procurement 
process, and that there is ongoing communication with affected parties. 

4. Request management to report on the level of disruption and success of mitigation measures 
that have been undertaken on significant projects in the public realm in conjunction with the 
capital watchlist. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Impact on Business from Council Works 108 

 
There are no attachments for this report.  
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Impact on Business from Council Works 
Reference: 17/805048 

Contact: Chris Gregory Chris.gregory@ccc.govt.nz 941 8324 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Finance and Performance Committee to be updated on the 
options for addressing the impact of Council infrastructure projects on private businesses, and 
to make a recommendation to the Council. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is being provided to fulfil the following Council resolution from its meeting of 20 June 
2017:   

“Request staff to report back on existing processes in relation to work in the public domain and 
on options for how businesses unreasonably adversely impacted by Council works could be 
addressed.” 

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by consideration of the Significance and 
Engagement Policy.  

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Finance and Performance Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Receive the information in the report. 

2. Note that financial compensation for businesses or other ratepayers affected by the Council’s 
infrastructure works (whether through the rates system or a Grant) is not considered feasible,  

3. Require that the managers of all Council infrastructure projects liaise with any businesses, 
property owners and tenants that front Council infrastructure projects to either enable access 
for pedestrians and vehicles onto the property or agree practical alternative measures to be 
implemented. 

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 The Council already has a number of processes to control and manage construction activities in 
the road corridor. These include activities by other agencies such as electricity, 
telecommunications and private developers. 

4.2 Staff and contractors work closely with affected parties to mitigate the impacts of Council 
projects on those businesses, property owners and tenants. However, this is frequently a 
balance between community expectation and achieving efficiency in the delivery of the capital 
programme. 
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4.3 Virtually all Council projects provide some form of mitigation whether it is temporary access, 
temporary routes or traffic management. 

4.4 On a few occasions mitigations, such as dedicated parking, are provided on a case by case basis 
where the impact cannot be directly mitigated. 

4.5 Rates relief for affected property-owners is not considered feasible.  Specific objective criteria 
would be required to define the extent of disruption sufficient to qualify for relief, the amount 
of rates remission to be provided, and the length of time for which this should be applied.  
Current rates staff and system resources are inadequate to administer such a remission to the 
standard required by rates legislation. 

4.6 Financial compensation by establishing a new type of Grant would be more feasible in that 
resources already exist to manage this sort of activity.  However, there would remain a 
significant practical difficulty in defining who should qualify and how much should be provided, 
particularly as there are commonly a number of other factors to be considered beyond the 
direct impact of the Council works. 

 

5. Context/Background 

Background 

5.1 At its meeting to consider the 2017/18 Annual Plan the Council resolved the following: 

“Request staff to report back on existing processes in relation to work in the public domain and 
on options for how businesses unreasonably adversely impacted by Council works could be 
addressed.”  

The report below outlines the existing formal processes, current project procedures and 
compensation options. 

Council processes for activities in the road reserve 

5.2 The Council has three processes that control and manage the road corridor (which is defined as 
fence to fence, not just the roadway itself). Temporary Traffic Management Plans, Corridor 
Access Requests and Temporary Use of Legal Road permits are the three methods by which the 
Council manages activities in the road corridor to reduce impacts on road users, neighbours and 
roading assets. 

5.3 The Christchurch Traffic Operations Centre (CTOC) manages the Temporary Traffic 
Management process that requires all works in the road to have an approved Temporary Traffic 
Management Plan. In considering the plan CTOC take cognisance of other proposed works, road 
safety and traffic flow efficiency. The proposed plan is also considered against the national code 
for temporary traffic management as an industry benchmark. 

5.4 Transport Operations staff manage the Corridor Access Request process that requires approval 
before any agency or developer can excavate in the road corridor. This process is intended to 
protect Council assets such as footpaths and roadways. By knowing who is digging and where, 
staff can ensure that remediation is up to standard and that any defects, complaints or queries 
are directed to the correct agency. 

5.5 Transport Operations staff manage the Temporary Use of Legal Road Reserve process that 
requires approval before any agency or developer can use the road corridor for their own 
activities. The type of activities covered by these permits include hoardings, skips, storage areas, 
scaffolding etc. This process is intended to ensure that issues such as public safety, pedestrian 
routes and wider community/business impacts are considered before the permit is issued. 

5.6 All three of these processes are intrinsically interlinked and are closely co-ordinated between 
staff in the relevant teams. 
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Current process for Council projects 

5.7 Where any Council infrastructure project is likely to impact on an adjacent business or 
residential property then the Contractor and the Council Project Manager work with the 
affected parties to ensure vehicle and pedestrian access is maintained to that 
business/property. Often this is by defining a safe pedestrian route and/or by providing a 
temporary crossing for vehicles.  

5.8 On a very few occasions it is impossible to preserve full access due to the nature of the work. For 
example; 

 open utility trenches in the footpath that prevent pedestrian access to specific 
premises 

 open trenches that are too wide to bridge with conventional steel plates to provide 
temporary vehicle crossings. 

5.9 In some projects the works require the temporary removal of car parking outside of the business 
in order to undertake the work proposed such as pipe laying or road construction. These car 
parks are not provided for specific businesses but are for general public use. Usually alternative 
parking is available nearby further along the road or on adjacent streets.  

5.10 In a few cases the removal of car parking has been extensive with no viable on-street parking 
nearby and temporary parking has been provided. This situation is assessed on a case by case 
basis and on occasions special parking provisions are provided to maintain amenity such as on 
the current works on Hills Road. 

5.11 Staff and contractors try to work collaboratively with all parties affected by the works to achieve 
reasonable solutions, however, on some occasions the extent of the work or its duration mean 
that not all impacts can be mitigated to the satisfaction of all and staff have to balance 
community impact against affordability and traffic efficiency. This has often been case in recent 
times purely due to the extent of the rebuild programme. 

Compensation 

5.12 Financial compensation through the rates system would require the Council to: 

 Define a specific type and minimum level of disruption required in order for a property to 
qualify for a remission, based on objective and measurable criteria (not staff judgement). 

 Ensure that the qualification criteria could be applied to all properties in a way that is 
equitable (e.g. so that a similar level of relief is provided to properties in similar 
circumstances). 

 Determine what level of rates relief is appropriate, including a formula if the amount is to be 
proportional to the level of disruption and/or the value of the property. 

 Estimate the likely cost of such a remission, and be satisfied that it is fair and equitable for 
this cost to be borne by other ratepayers. 

 Ensure that rates staff and systems are sufficient to process applications promptly, provide 
on-going monitoring, and end the remission promptly once the temporary disruption has 
ceased. 

5.13 As a practical matter, this final requirement cannot be met with existing rates staff and systems.  
More broadly, it should be recognised that the rates system is governed by specific legislation 
and is designed to impose a relatively stable level of taxation across the District – it is not 
intended to provide short-term relief for temporary circumstances.  Recent experience with the 
Council’s temporary earthquake-related remissions demonstrated that it is very difficult to 
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administer such remissions robustly, even when the list of affected properties and the length of 
time they are affected is significantly more stable than would be likely under a “roadworks 
remission”. 

5.14 Financial relief could potentially be provided through the Grants system – a form of “hardship 
fund” that businesses, tenants, or other affected ratepayers could apply to for consideration of 
financial support.  A new grant would need to be established and funded as existing grants do 
not cover the situation being considered, but this approach would have the advantage of fewer 
legal constraints than rates and existing staff and system resources that are designed to provide 
similar services. 

5.15 However, there would remain a fundamental problem of definition – how could we objectively 
define a minimum level of disruption, how could we be satisfied that an applicant really has 
experienced the extent of financial or other disruption that they are claiming, and how much 
compensation should be offered in each case? 

5.16 Moreover, although the linkage between the presence of Council works and ratepayers’ 
financial or personal disruption is superficially obvious, it becomes more nebulous when used as 
the basis for financial compensation – for example: 

 If a business has declining sales revenue, how much of this may be attributed to Council 
works and how much to other factors (such as changes in market trends, local demographics, 
traffic flows, and competition)? 

 For residential ratepayers, how can personal disruption be translated into financial 
compensation (particularly if most Council activity occurs during working hours)? 

 For all properties, how can the impact of Council-specific works be separated from the often 
overlapping impact of works from other service providers (such as telecommunications 
companies) or developers (particularly in the CBD, where rebuilding often encroaches on 
street space and disrupts neighbouring properties)? 

5.17 The level of analysis and judgement required to consider these issues thoroughly is likely to be 
unacceptable, in terms of both the amount of time required to do it and the lack of consistency 
and transparency in the end result.   

5.18 Although a far more straightforward and efficient approach could be adopted, this would 
achieve little more than simply giving a standard amount of money to anyone with roadworks 
within a certain distance of their property.  The extent of disconnect between need and support 
under such an approach is considered unacceptable. 

 

Attachments 
There are no attachments for this report.  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Signatories 

Authors Chris Gregory - Head of Transport 

Steve Ballard - Manager Funds and Financial Policy 

Approved By David Adamson - General Manager City Services 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 
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Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

9. Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and 
Christchurch City Holdings 

Reference: 17/953054 

Contact: Ian Thomson Ian.thomson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff and Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council 

1. Approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding as set out in Attachment A, and 
delegates to the Chief Executive authority to sign the Memorandum of Understanding on 
the Council’s behalf.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and Christchurch City 
Holdings 

 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and 
Christchurch City Holdings 

Reference: 17/762551 

Contact: Ian Thomson ian.thomson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 To enable the Finance and Performance Committee to receive and consider the attached draft 
Memorandum of Understanding before making a recommendation to the Council. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 ChristchurchNZ Ltd has been established as a single entity to represent the Council’s interests in 
tourism, mega and major events, international education, and economic development in 
Christchurch and Canterbury;   

1.3 The Council expects the Finance and Performance Committee to provide oversight of the entity 
(Letter of Expectations of 28 September 2016); 

1.4 A draft Memorandum of Understanding has been prepared to record arrangements for the 
monitoring and support  of the entity; 

1.5 This is attached as Attachment A, for the Committee’s consideration. 

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision to be made by the Council is of low significance, in relation to the Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy.  No community engagement or consultation is proposed. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Finance and Performance Committee: 

1. Approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding between the Council, ChristchurchNZ 
Holdings Ltd, ChristchurchNZ Ltd, and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd, as set out in 
Attachment A; 

2. If necessary, requests the General Manager Financial and Commercial to make any non-
material changes to the document that may be required by the Committee; 

3. Recommends that the Council approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding as set out in 
Attachment A, and delegates to the Chief Executive authority to sign the Memorandum of 
Understanding on the Council’s behalf; 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 The draft Memorandum of Understanding records the monitoring and support to be provided 

by the Council and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd to ChristchurchNZ Ltd. 

 

5. Context/Background 

5.1 In 2013 the Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with Canterbury 
Development Corporation Ltd and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd.  The purpose was to record 
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the monitoring and reporting functions to be put in place following the restructuring of 
Canterbury Development Corporation Ltd; 

5.2 Since then Canterbury Development Corporation has been amalgamated with Christchurch and 
Canterbury Marketing Ltd to form ChristchurchNZ Ltd; 

5.3 ChristchurchNZ Ltd is wholly owned by ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd (previously Transition 
Holdings Ltd and before that Canterbury Development Corporation Holdings Ltd); 

5.4 One of the Council’s priorities for the establishment of the new entity was for ChristchurchNZ 
Holdings Ltd to work with the Council and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd on a review of the 
earlier Memorandum of Understanding; 

5.5 This has been progressed, and the result is the draft document attached. It provides that: 

 Christchurch City Holdings Ltd will meet at least quarterly with ChristchurchNZ Ltd, to be 
briefed on matters such as ChristchurchNZ Ltd’s strategic direction and current areas of 
focus.  They will also share relevant information about economic activity in the Canterbury 
region; 

 The Council’s Finance and Performance Committee will provide the oversight of 
ChristchurchNZ Ltd referred to in the Council’s Letter of Expectations dated 28 September 
2016; 

 The Committee will be responsible for receiving and reviewing the annual Statements of 
Intent prepared by ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd and ChristchurchNZ Ltd, and the monitoring 
and reporting functions set out in the Local Government Act 2002; 

 The Committee will also monitor ChristchurchNZ Ltd’s performance against the service levels 
agreed to with the Council and recorded in the Long Term Plan; 

 Christchurch City Holdings Ltd will be responsible for recommending appointments to the 
boards of ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd and ChristchurchNZ Ltd; 

5.6 The draft Memorandum of Understanding has been approved by the other parties. 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Draft Memorandum of Understanding  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Signatories 

Author Ian  Thomson - Senior Legal Advisor, Governance 

Approved By Rob Goldsbury - Head of Legal Services 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 
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Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

10. Corporate Finance Report for the period ending 30 June 2017 
Reference: 17/953073 

Contact: 
Patricia Christie 
Steve Ballard 

Patricia.christie@ccc.govt.nz 
Steve.ballard@ccc.govt.nz 

941 8113 
941 8447 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff and Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Receives the information in the report 

2. Notes the on-going but temporary Treasury Policy breach for interest rate re-pricing 
(hedging), last ratified at the Council meeting of 25 May 2017.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Corporate Finance Report for the period ending 30 June 2017 122 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Corporate Finance Report for the period ending 30 June 2017 
Reference: 17/767217 

Contact: 
Patricia Christie 
Steve Ballard 

Patricia.christie@ccc.govt.nz 
steve.ballard@ccc.govt.nz 

941 8113 
941 8447 

  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Finance and Performance Committee to receive quarterly 
information relating to the Council's treasury and debtors risks. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated. 

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision(s) in this report are of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by the impact of the decisions on the 
community. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  
That the Finance and Performance Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Receives the information in the report 

2. Notes the on-going but temporary Treasury Policy breach for interest rate re-pricing (hedging), 
last ratified at the Council meeting of 25 May 2017. 

 
 

4. Key Points 

Treasury Risk versus Policy Limits 

4.1 Net Debt for treasury risk management purposes is defined as Council’s borrowing (including 
borrowing from subsidiaries and the Capital Endowment Fund, but excluding any finance leases), 
less amounts on-lent to CCHL, “borrower note” investments in LGFA (explained under the table 
below), and cash holdings. 

4.2 Movements in this Net Debt figure represent Council’s net operating and capital spending flows 
over the period. 

4.3 At 30 June 2017, Net Debt was $931 million, an increase of $217 million over the financial year.  
Key movements since 30 June 2016 have been: 

a) $92 million reduction in cash investments, of which: 

 $9 million was used to meet Council’s operating and capital investment cash-flows; 
and  

 $83 million was used to repay internal loans from Vbase (Vbase had lent its post-
earthquake insurance settlement to Council, in order to obtain more favourable term 
deposit rates - $33 million of such internal loans remain as at 30 June 2017). 
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b) $304 million increase in borrowing from the Local Government Funding Agency.  This 
amount was applied as follows: 

 $143 million to fully pre-fund Council’s large debt maturity in December, in 
accordance with the advice of our external treasury advisor, PWC; 

 $65 million borrowed in advance of requirements to match existing hedging 
instruments (rather than incur the cost of re-structuring them); 

 $91 million was on-lent to Christchurch City Holdings Limited (CCHL sources the bulk 
of its new borrowing from Council, in order to access the favourable borrowing rates 
available from the Local Government Funding Agency); and 

 $5 million was invested in LGFA Borrower Notes. 

4.4 These changes are shown in the table below: 

Current Debt and Investments versus June 2016 

 

* Borrowing from Capital Endowment Fund (CEF) – ratepayer-funded interest is paid by Council to CEF, rather than 
CEF investing in low-returning external investments.  $31 million is still in external investments. 

* Local Government Funding Agency (LGFA) Borrower Notes – Each time Council borrows from LGFA it must invest a 
small proportion into a matching LGFA Note to maintain LGFA’s required capital adequacy. 

 

4.5 Treasury risk positions are within policy limits, except for interest rate re-pricing.  This temporary 
breach was approved at the 10 March 2016 Council meeting (details below). 

Debtors 

4.6 At 30 June 2017, the debtors' balance stood at $15.8 million, $1.3 million higher than reported in 
March 2017. The increase is primarily due to General Debtors increasing from $8.7 million to $11.4 
million. This is partially offset by a decrease in Resource Consent debtors from $3.3 million to $2.3 
million. 

4.7 Debts of $139,016 has been written-off during the 2017 financial year compared to $511,303 for 
the 2016 financial year.  The significant decrease is due to the write off of $367,329 owed by 
companies that were placed into liquidation or receivership in the 2016 financial year.  Further 
detail is provided in paragraph 6.4 below. 

 

5. Treasury Report 

5.1 Council manages four types of treasury risk relating to its Net Debt: 

Treasury Risk Management Objective 

Short-Term Liquidity Risk To ensure that on-going cash payments can be met in an orderly 
manner. 

Current At Jun-16 Full Year Change

CCC Ex ternal Borrow ing 1,657,700,000 1,353,623,000 304,077,000

Borrow ing from Vbase 33,339,171 116,616,417 -83,277,246 

Borrow ing from CEF 73,317,930 72,630,039 687,891

Gross Debt 1,764,357,101 1,542,869,456 221,487,645

On-Lending to CCHL 479,500,000 388,500,000 91,000,000

Borrow er Notes 23,627,200 18,424,000 5,203,200

Cash 330,437,282 422,673,605 -92,236,323 

Gross Investing 833,564,482 829,597,605 3,966,877

Net Debt for Risk Purposes 930,792,619 713,271,851 217,520,768
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Long-Term Funding Risk To ensure that debt maturities (and anticipated new borrowing) 
are spread so as to minimise re-financing risk in future years. 

Interest Rate Re-pricing 
Risk 

To ensure that interest rates are fixed for varying terms, to 
minimise the impact of market rate volatility on budgeted 
interest costs over the Long-Term Planning period. 

Counterparty Credit Risk To minimise the risk of loss due to a counterparty’s inability or 
unwillingness to make payments to Council as they fall due. 

 

Policy Snapshot 

Risk Area Policy Compliance 

Liquidity Within 

Funding Within 

Interest Rate Re-pricing Breach 

Counterparty Credit Within 

 

5.2 Short-term Liquidity Risk 

Policy Limit (LGFA Liquidity Ratio must >110%) – Within Limit 

 

* Ratio is calculated as the sum of all three, divided by external debt 
* Investments include Borrower Notes plus $29.5 million of realisable external CEF investments 

 
5.3 Long-term Funding Risk 

Policy Limit (existing maturities only) – Within Limit 

 
 

5.3.1 In practice, management considers funding risk in terms of both the re-financing of existing 
maturities and the need to incur new debt to meet negative operating flows, as shown in 
the chart below. 

  

Ex ternal Debt (ex cl. for CCHL) 1,178,200,000

Committed Facility 100,000,000

Inv estments (incl. CEF & B/N) 383,564,482

Limit >110% 141%

Period Actual Minimum Maximum

0 to 3 y ears 47% 15% 60%

3 to 5 y ears 22% 15% 60%

5 y ears plus 30% 10% 60%

100%
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Council Funding Risk (existing maturities plus expected new borrowing) 

 

* Blue = Maturity of CCC debt 
* Red = Maturity of debt on-lent to CCHL 
* Green = expected new borrowing based on the published Draft 2017/18 Plan. 

 

5.4 Interest Rate Re-pricing Risk 

Policy Limit – Breach 

 

* Green line = projected Net Debt (excluding term deposits), based on the Draft 2017/18 Plan 
* Red bars = amount of debt at contractually fixed rates as at each 30 June 
* Dotted lines = Policy Limits (minimum & maximum amount of fixed rate hedging permitted) 
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5.4.1  Hedging levels remain above maximum Policy limits for all financial years to 2019/20.   

5.4.2 This breach has been created by delays in Council’s debt growth – hedging of up to $1.2 
billion from June 2018 originally represented around 60% of anticipated net debt; however, 
the combination of large insurance settlement and delayed capital programme has caused 
actual debt growth to be slower. 

5.4.3 In discussion with Council’s external treasury advisor (PricewaterhouseCoopers), 
management remains of the view that the cost of adjusting the hedging profile is not 
justified, and that the best course of action is still to retain the existing hedging profile and 
allow it to come back within Policy limits over time as actual debt levels increase. 

5.4.4 Councillors last ratified this approach at the 25 May 2017 meeting. 
 

5.5 Credit Risk 

Policy Limit – Within Limit 

 

* Derivative exposures are calculated as the current market value plus a buffer to reflect potential future value 
movements.  If the total exposure for any bank is negative (i.e. Council would pay the bank upon termination), 
then a zero exposure is recorded. 

  

Counterparty Credit Rating Exposure Limit

total exposure comprising:

Derivative Banks Deposits Derivatives

ANZ Bank "AA" band 131.3 200 131.3 0.0

BNZ Bank "AA" band 8.1 200 8.1 0.0

Westpac Bank "AA" band 67.0 200 44.7 0.0

Other Banks

ASB / CBA Bank "AA" band 35.0 150

Kiw ibank "A" band 47.0 150

Rabobank "A" band 61.5 150

Government & Semi-Government

NZ Gov ernment n/a 0.0 unlimited

LGFA > "A-" 33.6 100

Other

Canterbury  Museum unrated 1.1 1.1

Endeav our I-cap unrated 0.4 0.4

Interstar NZ Millenium "A" band 0.1 0.1

385.0
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6. Debtors Report 

6.1 At 30 June 2017, the debtors' balance stood at $15.8 million, $1.3 million higher than reported 
in March 2017.  

6.1.1 The increase is primarily due to General Debtors increasing from $8.7 million to 
$11.4 million. This is partially offset by a decrease in Resource Consent debtors from 
$3.3 million to $2.3 million. 

6.2 The significant debtors within the General Debtors balance of $11.4 million include; Vbase 
Limited, Land Information New Zealand and the Ministry of Health. These three debtors account 
for approximately $7.4 million of the balance.  

 

 

Overdue Debtors 

6.3 Overdue debtors, (older than 92 days), have increased by $0.8 million to $3.4 million (21.31 per 
cent of total debt compared to 18.06 per cent reported in March 2017). This is covered in more 
detail in the Overdue Debtors Report in the public excluded agenda. 
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Debts Written off 

6.4 Debts of $139,016 have been written-off during the 2017 financial year compared to $511,303 
compared to last financial year. The detail is below: 

 

6.5 Regulatory debts written off during the year include $11,500 of resource consent fees approved 
by Council on 14 July 2016. Sundry debtors written off include $14,309 of service fees approved 
by Council on 8 September and an infrastructure damage claim of $9,893 approved for write off 
in June 2017.  

6.6 The significant decrease in debt written off compared to 2016 relates to the $366,624 owed by 
companies that were placed into liquidation or receivership in 2016.  These debts were written 
off following Council approval with the majority being provided for at 30 June 2015.  A summary 
report is provided in Attachment A.  

6.7 The library debt written off comprises a large number of relatively small amounts where the 
debt collection agency has been unable to locate the debtor or the debtor refuses to pay.  Only 
amounts over $30 are referred to debt collection agencies for collection. Libraries currently have 
a lending limit of up to a maximum of 30 books at any point in time. This limit is primarily 
utilised by youth members to develop and support literacy. This limit does not affect the use and 
enjoyment of other customers. 

 
 
 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Debt Written Off - Summary - 30 June 2017  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

Debt written off

12 months to 

June 17

12 months to 

June 16

Residential Rents 909                    29,569                

Regulatory 15,902              2,862                  

Dogs 1,243                 2,187                  

Library 74,491              69,323                

Sundry 27,933              22,169                

Recreation & Sport 6,855                 13,203                

Customer in Liquidation 3,307                 367,329              

Street Pole 8,230                 4,364                  

Commercial Rents 146                    297                      

139,016            511,303              
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(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Andrea Webb - Financial Accountant 

Patricia Christie - Manager External Reporting and Governance 

Steve Ballard - Manager Funds and Financial Policy 

Approved By Diane Brandish - Acting General Manager Finance and Commercial  

  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 10 Page 130 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 1
0

 

 



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 11 Page 131 

 It
e

m
 1

1
 

Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

11. Final 2017/18 Statements of Intent 
Reference: 17/953078 

Contact: Linda Gibb Linda.gibb@ccc.govt.nz 941 6762 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff and Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Notes that the final Statements of Intent for 2017/18 have been received from the 
following groups of Council-controlled organisations: 

a. Christchurch City Holdings Ltd and its subsidiaries – Christchurch International 
Airport Ltd, Orion New Zealand Ltd, Lyttelton Port Company Ltd, Enable Services 
Ltd, City Care Ltd, EcoCentral Ltd, Red Bus Ltd and Development Christchurch Ltd; 

b. Council-owned organisations and charitable trusts – Vbase Ltd, Civic Building Ltd, 
ChristchurchNZ Ltd (formerly Transition Holdings Ltd) and Local Government New 
Zealand, Riccarton Bush Trust, Christchurch Agency for Energy Trust and Rod 
Donald Banks Peninsula Trust; 

2. Notes that the final Statements of Intent for 2017/18 address the Council’s comments on 
the draft documents made at its meeting on 13 April 2017 (Council resolutions 
CNCL/2017/00109 and CNCL/2017/00110 refer);  

3. Notes that the Statements of Intent meet the minimum statutory requirements for 
information to be provided as set out in clauses 9 and 10 of Schedule 8 of the Local 
Government Act 2002;  

4. Notes that the Statements of Intent were made public by each of the Council-controlled 
organisations on or before 31 July 2017.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Final 2017/18 Statements of Intent 132 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Final 2017/18 Statements of Intent 
Reference: 17/696505 

Contact: Linda Gibb Linda.gibb@ccc.govt.nz 941.6762 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 This report notes the changes made to the 2017/18 Statements of Intent (SOI) for Christchurch 
City Holdings Ltd (CCHL) and its subsidiaries and for the Council’s trading organisations and 
charitable trusts following their consideration of the Council’s comments on the draft 
documents in April 2017.   

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated as a result of final SOIs being received by the Council on or before 
30 June 2017. 

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision(s) in this report are of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by applying the Council’s Significance and 
Engagement Policy, taking into consideration (amongst other things) the possible 
costs/risks to the Council, ratepayers and the wider community of carrying out the 
decision, whether the impact of the decision can be easily reversed and the number of 
people affected and/or with an interest in the matter.  

2.1.2  The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Finance and Performance Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Notes that the final Statements of Intent for 2017/18 have been received from the following 
groups of Council-controlled organisations: 

a. Christchurch City Holdings Ltd and its subsidiaries – Christchurch International Airport 
Ltd, Orion New Zealand Ltd, Lyttelton Port Company Ltd, Enable Services Ltd, City Care 
Ltd, EcoCentral Ltd, Red Bus Ltd and Development Christchurch Ltd; 

b. Council-owned organisations and charitable trusts – Vbase Ltd, Civic Building Ltd, 
ChristchurchNZ Ltd (formerly Transition Holdings Ltd) and Local Government New 
Zealand, Riccarton Bush Trust, Christchurch Agency for Energy Trust and Rod Donald 
Banks Peninsula Trust; 

2. Notes that the final Statements of Intent for 2017/18 address the Council’s comments on the 
draft documents made at its meeting on 13 April 2017 (Council resolutions CNCL/2017/00109 
and CNCL/2017/00110 refer);  

3. Notes that the Statements of Intent meet the minimum statutory requirements for information 
to be provided as set out in clauses 9 and 10 of Schedule 8 of the Local Government Act 2002;  

4. Notes that the Statements of Intent will be made public by each of the Council-controlled 
organisations on or before 31 July 2017. 
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4. Key Points 

4.1 Clause 3 of Schedule 8 of the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) sets out the process for Council-
controlled organisations (CCO) to finalise their SOIs.  It provides for CCO boards to consider the 
comments made by shareholders on the draft documents and to then provide the final SOI to 
shareholders on or before 30 June each year.   

4.2 The final SOIs for the following CCOs were received by shareholders by 30 June 2017, all of 
which address the comments made by the Council on the draft documents at its meeting on 13 
April 2017, and set out in paragraph 4.8:  

 CCHL and its subsidiaries – Christchurch International Airport Ltd, Orion New Zealand 
Ltd, Lyttelton Port Company Ltd, Enable Services Ltd, City Care Ltd, EcoCentral Ltd, Red 
Bus Ltd and Development Christchurch Ltd (CNCL/2017/00109 refers);  

 Council-owned CCTOs and charitable trusts - Vbase Ltd, Civic Building Ltd, 
ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd (formerly Transition Holdings Ltd), New Zealand Local 
Government Funding Agency Ltd, Riccarton Bush Trust, Christchurch Agency for Energy 
Trust and Rod Donald Banks Peninsula Trust (CNCL/2017/00110 refers); and 

 Development Christchurch Ltd – a revised draft SOI was considered by the Council at its 
meeting on 8 June (CNCL/2017/00179 refers). 

4.3 CCHL, as shareholder made comments on its subsidiaries’ draft SOIs, all of which have been 
addressed in their final documents.  The material changes CCHL sought were to Lyttleton Port 
Company’s (LPC) SOI.  The changes mostly reflected the cruise berth decisions made by the 
Council at its meeting on 23 March (CNCL/2017/00072 refers) which was after LPC’s draft SOI 
was submitted.  LPC’s revised SOI also notes its contribution to the Council’s Antarctic Strategy.   

4.4 All changes made to CCHL’s and its subsidiaries’ SOIs are noted in CCHL’s report to Council at 
Attachment A to this report.  

4.5 The final SOIs meet the statutory requirements for content set out in clauses 9 and 10 of 
Schedule 8 of the LGA.   

4.6 The LGA does not provide shareholders with an opportunity to further comment on the content 
of the documents, or to agree or approve them.  This is because SOIs are ‘owned’ by a CCO’s 
board and content is for the board to decide, as long as the statutory requirements of the LGA 
are met.  Shareholders are able to require a CCO to amend its SOI for certain matters, mostly 
relating to the narrative of its strategic intentions, scope of operations, capability, functions and 
performance targets.   

4.7 In accordance with clause 7 of Schedule 8 of the LGA, the final SOIs will be made public on or 
before 31 July (one month following submission).  They are expected to be available on the 
CCOs’ websites, or on the Council’s website.  Council staff can provide the physical documents 
on request.   
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4.8 The following table sets out the comments made by the Council on the CCOs’ draft SOIs, and the 
response of those entities following consideration of the Council’s comments.   

CCTO/Trust Issues raised by the Council, as 
shareholder 

How addressed 

CCHL Consider reducing the number of 
performance targets to those that 
provide greater transparency about 
the quality and quantity of its 
activities and responsiveness to 
shareholders. 

Reduced.   

 

CCHL Including a reference to its public 
responsibilities when setting 
remuneration. 

Included. 

CCHL Amending information flows to 
reflect that it now provides regular 
reports to Council and periodic 
workshops/briefings together with 
regular management discussions. 

Included. 

All CCTOs in the 
CCHL group 

Having both financial and non-
financial performance measures for 
each of the three years that the SOI 
covers. 

CCHL’s subsidiaries were encouraged 
to provide non-financial targets that 
embrace innovative practices this year 
(i.e. running an electric bus trial, 
establishing an innovation 
hub).  Council staff agree with CCHL 
that it is reasonable that these targets 
are annual and reassessed each year 
so they are more concise, achievable 
and relevant for future years.   

Financial measures are always 
provided for the three-year period. 

Orion NZ Ltd Including an obligation to mitigate 
environmental management risks. 

Included. 

Development 
Christchurch Ltd 

Reflecting recent Council decisions 
regarding its land strategy. 

Addressed. 

Development 
Christchurch Ltd 

Including a narrative of the 
company’s purpose and objectives. 

Included. 

Development 
Christchurch Ltd 

Adding performance targets that are 
relevant to the governance nature of 
the SOI. 

Included. 
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Development 
Christchurch Ltd 

Amending the SOI to reflect that 
further discussion is required 
with the Council regarding the 
extent to which responsibility for 
projects already provided for in 
the Council’s LTP may be 
transferred to DCL and the 
compensation provided for those 
projects.   

Amended. 

Development 
Christchurch Ltd 

Removing the words “where 
appropriate” after “engage in 
sustainable environmental 
practices”, and include awareness 
of coastal hazard reports. 

Addressed. 

Vbase Ltd Noting that it will investigate 
options to improve its long-term 
profitability. 

Change to draft SOI: “Options for the 
future business structure are being 
discussed with Council”.   

Vbase Ltd If feasible, align the health and 
safety targets with experience to 
date and benchmarks. 

Addressed. 

Vbase Ltd Whether the section entitled 
“Contribution to Rebuild” is 
required given the time that has 
elapsed since the earthquakes. 

Removed. 

Vbase Ltd Removing the request for an 
operational subsidy for the Town 
Hall, as the SOI is not the vehicle 
in which to make such a request. 

Removed. 

ChristchurchNZ 
Holdings Ltd 
(incorporating 
Christchurch 
Development 
Corporation and 
Canterbury and 
Christchurch Tourism 
and ChristchurchNZ 
Ltd) 

Adding that its half-year financial 
statements will be provided by 
the end of February each year 
and will be prepared in 
accordance with generally 
accepted accounting practice. 

Specifically noted as a reporting 
requirement. 

Riccarton Bush Trust Including information on its 
expenditure against the capital 
grant approved by Council in its 
half-year and full year reporting. 

Specifically noted as a reporting 
requirement. 
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Transwaste 

Transwaste Canterbury Ltd (Transwaste) is a commercial joint venture that is charged with managing 
the Canterbury region’s waste through its ownership of the Kate Valley Landfill and the Burwood 
Resource Recovery Park.  It is owned 50 percent by Canterbury Waste Services Ltd, a wholly-owned 
subsidiary of Waste Management NZ Ltd and 50 percent by Canterbury district councils (Selwyn, 
Waimakariri, Ashburton and Hurunui) and Christchurch City Council.  Christchurch City Council is the 
majority shareholder of the councils’ 50 percent share, with 77.8 percent (38.9 percent of the 
company overall). 

The joint venture arrangement reflects the key objectives of collaboration between the local 
authorities to achieve durable outcomes and to work with the wider community goals of long-term 
waste minimisation.  It is governed by the Canterbury Regional Landfill Joint Committee comprising 
councillors of all shareholding councils.  It is at this Committee that accountability, reporting, 
monitoring and other governance decisions are made.  The Council is not provided with a line of sight 
to the decisions being taken, and outcomes being generated other than informally from the 
Councillors appointed to the joint committee.   

Staff propose to take this matter up with the joint committee to align its reporting with the Council’s 
governance policy. 

 

 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   CCHL Report to Council on the changes made to its group's Statements of Intent  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Linda Gibb - Performance Monitoring Advisor 

Patricia Christie - Manager External Reporting and Governance 

Approved By Diane Brandish - Head of Financial Management 
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Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

12. Development Christchurch Ltd - Progress Report June/July 2017  
Reference: 17/953092 

Contact: Rob Hall Rob.hall@dcl.org.nz    

  
 
 
 

1. Staff and Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Notes the information contained in Development Christchurch Limited’s Progress Report 
for June and July 2017.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Development Christchurch Ltd - Progress Report June/July 2017  144 

 

There are no attachments for this report.  
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Development Christchurch Ltd - Progress Report June/July 2017  
Reference: 17/773812 

Contact: Rob Hall Rob.Hall@dcl.org.nz   
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Finance and Performance Committee to note the activities 
that Development Christchurch Ltd (DCL) has undertaken in June and July 2017. 

1.2 The information in this report is an update on the activities and projects which DCL is currently 
undertaking.  Reporting of DCL’s performance against its Statement of Intent targets is provided 
quarterly, alongside that of other council-controlled organisations. 

Origin of Report 

1.3 This report was prepared and submitted by the Chief Executive of DCL.   

 

2. Staff Recommendations  

That the Finance and Performance Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Notes the information contained in Development Christchurch Ltd’s Progress Report for June 
and July 2017. 

 
 

3. Key Points 

3.1 The report from DCL is at Attachment A.  It contains an update on the following projects: 

3.1.1 New Brighton 

3.1.2 Peterborough Quarter 

3.1.3 Christchurch Adventure Park 

3.1.4 Commercial advisory services to the Council. 

 

 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Development Christchurch Ltd Report - Public  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  
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(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Linda Gibb - Performance Monitoring Advisor 

Patricia Christie - Manager External Reporting and Governance 

Approved By Diane Brandish - Head of Financial Management 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 
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Report from Finance and Performance Committee  – 2 August 2017 
 

13. Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and 
Christchurch City Holdings 

Reference: 17/960417 

Contact: Ian Thomson ian.thomson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff and Finance and Performance Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding as set out in Attachment A, and 
delegates to the Chief Executive authority to sign the Memorandum of Understanding on 
the Council’s behalf. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and Christchurch City 
Holdings 

150 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Draft Memorandum of Understanding 153 
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Memorandum of Understanding - the Council, ChristchurchNZ, and 
Christchurch City Holdings 

Reference: 17/762551 

Contact: Ian Thomson ian.thomson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 To enable the Finance and Performance Committee to receive and consider the attached draft 
Memorandum of Understanding before making a recommendation to the Council. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 ChristchurchNZ Ltd has been established as a single entity to represent the Council’s interests in 
tourism, mega and major events, international education, and economic development in 
Christchurch and Canterbury;   

1.3 The Council expects the Finance and Performance Committee to provide oversight of the entity 
(Letter of Expectations of 28 September 2016); 

1.4 A draft Memorandum of Understanding has been prepared to record arrangements for the 
monitoring and support  of the entity; 

1.5 This is attached as Attachment A, for the Committee’s consideration. 

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision to be made by the Council is of low significance, in relation to the Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy.  No community engagement or consultation is proposed. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Finance and Performance Committee: 

1. Approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding between the Council, ChristchurchNZ 
Holdings Ltd, ChristchurchNZ Ltd, and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd, as set out in 
Attachment A; 

2. If necessary, requests the General Manager Financial and Commercial to make any non-
material changes to the document that may be required by the Committee; 

3. Recommends that the Council approves the draft Memorandum of Understanding as set out in 
Attachment A, and delegates to the Chief Executive authority to sign the Memorandum of 
Understanding on the Council’s behalf; 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 The draft Memorandum of Understanding records the monitoring and support to be provided 

by the Council and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd to ChristchurchNZ Ltd. 

 

5. Context/Background 

5.1 In 2013 the Council entered into a Memorandum of Understanding with Canterbury 
Development Corporation Ltd and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd.  The purpose was to record 
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the monitoring and reporting functions to be put in place following the restructuring of 
Canterbury Development Corporation Ltd; 

5.2 Since then Canterbury Development Corporation has been amalgamated with Christchurch and 
Canterbury Marketing Ltd to form ChristchurchNZ Ltd; 

5.3 ChristchurchNZ Ltd is wholly owned by ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd (previously Transition 
Holdings Ltd and before that Canterbury Development Corporation Holdings Ltd); 

5.4 One of the Council’s priorities for the establishment of the new entity was for ChristchurchNZ 
Holdings Ltd to work with the Council and Christchurch City Holdings Ltd on a review of the 
earlier Memorandum of Understanding; 

5.5 This has been progressed, and the result is the draft document attached. It provides that: 

 Christchurch City Holdings Ltd will meet at least quarterly with ChristchurchNZ Ltd, to be 
briefed on matters such as ChristchurchNZ Ltd’s strategic direction and current areas of 
focus.  They will also share relevant information about economic activity in the Canterbury 
region; 

 The Council’s Finance and Performance Committee will provide the oversight of 
ChristchurchNZ Ltd referred to in the Council’s Letter of Expectations dated 28 September 
2016; 

 The Committee will be responsible for receiving and reviewing the annual Statements of 
Intent prepared by ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd and ChristchurchNZ Ltd, and the monitoring 
and reporting functions set out in the Local Government Act 2002; 

 The Committee will also monitor ChristchurchNZ Ltd’s performance against the service levels 
agreed to with the Council and recorded in the Long Term Plan; 

 Christchurch City Holdings Ltd will be responsible for recommending appointments to the 
boards of ChristchurchNZ Holdings Ltd and ChristchurchNZ Ltd; 

5.6 The draft Memorandum of Understanding has been approved by the other parties. 

 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Draft Memorandum of Understanding  

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Signatories 

Author Ian  Thomson - Senior Legal Advisor, Governance 

Approved By Rob Goldsbury - Head of Legal Services 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 
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Report from Audit and Risk Management Committee  – 23 August 2017 
 

14. Audit New Zealand - Audit Proposal Letter 
Reference: 17/928179 

Contact: Patricia Christie Patricia.christie@ccc.govt.nz 941 8113 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Audit and Risk Management Committee recommend to Council that it: 

1. Approve the content of the draft audit proposal letter received from Audit New Zealand. 

2. Approve the Mayor signing the final audit proposal letter once received from Audit New 
Zealand.  

 

2. Audit and Risk Management Committee Recommendation to Council 

 The staff recommendation was adopted without change. 

Part A 

That the Council: 

1. Approve the content of the draft audit proposal letter received from Audit New Zealand. 

2. Approve the Mayor signing the final audit proposal letter once received from Audit New 
Zealand.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Audit New Zealand - Audit Proposal Letter 158 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  2017 Audit New Zealand Audit Proposal Letter 160 
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Audit New Zealand - Audit Proposal Letter 
Reference: 17/827179 

Contact: Patricia Christie Patricia.christie@ccc.govt.nz 941 8113 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Audit and Risk Management Committee to confirm the 
audit proposal with Audit New Zealand for the three years beginning 30 June 2017. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated in response to the receipt of the draft audit proposal letter 
(Attachment A) from Audit New Zealand. 

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision(s) in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by the impact of the issues raised in this report. 

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  
That the Audit and Risk Management Committee recommend to Council that it: 

1. Approve the content of the draft audit proposal letter received from Audit New Zealand. 

2. Approve the Mayor signing the final audit proposal letter once received from Audit New 
Zealand. 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 The audit proposal letter is the third letter which underpins the annual audit engagement by 

Audit New Zealand. The other two letters; the engagement letter and audit arrangements 
letters were considered by the Committee at its last meeting. The audit proposal letter was not 
available at that time to allow all three to be considered together.  

4.2 The purpose of the audit proposal letter is to outline the audit fee for the Council for the next 
three audits and the number of hours that Audit New Zealand are budgeting to spend on the 
audit.  

4.3 The audit is expected to require 1,892 hours of staff time in 2017 reducing to 1,772 in 2018 and 
2019. The 2017 hours are a 165 hour increase on those budgeted for the 2016 audit. The 
reasons for the increase are: 

 Additional time to audit the financial prudence disclosures and other Local Government Act 
disclosures as no provision was made for these in the previous proposal – 25 hours. 

 Review of the new revenue system implemented – 20 hours for 2017 only. 

 Additional time to audit the increased number of asset valuations – 120 hours reducing by 
100 hours in 2018 with Council returning to a ‘normal’ valuation routine. 



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 14 Page 159 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

1 
- 

O
ri

gi
n

al
 S

ta
ff

 R
e

p
o

rt
 It

e
m

 1
4

 

1.2 These hours translate to the following audit fees: 

 2016 
(Actual costs) 

$ 

2016 
(As agreed) 

$ 
2017 

$ 
2018 

$ 
2019 

$ 

Audit Fee (excluding 
disbursements and 
GST) 

376,636 320,200 351,548 332,330 336,705 

 

1.3 The fees above also include an estimate of staff salary movements and the Office of the Auditor 
General overhead charge. 

1.4 The fee proposal provided has been reviewed by the Office of the Auditor General. 
Management have also compared the Council’s audit fee against other councils of similar size 
and the proposed level of fee is not inconsistent. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   2017 Audit New Zealand Audit Proposal Letter  

  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Patricia Christie - Manager External Reporting and Governance 

Approved By Diane Brandish - Head of Financial Management 

Carol Bellette - General Manager Finance and Commercial (CFO) 
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15. Audit and Risk Management Committee Minutes - 23 August 2017 
Reference: 17/928486 

Contact: 
Margaret 
Henderson 

Margaret.henderson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8185 

  

 

1. Purpose of Report 

The Audit and Risk Management Committee held a meeting on 23 August 2017 and is circulating the 
Minutes recorded to the Council for its information. 

 

2. Recommendation to Council 
That the Council receives the Minutes from the Audit and Risk Management Committee meeting held 
23 August 2017. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Audit and Risk Management Committee - 23 August 2017 168 

  
 

Signatories 

Author Margaret Henderson - Committee Advisor 
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Report from Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee  – 23 August 2017 
 

16. Presentations Regarding Waste Minimisation 
Reference: 17/927909 

Contact: 
Chris Turner-
Bullock 

christopher.turner@ccc.govt.nz 941 8233 

  
 
 

1.   Consideration 

 The Committee received presentations from: 
 

1. Mike Sammons, Sustainability Manager of Foodstuffs and Kate Porter, National 
Communications and Public Affairs Manager of Countdown on their Waste Minimisation 
and Recycling Activities. 

2. Judi Sefton, Chief Executive Officer of Eco Central on their work and opportunities in the 
waste minimisation area. 

3. Cecilia Clavijo regarding Vita Bag, a reusable bag that can be used as an alternative to 
plastic bags. 

 
 Arising from the presentations received around waste minimisation and recyclable products, the 

Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee recommends that the Council include 
provision for recyclable content in its environmental procurement policy when purchasing products. 

 
 

2.   Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 1. That the Council include provision for recyclable content in its environmental procurement 
policy when purchasing products. 

 
 

Attachments 

There are no attachments to this report. 
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Report from Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee  – 23 August 2017 
 

17. Development Contributions - Small Residential Unit Rebate 
Reference: 17/927928 

Contact: Gavin Thomas gavin.thomas@ccc.govt.nz 941 8834 

  
 
 
 

1. Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 Part A (Staff Recommendation accepted without change) 

That the Council: 

1. Agree to the small residential unit development contributions rebate being extended to 
31 December 2018 or until the fund is fully allocated, as detailed in the Small Residential 
Unit Rebate Scheme Criteria (Attachment A of the report).  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Development Contributions - Small Residential Unit Rebate 174 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Small Residential Unit Rebate Scheme Criteria 2017 179 
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Development Contributions - Small Residential Unit Rebate 
Reference: 17/762059 

Contact: Gavin Thomas gavin.thomas@ccc.govt.nz 941 8834 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee to 
recommend to the Council that the Development Contributions Small Residential Unit Rebate is 
extended beyond its current close-off date. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated and is responding to a change in the timeline of the current review 
of the Development Contributions Policy.   

2. Significance  

2.1 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by analysis of the cost to the Council, the risk to 
the Council and the impact on the community. Analysis shows a low level of significance.  

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Agree to the small residential unit development contributions rebate being extended to 
31 December 2018 or until the fund is fully allocated, as detailed in the Small Residential Unit 
Rebate Scheme Criteria (Attachment A of the report). 

 

4. Key Points 
4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Strategic Planning and  Policy 

 Level of Service: 17.0.9 Provision of strategic advice on the social and economic 
issues facing the city  

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 – Extend the time limit of the current small residential unit rebate scheme (preferred 
option) 

 Option 2 – Do nothing 

4.3 Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

4.3.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 Provides the developer of a small standalone residential unit (mostly what were termed 
family flats) with some relief from the cost of development contributions  

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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 Assists the Council to give effect to the intensification goals of the Land Use Recovery Plan 
and the Christchurch District Plan 

 Provides continuity of the Council’s approach to a reduced development contribution 
requirement for small residential unit developments 

4.3.2 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 The cost of funding the rebate will come from rates 

 

5. Context/Background 

Development Contributions Policy context 

5.1 The Council’s Development Contributions Policy includes an adjustment for residential units 
with a gross floor area of less than 100 square metres. The adjustment reduces the cost 
requirement in proportion with the floor area. For example a residential unit with a gross floor 
area of 70 square metres is required to pay a development contribution that is 70 per cent of 
the contribution required for a normal residential unit. 

5.2 The adjustment stops at 60 per cent of the normal development contribution charge. Residential 
unit developments with a gross floor area of less than 60 square metres must pay 60 per cent of 
the full charge. 

5.3 The Council’s development contributions policy is currently being reviewed. The review includes 
a proposal to extend the small residential unit adjustment to 35 square metres. If the Council 
adopts this proposal as part of a new development contributions policy this will render the 
current small residential unit rebate redundant. 

5.4 The review of the development contributions policy has been deferred until September 2017, at 
the earliest and may be held over until 2018, subject to a Council decision. The delay in 
completing the review of the policy means continuing the current rebate is required to provide a 
measure of continuity in policy approach.   

Rationale for the small residential unit rebate 

5.5 The small residential unit rebate scheme was introduced specifically to target development of 
what were termed family flats (this terminology is no longer used to differentiate developments 
of that type). 

5.6 While these types of developments received the small residential unit adjustment provided in 
the Development Contributions Policy, this stopped at a minimum charge of 60 per cent of the 
cost of a full residential development contribution charge. 

5.7 The Council sought to provide further relief for family flat type developments. The rebate 
scheme enables standalone residential unit developments to claim up to an additional 10 per 
cent reduction in development contribution charge (meaning a minimum charge of 50 per cent 
of the full develop contribution charge). 

5.8 The rebate is not available to multi-unit dwelling developments. 

5.9 The rebate scheme includes limits on duration and funding. It will run until 31 July 2017 or until 
the funding of $80,000 is allocated.  

How the rebate has operated 

5.10 The small residential unit rebate was adopted by the Council on 27 August 2015. Up until 17 July 
there had been 22 developments qualify for the rebate. Five of these developments have 
progressed to the stage where the rebate has been provided, with total rebates of $11,479.74 
completed. 
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5.11 The other 17 applications are for developments that haven’t yet progressed to the point where 
the rebate can be completed. The rebate value for these developments in total is 
approximately $34,000.00. 

5.12 This means the approximate amount left from the $80,000.00 rebate fund approved by the 
Council in 2015 is $34,500.00.  

 

6. Option 1 - Extend the time limit of the current small residential unit rebate 
scheme (preferred) 

Option Description 

6.1 The Council agrees to extend the time limit of the rebate scheme to December 2018 or to when 
the Development Contributions Policy is amended to provide for a small residential unit 
adjustment commensurate with the rebate provisions, or when the rebate fund is fully 
allocated. See Attachment A for proposed scheme criteria. 

6.2 This will provide continuity for developers of qualifying residential developments until a more 
wide-ranging adjustment provision is included in the revised Development Contributions Policy. 

6.3  While the take-up of the rebate is not large, the impact for developers is likely to be extremely 
positive. As far as we can tell all developments that have qualified for the rebate are for family 
flat type developments. By their nature these developments are often price-sensitive and the 
Development Contributions team who deal with the developers have had positive feedback 
from appreciative rebate recipients. 

Significance 

6.4 The level of significance of this option is low, which is consistent with section 2 of this report. 

6.5 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are nil. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.6 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

6.7 Developers of qualifying residential homes are specifically affected by this option due to their 
ability to receive a rebate adjustment.  Their views are unknown other than anecdotal support 
given to Council’s development contributions team members. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.8 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. In particular the District Plan, the 
Council’s Housing Policy and community outcomes.  

Financial Implications 

6.9 Cost of Implementation – Up to $34,500 funding as approved at the rebate inception. 

6.10 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - Nil 

6.11 Funding source – The gap between the normal development contribution required and the 
adjusted requirement is funded from rates.  

Legal Implications 

6.12 Not applicable. 
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Risks and Mitigations     

6.13 None identified. 

Implementation 

6.14 Implementation dependencies  - Not applicable 

6.15 Implementation timeframe – Not applicable 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 Provides the developer of a small standalone residential unit (mostly what were termed 
family flats) with some relief from the cost of development contributions  

 Assists the Council to give effect to the intensification goals of the Land Use Recovery Plan 
and the Christchurch District Plan 

 Provides continuity of the Council’s approach to a reduced development contribution 
requirement for small residential unit developments 

6.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 The cost of funding the rebate will come from rates 

7. Option 2 – Do nothing 

Option Description 

7.1 Rebate ceases to be available for developments applying after 31 July 2017. 

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is low, which is consistent with section 2 of this report. 

7.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are Nil. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.5 Developers of qualifying residential homes are specifically affected by this option due to their 
ability to receive a rebate adjustment.  Their views are unknown other than anecdotal support 
given to Council’s development contributions team members.  

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.6 This option is inconsistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

7.6.1 Inconsistency – District Plan. 

7.6.2 Reason for inconsistency - does not encourage intensification of land use in existing 
residential zones. 

7.6.3 Amendment necessary – adoption of preferred option. 

Financial Implications 

7.7 Cost of Implementation - Nil 

7.8 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs - Nil 

7.9 Funding source – Not applicable. 
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Legal Implications 

7.10 Not applicable. 

Risks and Mitigations      

7.11 Some developments of the type that currently qualify may not proceed due to financial 
constraints. This will result in affected property owners not being able to undertake family flat 
type development. 

7.11.1 Treatment: This will be addressed at a later date if the Council adopts a reviewed 
development contributions policy that provides for a less restrictive adjustment than is 
currently in place. 

7.11.2 Residual risk rating: the rating of the risk is Low. 

Implementation 

7.12 Implementation dependencies  - Nil 

7.13 Implementation timeframe – Not applicable 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.14 The advantages of this option include: 

 No cost to the Council. 

7.15 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Lack of policy continuity 

 May result in some developments not proceeding. 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Small Residential Unit Rebate Scheme Criteria 2017  

  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Gavin Thomas - Acting Team Leader 

Approved By Helen Beaumont - Head of Strategic Policy 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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Report from Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee  – 23 August 2017 
 

18. Development Contributions Policy Review 2017 
Reference: 17/927940 

Contact: Gavin Thomas gavin.thomas@ccc.govt.nz 941 8834 

  
 
 
 

1. Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 Part A (Staff Recommendation accepted without change) 

That the Council: 

1. Receive this status report. 

2. Agree that the review of the Council’s Development Contributions Policy be completed in 
2018.  

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Development Contributions Policy Review 2017 182 
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Development Contributions Policy Review 2017 
Reference: 17/829396 

Contact: Gavin Thomas gavin.thomas@ccc.govt.nz 941 8834 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee 
with a report on the status of the review of the Council’s Development Contributions Policy and 
to seek a recommendation to the Council that completion of the review be held over until 2018. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated and provides an update on Council resolution CNCL/2017/00105 
from the meeting of 13 April 2017.  

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision(s) in this report low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by there being no change to current policy 
proposed at this time.  

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  

That the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive this status report. 

2. Agree that the review of the Council’s Development Contributions Policy be completed in 2018.  

 

4. Key Points 
4.1 A review of the Council’s Development Contributions Policy has been undertaken but has not 

been completed. Reasons for the delay in completing the review are detailed in Section 5 of this 
report. 

4.2 The Working Group undertaking the policy review and the Steering Group overseeing this 
process agree that the review should be completed in 2018 rather than 2017. This will enable all 
outstanding policy issues to be fully addressed in a new policy. It would also provide certainty 
for developers in terms of the development contribution charges for the remaining months of 
the 2017/18 year. 

4.3 The Council will adopt a new Long Term Plan in June 2018. This will include new information 
essential to the Development Contributions Policy. This includes: 

 Revised and refined capital expenditure programme 

 Key assumptions for interest and inflation 

 Updated population and business growth modelling 
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5. Context/Background 

Development Contributions Policy requirements 

5.1 Under section 102 (2)(d) of the Local Government Act (2002) (the Act) the Council is required to 
have a policy on development contributions (DC) or financial contributions. This Council has had 
a policy since 2004. 

5.2 Section 106(6) of the Act requires that a Development Contributions Policy must be reviewed at 
least once every 3 years using a consultation process that gives effect to the requirements of 
section 82 of the Act. 

5.3 The Council’s Development Contributions Policy was last reviewed in 2016, with the current 
policy being adopted by the Council on 22 September 2016.  

Policy Review 

5.4 A further review of the policy has been underway with the aim of having the Council adopt a 
revised policy in September 2017.  

5.5 A report detailing key proposed changes to the policy and seeking committee approval for the 
approach was provided to the Innovation and Sustainability Committee on 22 March 2017. The 
review addresses the following key policy issues: 

 Increase the use of catchments to calculate and charge the development contributions. 
Catchments are areas of the city with similar development activity and infrastructure 
requirements. It is intended to introduce catchments for water supply, wastewater 
collection, wastewater treatment and disposal, active transport, and public transport.  

 Include specific provision for the Council to cap development contribution charges in 
situations where the Council believes this to be in the best interests of the community.   

 Clarify provisions relating to Council developments. 

 Convert growth and expenditure data (forecast residential and commercial growth and 
the cost of providing infrastructure) based on Christchurch City Plan zones to the 
replacement Christchurch District Plan zones.  

 Clarify explanations regarding the calculation of the demand on network infrastructure 
from particular types of development. 

 Miscellaneous text changes to improve clarity and readability of the document. 

 Update development contribution charges to be based on the new capital expenditure 
programme, using catchments as described above. 

5.6 The Committee and Council agreed with the proposed changes in principle with the draft policy 
to go to the Council for approval prior to undertaking community engagement.  

Current status 

1. The project timeline called for the draft policy to be approved by the Council for community 
engagement at its meeting of 22 June. This has not happened due to a number of issues that have 
had to be resolved or are still being resolved: 

 

o Data cleansing. A large number of projects are being removed from the SPM data base 
(proprietary software used to determine the DCs) as they were not being used for DC 
calculations. The inclusion of these projects was recommended by SPM but significantly 
increased data maintenance for no benefit.  
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o Project information. The quality and clarity of project information presented in the schedule 
of growth assets has been variable. There has been an effort to improve this and there is an 
ongoing process to get all project information clear to readers of the policy. 

 
o District Plan zones. The policy uses land-use planning zones to calculate existing and future 

business growth and floor area which in turn are used for the assessment of development 
contribution requirements for non-residential developments.  

 
Changing the growth and demand data from old Christchurch City Plan zones to the 
replacement Christchurch District Plan zones has proved more problematic than expected. 
Overlaying pre-earthquake building use on new zones has resulted in previously reasonable 
assumptions of land use no longer being appropriate. We therefore need to make the zone 
changes and the land use changes simultaneously to achieve an appropriate level of accuracy. 
 

o Identifying the growth component of a project. All projects to be funded from development 
contributions include growth capacity to service new development. This is not always a 
straightforward process. To ensure we are using a robust approach to allocating the growth 
component we are seeking an independent external review of the allocations undertaken.  
 

o Evolving policy issues.  Further work is required to clarify the policy position on the 
requirement for the Council to pay development contributions for its own developments.  

 

Attachments 

There are no attachments to this report. 
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Gavin Thomas - Acting Team Leader 

Approved By Helen Beaumont - Head of Strategic Policy 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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Report from Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee  – 23 August 2017 
 

19. Master plan capital projects priorities 
Reference: 17/927969 

Contact: Carolyn Ingles carolyn.ingles@ccc.govt.nz 941 8902 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive the information; 

2. Note that Council resolution CNC/2017/00086 applies to the matter of funding sought by 
Development Christchurch Limited for public realm projects in the New Brighton Centre 
Master Plan and, for that reason, this report excludes funding of New Brighton projects; 

3. Confirm that $30.8 million will be included for consideration in the Draft 2018-2028 LTP 
for the very high and high priority master plan capital projects; and 

4. Consider allocating an additional $16.4 million in the Draft 2018-2028 Long Term Plan for 
the lower priority master plan capital projects, but defer delivery of these projects until 
later years of the Long Term Plan.  

 

2. Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee Recommendation to 
Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Receive the information; 

2. Note that Council resolution CNC/2017/00086 applies to the matter of funding sought by 
Development Christchurch Limited for public realm projects in the New Brighton Centre 
Master Plan and, for that reason, this report excludes funding of New Brighton projects; 

3. Confirm that $30.8 million will be included for consideration in the Draft 2018-2028 Long 
Term Plan for the very high and high priority master plan capital projects; and 

4. Not allocate an additional $16.4 million in the Draft 2018-2028 Long Term Plan for the 
lower priority master plan capital projects, except as provided for in 5. below.  

5. Include funding of approximately $709,000 for the following projects classed as Lower 
Priority Projects: 

a. N1 Colombo Street Public Spaces ($200k) 

b. NE2 Scott Park Enhancements ($159k) 

c. CCH2 Te Aja O Hineraki/Moa Bone Point Cave ($100k) 

d. FM5 Ferrymead Towpath Connection ($150k) 

e. C5 Local Landscape and Heritage Interpretations ($100k) 

6. The remaining Lower Priority Projects are not to be considered for funding in the draft 
2018-2028 Long Term Plan, but will be reconsidered for funding in future Long Term 
Plans. 
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Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Master plan capital projects priorities 187 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Attachment A Prioritisation of master plan capital projects - process diagram 193 

B ⇩  Attachment B Capital Project Prioritisation table 194 

C ⇩  Attachment C Prioritisation of master plan capital projects - completion totals for each 
master plan separated by funding levels 

195 

D ⇩  Attachment D Community board master plan capital priorities for 23 Aug 2017 I&SD 
Committee - 2017-08-07 

196 
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Master plan capital projects priorities 
Reference: 17/825423 

Contact: Carolyn Ingles carolyn.ingles@ccc.govt.nz 941 8902 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to consider the total amount of funding to allocate to suburban 
centre master plan capital delivery in the Draft 2018-28 Long Term Plan (LTP), and its 
distribution across the nine adopted master plans.  The level of funding in the current 2015-25 
LTP is able to deliver some capital projects across several of the master plans and this report 
informs possible future budget envelopes to deliver other priority projects.    

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report responds to a request by councillors, at the second of two councillor briefings on 
7 and 21 March 2017, regarding the master plans’ capital programme. Staff were asked to seek 
input from the relevant community boards to ensure the prioritisation and sequencing of 
remaining master plan capital projects reflects current community aspirations. Having obtained 
feedback on the local level priorities from the relevant community boards, staff are now in a 
position to report back to the Council on the overall priorities across the master plans and 
associated budget implications. The process undertaken is outlined in Attachment A.  Further 
consideration by Council of prioritisation within the overall capital delivery programme will 
occur as part of the Draft LTP development and associated community engagement processes. 

2. Significance  

2.1 The recommendations in this report are of medium significance in relation to the Christchurch 
City Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. The people affected are generally limited to 
the local communities where adopted master plans apply, in which development of the master 
plans and the subsequent design of associated capital projects have been subject to community 
engagement. As a result, there is an expectation of funding and delivery, albeit consistent with 
the Council’s financial capacity and the most efficient and effective means of doing so. The main 
drivers for the proposed reprioritisation of master plan capital projects will result in tangible 
environmental, social and cultural benefits in the subject centres. Future LTP and Annual Plan 
processes provide further opportunities for the Council to reprioritise and fund those capital 
projects deferred for now. 
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3. Staff Recommendations   

That the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee recommend that the Council: 

1. Receive the information; 

2. Note that Council resolution CNC/2017/00086 applies to the matter of funding sought by 
Development Christchurch Limited for public realm projects in the New Brighton Centre Master 
Plan and, for that reason, this report excludes funding of New Brighton projects; 

3. Confirm that $30.8 million will be included for consideration in the Draft 2018-2028 LTP for the 
very high and high priority master plan capital projects; and 

4. Consider allocating an additional $16.4 million in the Draft 2018-2028 Long Term Plan for the 
lower priority master plan capital projects, but defer delivery of these projects until later years 
of the Long Term Plan.  

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 Following feedback from those community boards with master plans that have multiple 
unfunded capital projects, the full range of capital projects has now been prioritised 
(Attachment B).  This has resulted in adjustments to an earlier prioritisation process undertaken 
with assistance from GHD and Development Christchurch Ltd (DCL) as discussed with elected 
members in March. The movement up or down the priority list is indicated in the third column 
of the table.   

4.2 The prioritisation process explained in this report enables councillors to be aware of which 
capital projects can be delivered, depending upon the quantum of funding allocated through the 
Draft LTP. The proposed resolutions reflect community board feedback on local aspirations and 
enable elected members to direct staff as to the appropriate level of budget to implement some 
or all of the remaining capital projects identified in the nine adopted master plans.  While there 
is a sliding scale of budget options, as shown in the ‘cumulative total’ column of Attachment B, 
the recommendations identify an optimal blend of projects to achieve the more critical public 
realm improvements across all master plan areas. 

4.3 The proposed prioritisation has also taken into consideration: 

4.3.1 The extent to which the existing budget has already been committed (projects shown in 
green rows in Attachment B); and  

4.3.2 Project synergies (i.e. overlap with asset renewal projects), interdependencies and 
sequencing. 

4.4 The resulting budget envelope for these very high priority projects (shown in green and blue 
rows of Attachment B) is $22.8 million.  Additional high priority master plan capital projects 
require a budget envelope of $8 million (projects shown in pink rows).  The resulting cost 
estimate which is recommended for early delivery and consideration in the Draft 2018-2028 LTP 
is $30.8 million. 

4.5 Delivery of lower priority master plan capital projects (i.e. projects shown in yellow), which 
equate to approximately $16.4 million, can be deferred to later years of the Draft 2018-2028 
LTP. 

4.6 The prioritisation of capital projects and funding allocations across the master plans is shown in 
Attachment C. 
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Process and scope of work undertaken 

4.7 Community Board input to prioritising the range of master plan capital projects was undertaken 
as shown in Attachment A.  The focus was on the Lyttelton, Sydenham, Sumner Village, Ferry 
Road and Main Road Master Plans, as these plans have a multitude of unfunded capital projects 
requiring further, local level consideration and feedback to inform the prioritisation exercise.   

4.8 Other master plans did not require further prioritisation conversations with the Community 
Boards: the New Brighton Centre Master Plan has been subject to separate funding requests 
from DCL to implement the public realm capital projects; and the remaining master plans either 
have only one capital project and/or funding already committed to support implementation. 

Community Board feedback - summary 

4.9 Highest priority projects identified by the Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board are 
listed below (details are in Attachment D).  Those already underway or with budget committed 
are indicated with an asterisk*: 

4.9.1 Sumner Village: Off-street car parking provision*; Marriner Street west and Wakefield Ave 
enhancements*; Burgess Street shared space*; viewing platform*; 

4.9.2 Ferry Road: Woolston (streetscape improvements*, crossing enhancements*, gateway 
enhancements*, Heathcote Street pocket park and pedestrian bridge, Heathcote & Oak 
Street upgrade*, Woolston Park transportation improvements*); Estuary Edge/Coastal 
Pathway connection*; Humphreys Drive pedestrian crossings*; 

4.9.3 Linwood Village: streetscape upgrade*; children’s integrated play/art feature; 

4.9.4 Sydenham: Colombo Street upgrade, cycle safety improvements, pedestrian 
improvements; Buchan Park remodel*; and 

4.9.5 Main Road: Pedestrian crossing improvements; Redcliffs Village upgrade*, Moncks Bay 
parking and bus stop enhancements*; McCormacks Bay streetscape*; Beachville Road 
streetscape enhancements*. 

4.10 There is no funding in the current 2015-25 LTP for projects in Lyttelton.  Highest priority projects 
identified by the Banks Peninsula Community Board are: Pedestrian linkages; Pool garden off-
season access; and partial delivery of London St public realm enhancements (reinstatement of 
paving outside 33-35 London Street). 

4.11 Both boards also identified projects that could readily be deferred to future years. 

4.12 The priorities from these two Boards have been merged with priority projects from other master 
plans in Attachment B. 

 

5. Context/Background 

Existing capital project prioritisation 

5.1 The nine suburban centre master plans were adopted between 2012 and 2015, and involved 
extensive community engagement. The plans include projects led by local landowners, 
businesses, the wider community and the Council.  Council-led projects are both operational and 
capital in nature.  Budget for several capital projects, across most master plans, was allocated 
through the current 2015-25 LTP and many of these projects have commenced. 

5.2 In late 2016, GHD was commissioned to provide cost estimates for, and prioritise, the remaining 
master plan capital projects. The prioritisation process involved applying an evaluation 
framework based on three lenses:  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 19 Page 190 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

1 
- 

O
ri

gi
n

al
 S

ta
ff

 R
e

p
o

rt
 It

e
m

 1
9

 

5.2.1 Delivery – the extent to which the project outcomes, risks and other physical works’ 
interdependences are well understood (i.e. whether they are low risk, well defined and 
well aligned in terms of good timeframes for delivery). 

5.2.2 Amenity – the extent to which the grouping of projects supports a wholly delivered, key 
spatial outcome (i.e. from the community’s perspective, a particular space appears 
completed). 

5.2.3 Commercial – the extent to which each project catalyses economic regeneration 
(informed via DCL input). 

5.3 The resulting initial GHD prioritisation of capital projects, by master plan and including New 
Brighton projects, has been used as a basis for the revised prioritisation table in Attachment B.    

Councillors’ request 

5.4 At present, there is a funding shortfall between the current allocated budget and the costs to 
deliver the remaining master plan capital projects. In anticipation of obtaining councillor 
guidance as to the extent of funding (i.e. which budget envelope option) for master plan capital 
project delivery to include in the Draft 2018-28 LTP, urban regeneration staff gave the following 
two briefings to councillors: 

5.4.1 An overview of the nine adopted suburban centre master plans, on 7 March 2017; and 

5.4.2 Delivering the master plans’ capital programme, on 21 March 2017. 

5.5 Given the time lapse since the master plans were adopted, before providing direction, 
councillors requested that staff seek input from the relevant community boards as to what they 
consider to be the capital project priorities, or whether there is a need to review any of the 
master plans. The purpose of this was to ensure the future prioritisation and sequencing of 
master plan capital projects reflects current community aspirations. 

5.6 The process of obtaining feedback from Community Boards is outlined below.  

5.6.1 a memo was sent to all community boards to make them aware of the councillors’ 
request; 

5.6.2 staff attended two community board planning workshops of each of the Banks Peninsula 
and Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Boards, to:  

 provide the background to master plan development, implementation and capital 
funding; and  

 obtain the board’s advice on their capital project priorities and the distribution of 
funding across all master plans, noting that any new ideas could be fed into the draft 
2018-28 LTP via the Community Board Plan process and acknowledging that the 
Boards may also want to undertake a review of the master plans. 

5.6.3 A community board planning-related survey also informed the advice of the Linwood-
Central-Heathcote Community Board. 

5.7 Neither the Linwood-Central-Heathcote nor Banks Peninsula Community Boards considered a 
full-scale review of any of the master plans is necessary at this time. On the contrary, the plan 
development process was considered robust and, in recognition of their anticipated longevity, 
both Boards are supportive of, and remain committed to, their respective master plans. 

6. Other points to note 

6.1 GHD cost estimates have been updated where staff considered it was necessary, e.g. a cost 
estimate was obtained for the reinstatement of paving in Lyttelton (M4) as one did not 
previously exist. 
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6.2 Some Council-led master plan projects (particularly those that are ongoing or currently subject 
to preliminary investigations e.g. heritage restoration, Enliven Places projects) are currently or 
will continue to be funded through other units’ existing budgets and did not form part of the 
reprioritisation exercise.  

6.3 Any ‘new’ master plan projects (i.e. projects not identified at the time the master plan was 
adopted, such as a civic square in Sumner), can be considered through the development of 
Community Board Plans. 

6.4 The Council has an important leadership role, in progressing master plan capital projects. 
Progressing with delivery will support: 

Current community expectations regarding implementation of the existing master plans; 

Confidence in the centres and support for catalysing private development; and 

Confidence and reputation regarding implementation capability for any future Council 
or community-led master plans. 

. 

 
 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Attachment A Prioritisation of master plan capital projects - process diagram  

B   Attachment B Capital Project Prioritisation table  

C   Attachment C Prioritisation of master plan capital projects - completion totals for each 
master plan separated by funding levels 

 

D   Attachment D Community board master plan capital priorities for 23 Aug 2017 I&SD 
Committee - 2017-08-07 

 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Signatories 

Authors Miranda Charles - Senior Planner   

Janine Sowerby - Senior Planner 

Philippa Green - Finance Business Partner 

Approved By Carolyn Ingles - Head of Urban Regeneration, Urban Design and Heritage 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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20. Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee Minutes - 23 
August 2017 

Reference: 17/928145 

Contact: 
Chris Turner-
Bullock 

christopher.turner@ccc.govt.nz 941 8233 

  

 

1. Purpose of Report 
The Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee held a meeting on 23 August 2017 and is 
circulating the Minutes recorded to the Council for its information. 

 

2. Recommendation to Council 

That the Council receives the Minutes from the Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee 
meeting held 23 August 2017. 

 
 
Secretarial Note:  The Part A report on the Innovation and Sustainability Fund Establishment (item 12 of 
these minutes) will be considered by the Council at its meeting on 14 September 2017. 
 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Innovation and Sustainable Development Committee - 23 August 2017 200 

  
 

Signatories 

Author Christopher Turner-Bullock - Committee Advisor 
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21. Strategic Capability Committee Minutes - 15 August 2017 
Reference: 17/887748 

Contact: 
Chris Turner-
Bullock 

christopher.turner@ccc.govt.nz 941 8233 

  

 

1. Purpose of Report 

The Strategic Capability Committee held a meeting on 15 August 2017 and is circulating the Minutes 
recorded to the Council for its information. 
 

 

2. Recommendation to Council 
That the Council receives the Minutes from the Strategic Capability Committee meeting held 15 
August 2017. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A⇩  Minutes Strategic Capability Committee - 15 August 2017 210 

  
 

Signatories 

Author Christopher Turner-Bullock - Committee Advisor 
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Report from Strategic Capability Committee  – 15 August 2017 
 

22. Implementation Plan - Tsunami Report 
Reference: 17/887762 

Contact: Mary Richardson mary.richardson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8656 

  
 
 
 

1. Staff Recommendations 

 That the Strategic Capability Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Adopt the Implementation Plan for the Tsunami Report. 

2. Requests a report back on progress in June 2018 

 

2. Strategic Capability Committee Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Adopt the Implementation Plan for the Tsunami Report. 

2. Request a report back on progress by the end of 2017. 

3. Request a further report on Tsunami Siren options and include information on Tsunami 
risks. 

 
 

Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Implementation Plan - Tsunami Report 216 

 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Implementation Plan  218 
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Implementation Plan - Tsunami Report 
Reference: 17/770474 

Contact: Mary Richardson mary.richardson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8656 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Strategic Capability Committee to recommend to Council 
the adoption of the Implementation Plan for the Tsunami Report. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 The Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Implementation Plan has been created in 
response to the document “Review of the Tsunami Evacuation in Christchurch City on 14 
November 2016” that was carried out by the Christchurch City Council (CCC). 

1.3 The Council considered the review in April 2017 and requested that staff provide advice on the 
implementation of those recommendations. 

2. Significance 

2.1 The decision(s) in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  
That the Strategic Capability Committee recommends that the Council: 

1. Adopt the Implementation Plan for the Tsunami Report. 

2. Requests a report back on progress in June 2018 

 

4. Key Points 

4.1 The Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Implementation Plan has been created in 
response to the document “Review of the Tsunami Evacuation in Christchurch City on 14 
November 2016” that was carried out by the Christchurch City Council (CCC).  

4.2 The purpose of the Implementation Plan is to service those recommendations outlined in the 
Tsunami Review. It is a CDEM team document  

4.3 The recommendations and the subsequent actions highlighted in the document will be considered 
as a high priority for the CDEM unit and will govern the CDEM team’s wider work plans. The 
Implementation Plan will be reviewed as needed by the CDEM Team to reflect further work that 
may be required to achieve particular recommendation(s) and adapt to the changing Civil Defence 
needs in the community. 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A   Implementation Plan   
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Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Mary Richardson - General Manager Citizen and Community 

Approved By Mary Richardson - General Manager Citizen and Community 

  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 218 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 219 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 220 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 221 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 222 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 223 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 224 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 225 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 226 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 227 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 228 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 229 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 230 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 231 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 232 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 233 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 234 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 235 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 236 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 237 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 238 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 239 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 240 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 241 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 242 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 243 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 244 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 245 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 246 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 247 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 248 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 249 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 250 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 
  



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 22 Page 251 

A
tt

ac
h

m
e

n
t 

A
 

 
It

e
m

 2
2

 

 





Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 23 Page 253 

 It
e

m
 2

3
 

23. Hearings Panel's Recommendations to the Council on the Redcliffs 
Park and Redcliffs School Proposed Land Swap 

Reference: 17/712725 

Contact: Mark Saunders Mark.Saunders@ccc.govt.nz 941 6436 
  

 

1. Purpose of Report 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to present to the Council the Hearings Panel’s recommendations 

following the consultation and hearings on the proposed land transaction package with the 
Ministry of Education referred to as the Redcliffs Park and Redcliffs School Proposed Land Swap.  

1.2 The Hearings Panel after considering the written and heard submissions received during the 
consultation and hearings supports the Proposed Redcliffs Park/School Land Swap as part of a 
package of recommendations set out below.  

1.3 The Council can accept or reject the Hearings Panel’s recommendations, bearing in mind that 
the Panel has heard and considered the submissions received concerning the proposal to assist 
the Council in fulfilling its consultation obligations, and noting that the Local Government Act 
2002 requires, as one of the principles of consultation, that “the views presented to the local 
authority should be received by the local authority with an open mind and should be given by 
the local authority, in making a decision, due consideration” (section 82(1)(e)). 

1.4 The Council, as the final decision-maker, should put itself in as good a position as the Hearings 
Panel having considered all the submissions. The written submissions received by the Hearings 
Panel can be found here: http://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/ (within the agenda for the meeting 
of the Hearings Panel on 7 August 2017 and its 3 attached volumes of submissions). The heard 
submissions that were presented to the Hearings Panel and the Hearings Panel’s consideration 
of all submissions and its deliberations are discussed below to assist the Council in 
understanding how and why the Hearings Panel has come to its recommendations. 

 

2. Hearings Panel Recommendations  

That the Council: 

1. Approve the following: 

a. The sale of two parcels of Council owned land at Redcliffs Park to the Crown at a current 
market value as assessed by an independent registered valuer appointed by the Council 
described as: 

i. 1,075 m2 Lot 2 Deposited Plan 47479 CB27F/183 

ii. 7,692 m2 Lot 3 Deposited Plan 47479 CB27F/184 

b. The cancellation of the vesting (in the Council) of the Crown owned land classified as 
Recreation Reserve at Redcliffs Park described as Reserve 4601 CB616/39 being 
1.0304ha in area and to this land being set apart for a school. 

c. Appointment by the Crown to control and manage the Crown owned land at Redcliffs 
School described as follows as Recreation Reserve under Section 28 of the Reserves Act 
1977 for a new park: 

i. 4,223m2 Section 1 Survey Office Plan 334406 CFR156004 

ii. 4,047m2 Part Lot 3 Deposited Plan 1228 CB190/67 

iii. 3,384m2 Lot 1 Deposited Plan 7624 CB372/72 

http://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/
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iv. 4,957m2 Part Lot 2 Deposited Plan 1228 CB495/17 

v. 1,821m2 Part Lot 3 Deposited Plan 1228 Gazette 1924 p2596 

2. Request and encourage the Ministry of Education to acknowledge and consider the project in 
the Main Road Master Plan relating to view shafts and access between Main Road near Moa 
Bone Cave and the Coastal Pathway and Estuary and to consider ways that this project can 
inform their planning for the new school site. 

3. Note the Ministry of Education’s commitment to remove the buildings and hardstand and then 
make good the demolition area to grass or similar, and to build a fence at the new park site. 
Council requests Council staff and the Community Board to consider which facilities and 
landscaping might usefully be retained as Council assets on the new park site, and to negotiate 
the retention of these items with the Ministry of Education. 

4. Noting the level of service associated to the existing Redcliffs Park and the community’s desire 
to retain this, request Council staff to negotiate a fair and reasonable contribution (accounting 
for the current condition and book value of the current assets) from the Ministry of Education 
in respect to retaining that level of service on the new park site. 

5. Acknowledging the loss of waterfront amenity at the existing park site, allocate the proceeds 
from the sale of the fee simple land to improve recreational amenity on the new park site and 
surrounding area. 

6. Require that all three elements of the transaction referred to in paragraph 1 above proceed. 

7. Request Council staff to assess the new Redcliffs School site for inclusion in the priority list for a 
school speed zone. 

8. Note the Ministry of Education’s willingness to contribute towards new traffic management 
and pedestrian safety systems that may be required. 

9. Request that Council staff and the Ministry of Education work together to achieve continuity of 
service and minimal disruption to users of the park. 

10. Delegate to the Chief Executive the authority to negotiate and enter into such documentation 
as she considers necessary to implement the above arrangements. 

 
 

3. Hearings Panel 

3.1 On 25 May 2017 the Council resolved to undertake public consultation on the Proposed Redcliffs 
Park/School Land Swap and appointed a Hearings Panel comprised of Deputy Mayor Turner (as 
Chairperson), Councillor Templeton, Councillor Livingstone, and two members to be nominated 
by the Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board, to hear any submissions received and 
report the outcome of the consultation process and the submissions received to the Council for 
decision.  

3.2 On 29 May 2017 the Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board appointed Community 
Board Members Tim Lindley and Darrell Latham to the Hearings Panel. 

3.3 For the avoidance of doubt, the legal description of the Proposed Land Swap that the Council 
resolved on 25 May 2017 to undertake consultation on is essentially unaltered from the legal 
description of the Proposed Land Swap set out in paragraph 1 of the recommendations above as 
supported by the Hearings Panel. Paragraphs 2 - 10 of the recommendations above, on the 
other hand, have been drafted by the Hearings Panel itself as a result of its consideration of the 
submissions and deliberations. 

 

4. Background 
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4.1 The Council’s resolution of 25 May 2017 to undertake public consultation and hearings on the 
Proposed Redcliffs Park/School Land Swap was Council’s active response to the letter received 
from the Ministry of Education appended as Attachment A, which proposes a series of land 
transactions that would essentially involve the Council and Ministry of Education ‘swapping’ 
their respective occupancy of the Council-administered Redcliffs Park site and the Ministry of 
Education’s Redcliffs Primary School site that the School ceased to use as a result of the 2011 
Canterbury earthquake events.  

4.2 The background to this is that on 1 November 2016 the Education Minister at the time 
announced that Redcliffs School would not reopen on its current site. The purpose of the 
Redcliffs Park/School Proposed Land Swap would accordingly be to allow a new school 
development on the current Redcliffs Park site and a new public park on the current Redcliffs 
School site. The Ministry of Education, including at the hearings heard by the Hearings Panel on 
7 August 2017, has clarified that a decision by the Council not to sell the land at Redcliffs Park to 
the Ministry would not result in the School returning to its current site.  

4.3 By way of providing more detailed background on the Proposed Land Swap and directing the 
Council to staff advice previously received on it, the Council is directed to the report it received 
on the proposal at its meeting of 25 May 2017 (found as Item 7 in the agenda here: 
http://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2017/05/CNCL_20170525_AGN_1288_AT.PDF).  

4.4 For convenience, the proposed layout plan for the new park on the current school site (subject 
to change) attached to that report is appended hereto as Attachment B, and appended as 
Attachment C is the mapping by GNS Science of the fly-rock line, which is the mapped limit of 
broken rock that has flown/could fly from the cliff face – the hazardous area being excluded 
from the proposed new park site. Further, the description from the report of the proposed land 
transactions between the Council and Crown (Ministry of Education) are copied here below. 

The Land Transfers Proposed  

4.5 Both the Council and Crown land holdings consist of individual titles, which in turn are held 
under different legislation and require separate processes to be applied in order to effect 
transfer. 

4.6 The Council occupied land known as Redcliffs Park, to be acquired by the Crown, consists of the 
following: 

Image Reference Legal Description Area Type / Purpose 

Area A Reserve 4604 10,304m2 Recreation Reserve 

Area B Lot 3 DP 47479 7,692m2 Fee Simple Land 

Area C Lot 2 DP 47479 1,075m2 Fee Simple Land 

 TOTAL 1.9071ha  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

http://christchurch.infocouncil.biz/Open/2017/05/CNCL_20170525_AGN_1288_AT.PDF
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Aerial Image: 

 
 

Transfer process for Area A – This land totals 1.03ha and is classified as Recreation Reserve 
under the Reserves Act. This is Crown derived therefore the Council does not own this title but is 
vested control and management rights from the Crown. Therefore, for the Ministry to ‘acquire’ 
this land, the Crown simply needs to cancel the ‘vesting’ in Council by setting it apart for a 
school under section 52 of the Reserves Act. 

The Council needs to formally accept this decision and that decision required public consultation 
under section 78 of the Local Government Act (which this present report is reporting the 
outcome of). 

Transfer process for Areas B & C – These two Fee Simple titles are owned by the Council and are 
governed under the Local Government Act. The Crown intends to ‘acquire’ this land under 
section 50 of the Public Works Act for education purposes. This process requires the Crown to 
pay a market value for the land and improvements and transfer is effected via a standard sale & 
purchase agreement. The market value (revenue to the Council) will be independently assessed 
by Council’s valuer; (subject to confirmation) it is expected the valuation will be $790,000 plus 
GST (if any). 

In order for the Council to make this decision, public consultation was also required to seek the 
views and preferences of effected and interested parties in accordance with the requirements of 
sections 78 and 138 of the Local Government Act (which this present report is also reporting the 
outcome of, since all the consultations required for the proposed land swap were combined). 
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4.7 Crown land to be ‘acquired’ by the Council, collectively and currently known as Redcliffs School, 
consists of the following: 

Image Reference Legal Description Area Type / Purpose 

Area A Section 1 SO334406 4,223m2 Education Purposes 

Area B Part Lot 3 DP 1228 4,407m2 Fee Simple 

Area C Held in gazette 1,821m2 Public School 

Area D Lot 1 DP 7624 3,384m2 Fee Simple 

Area E Part Lot 2 DP 1228 4,957m2 School Site 

 TOTAL 1.8792ha  

 
Aerial Image: 

 
 

Transfer Process for Areas A to E - The Crown intends to amalgamate these titles, and set them 
apart as Crown owned Recreation Reserve and then appoint the Council to control and manage 
under section 28 of the Reserves Act. This process would appoint the Council to control and 
manage the land for the purpose for which the land is classified (recreation activities). The site is 
to be cleared of improvements and grassed before the Council receives occupation; however 
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some assets are still in discussion for retention, for example, the formed car park at the 
northern end. 

In order for Council to accept appointment to control and manage this land it had to first consult 
publicly in order to consider the views of any parties which may be affected by the decision 
(again, this is what the present report is also reporting the outcome of). 

The Ministry of Education intends to transfer 4,524m2 of land on the existing school site that is 
directly under the cliffs, which is held in two separate titles (Part Lot 8 DP 11088 and Part Lot 2 
DP 1228), to Land Information New Zealand under the Public Works Act 1981 to be held as 
Crown land under the Land Act 1948. 

4.8 The above processes will occur separately by nature but will be coordinated concurrently in 
order to provide a workable transition for each party to their intended location. 

4.9 The Ministry of Education has indicated that, should the Council approve the Proposed Land 
Swap, it intends to seek planning approval for the new school by inserting a designation for the 
new school into the District Plan, and potentially changing the underlying zoning of the existing 
school site to provide for a new park via section 71 of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 
2016. Matters of a planning nature will therefore be dealt with under that process, under which 
both the Council and members of the public have the ability to comment and make submissions. 

Relocating Redcliffs Park to the Current School Site 

4.10 By way of further background, appended as Attachment D is a summary prepared by Council 
Officers, which was available to the Hearings Panel, of the current Redcliffs Park facilities and 
School site facilities that may be able to be utilised should a decision be made to transfer the 
activities, together with a summary of the potential loss of current facility provision that will be 
required to be replaced if the School site is to be used as a Park and the same level of service is 
provided. 

4.11 The report Council received on 25 May 2017 usefully summarised what the current Redcliffs 
Park provides the community as: 

 Flat green open space comprising approximately 90 percent of the total park area. 
Contained within this space are:  
o Two sports fields, one for intermediate soccer and the other for junior soccer, covering 

a combined area of around 7,200m2 
o Room for informal recreational activities 
o Playground 

 Two car park areas (including one formed on adjoining legal road) 

 Building facilities on the upper Main Road area of the Park. 

 Shrub and tree plantings on the raised ground. 

 Open vista to the Estuary 

4.12 The Council is directed to the report it received on 25 May 2017 for the full details, but the 
summary within it of the benefits, risks and disbenefits for Redcliffs Park in relocating it to the 
current school site follows: 

Benefits 

The site is suitable, and arguably even preferred, as a replacement for the existing Redcliffs Park 
site because: 

 It provides a comparably flat area able to accommodate the same sports field resource as 

that currently provided by the existing park site. 

 It is much more visible to the wider community due to its long Main Road frontage.  This 

means more visitors can be attracted. 
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 The new park location will have a higher public profile and be more marketable. 

 Close proximity to the existing park site, meaning that existing park users will be reasonably 

able to access the new site.  The close proximity also means that integrated shared 

public/school use of the two sites can be implemented. 

 School site trees, building(s) and carpark may be able to be retained for the amenity and 

utility of the new park. 

 It is not a former landfill site as the existing park site partly is. 

Risks 

Although the site, or access to it, is subject to some risk of hazards, these are considered to be 
no more, or even less, than that at other sites, including the current Redcliffs Park site. In 
particular, these are: 

 Tsunami. 

 Liquefaction. 

 Safety of park visitor access across Main Road. 

 Balls potentially leaving the site on to Main Road from the new sports fields. 

Disbenefits 

Some features of the existing park may be lost or need to be transferred to the school site. In 
particular, these are: 

 Loss of open space (643sqm). 

 Loss of unimpeded natural views of the marine environment. 

 Loss of current Playground (mitigated by the presence of a similar playground on the 
Redcliffs school site).   

 The Redcliffs Pavilion (transferred if feasible to a new building provided on the new park 
site, accompanied with a formalised occupation to the Redcliffs Residents Association). 

5. Consultation and Submissions 

5.1 Public consultation on the Redcliffs Park/School Proposed Land Swap was undertaken with 
feedback invited between 29 May 2017 and 26 June 2017 in accordance with the Council’s 
abovementioned resolutions of 25 May 2017 and an analysis of the written submissions 
received, which was also available to the Hearings Panel, is appended as Attachment E. A copy 
of the consultation leaflet that submissions responded to is appended as Attachment F, and the 
consultation website is archived here: https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-
submissions/haveyoursay/show/33.  

5.2 Submitters were able to submit their submissions electronically, by post, or by handing them in 
at Council Libraries or Service Centres. They were asked to indicate if they support the Redcliffs 
Park/School Proposed Land Swap, do not support it, or support it but have concerns, in addition 
to being given space to write, if they wished, more detailed comments. They were also asked to 
indicate if they wished to be heard in person in respect of their submission.  

5.3 The consultation outreach consisted of: a letter box drop to all affected residents within the 
school catchment area (which is greater than the Redcliffs census area); wider stakeholders 
received electronic notification; consultation documents were available city-wide in Council 
Service Centres and Libraries; notifications were placed in the local newspaper and at each site; 

https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/33
https://ccc.govt.nz/the-council/consultations-and-submissions/haveyoursay/show/33
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and affected residents and the wider public had the opportunity to meet face-to-face with 
Council and Ministry of Education staff at a series of drop-in sessions. 

5.4 Three drop-in sessions were held as part of the public consultation: the first at Redcliffs School 
bus area (Main Road site) on Tuesday, 6 June 2017 from 2:45pm to 3:45pm; the second at 
Redcliffs Bowling Club on Wednesday, 7 June 2017 from 5pm to 6:30pm; and the third at 
Redcliffs Park on Saturday, 10 June 2017 from 10:30am to 11:30am. A closed meeting was also 
held with the immediate neighbours of Redcliffs Park in the first week of the consultation. It is 
not possible to say exactly how many people attended the outdoor sessions as these were in 
public places where attendees were not entirely distinguishable from the general public, and 
some neighbours of the relevant sites and members of the Redcliffs School Board of Trustees 
attended more than one session, but Council Officers estimate that collectively the consultation 
sessions were attended by approximately 70 people.  

5.5 853 written submissions on the Redcliffs Park/School Proposed Land Swap were received and 
849 of these were received in time to be considered as part of the analysis of submissions 
(Attachment E). The Hearings Panel decided to accept all the written submissions received, 
including 15 late written submissions, so all written submissions received were considered by 
the Hearings Panel, even those 4 that were too late to be considered within Attachment E. 

5.6 The consultation requirements and principles relevant to the present decision-making process 
are set out in sections 78 and 82 of the Local Government Act 2002 (which can be found here 
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0084/latest/DLM170873.html). The specific 
section that relates to the consultation that has been undertaken and forms the terms of 
reference for the Hearings Panel is section 138 of the Local Government Act 2002, which is 
copied here: 

 

5.7 As can be observed, section 138 of the Local Government Act 2002 requires the Council to 
consult on any proposal to dispose of a “park”. In the present circumstances, Council Officers 
consider that the portion of Redcliffs Park (being Lots 2 & 3 DP 47479) that the Council owns and 
is proposed to be sold to the Ministry of Education is a “park” as defined in section 138, on the 
basis that land is held for a “community” purpose. 

5.8 With respect to the element of the proposal relating to the Council becoming the controller and 
manager of the land at Redcliffs School as a new recreation reserve, the Council also needs to 
take into account the views and preferences of interested and affected persons in accordance 
with section 78 of the Local Government Act 2002. Section 78 does not require the Council to 
undertake a consultation process in itself but the Council must have some way of identifying the 
views and preferences of interested and affected persons. 

5.9 In the present circumstances, the Council has used one consultation process that meets the 
requirements of section 138 of the Local Government Act 2002 with respect to the proposed 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/2002/0084/latest/DLM170873.html


Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 23 Page 261 

 It
e

m
 2

3
 

disposal of the portion of Redcliffs Park that the Council owns, to also enable the Council to 
gather the views and preferences of interested and affected persons in relation to the proposal 
that the Council administer the current school site as a public park. 

6. The Hearing 

6.1 27 submitters indicated a wish to be heard in person in respect of their submission, and other 
submitters who made potentially ambiguous marks on their submissions in respect of the offer 
to be heard were contacted to clarify whether they wished to be heard. The Hearings Panel 
convened on 7 August 2017 to hear the submitters who were available and still wished to be 
heard; 23 submitters were accordingly heard that day, counting the Head Girls and Boys of 
Redcliffs School individually, and including 2 submitters who, though personally unavailable, 
asked that another submitter speak for them.  

6.2 Noting that the Council, as the final decision-maker, should put itself in as good a position as the 
Hearings Panel having heard and read all the submissions, copies of the handouts and the one 
PowerPoint presentation received from submitters at the hearings will be separately circulated 
to Councillors. 

6.3 At the start of the hearings Council Officers presented a brief overview of the Redcliffs 
Park/School Proposed Land Swap, the public consultation on it, and the analysis of the 
submissions received. Council Officers also presented some guidance to the Hearings Panel as to 
which matters addressed in submissions are likely to be relevant to the decisions at hand and 
which are not; this guidance was accompanied by the memorandum appended as Attachment 
G, which should serve to guide the Council also in its decisions.  

6.4 In accordance with the guidance in Attachment G, an important running consideration for the 
Hearings Panel was distinguishing matters relevant from those irrelevant to the decisions at 
hand and not letting irrelevant matters materially influence the decisions – Attachment G refers 
to the decisions at hand as “limited” to the proposed land transactions described as: 

a) Disposal of Existing Park:  

i) Whether the use of the Crown-owned part of the existing Redcliffs Park should be 
changed from a recreation reserve to a school; and 

ii) Whether the Council should sell (at market value) the Council-owned part of the 
existing Redcliffs Park to the Crown (Ministry of Education); and 

b) Acquisition of New Park: 

Whether the Council should accept control and management of the Crown-owned land at 
the existing Redcliff’s School site for use as a recreation reserve. 

6.5 The Ministry of Education indicated in its submission and at the hearing that, should the Council 
approve the Proposed Land Swap, it intends to seek planning approval for the new school by 
inserting a designation for the new school into the District Plan, and potentially changing the 
underlying zoning of the existing school site to provide for a new park via section 71 of the 
Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016. Matters of a planning nature will therefore be 
dealt with under that process, under which both the Council and members of the public have 
the ability to comment and make submissions.  

6.6 The Hearings Panel in this connection heeded the staff advice in Attachment G that it is 
important that the matters considered and decided on by the Hearings Panel, and ultimately the 
Council, do not compromise or impinge on the Regeneration Act process to follow, and the staff 
recommendation that, as a principle, the Hearings Panel, and ultimately the Council, should not 
deal in detail with matters that would be expected to be dealt with under the Regeneration Act 
process. 
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6.7 After hearing from submitters on 7 August 2017 out at the Linwood Boardroom at 180 Smith 
Street for the convenience of submitters and the interested public, the Hearings Panel 
reconvened on 11 August 2017 at the Civic Offices at 53 Hereford Street to consider all the 
submissions and deliberate on the Proposed Redcliffs Park/School Land Swap having Council 
Officers with relevant expertise on hand at the Civic Offices to assist the Hearings Panel. 

6.8 The Hearings Panel collated a series of questions arising for it from the hearing of submissions 
and forwarded the questions to Council Officers and the Ministry of Education as appropriate 
for written answers to be tabled when it reconvened. A table of written questions and answers 
was accordingly received at the reconvened meeting on 11 August 2017, and this is appended 
hereto as Attachment H (the memorandum referred to within the answer to Question 11 
therein as attached to it is appended to this report as Attachment I).  

6.9 The tracked changes shown within Attachments H and I reflect clarifications and corrections 
that Council Officers conveyed verbally at the reconvened meeting on 11 August 2017 and thus 
are alterations to the tabled document, but they ensure the Council has the benefit of receiving 
the same overall information the Hearings Panel did. 

6.10 Among those submitters that signalled near the hearing date that they no longer wished to be 
heard in person were Ngāi Tahu Property Limited and Marcus Langman. Their submissions were 
naturally still considered by the Hearings Panel; Ferrymead Bays Football Club at the hearings 
indicated concern at their perception those submitters’ proposals had the potential to deprive 
the Club’s members of valued training and playing facilities.  

6.11 The Hearings Panel invited Ngāi Tahu Property Limited a day ahead of deliberations to clarify 
what “other potential uses…including other services and facilities of benefit to the local 
community” it believes may be able to occur on parts of the current school site – as indicated in 
its submission, which suggested further consultation before foreclosing other options for the 
current school site. The Panel was unable to receive a reply in time, but it may be noted that the 
Ministry of Education in its handout from the hearings, which is appended as Attachment J, 
usefully indicates that Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, along with other strategic partners under the 
Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act, will also have the opportunity to engage and comment 
on the proposal to provide for a new park at the current school site via the Regeneration Act 
process.  

6.12 The Ministry submitted that Ngāi Tahu Property Limited’s submission should not give rise to any 
concern, nor create any delay in making the decisions at hand, noting: the opportunity for Ngāi 
Tahu to engage during the Regeneration Act process; the Cultural Values Report commissioned; 
and that (in essence) the proposal does not trigger Ngāi Tahu’s right of first refusal under the 
Ngāi Tahu Claims Settlement Act. 

6.13 The additional transport assessment looking at the intersection of Main Road, Beachville Road 
and McCormacks Bay Road referred to in Attachment J as being available as soon as finalised, 
was available to the Panel for consideration after the hearings but before its deliberations and 
was made public the same day on 10 August 2017 at this government website: 
http://shapingeducation.govt.nz/read-more-2/recent-announcements, the link for which was 
included on the Council consultation website (see section 5.1 above) as where submitters could 
read the Ministry of Education’s due diligence reports on the relocation of Redcliffs School to 
Redcliffs Park – the Cultural Values Report mandated by Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga and 
commissioned by Council staff and the Ministry of Education can also (since 4 August 2017) be 
found at that government website.  

7. Consideration of Submissions and Deliberations 

7.1 The Hearings Panel’s consideration of the submissions was partly managed through the process 
of the Panel asking for and receiving the written answers in Attachments H and I. It was further 
managed through verbal clarifications with Council Officers and the Ministry of Education 

http://shapingeducation.govt.nz/read-more-2/recent-announcements
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representative at the reconvened meeting on 11 August 2017, together with the Panel 
Members’ discussions amongst themselves of their concerns and observations about the 
Proposed Land Swap arising from the submissions received.  

7.2 Attachments H and I accordingly constitute the starting point for understanding the Hearings 
Panel’s consideration of the submissions and how and why it has come to its recommendations, 
though not all questions and answers were necessarily considered relevant to the decisions at 
hand and those considered irrelevant did not materially influence the Hearings Panel’s 
recommendations. In relation to the answers to questions relating to matters of a planning 
nature, the Hearings Panel considered that these will be dealt with under the Regeneration Act 
process and were careful to ensure that these did not materially influence their 
recommendations. 

7.3 The most often cited reasons for submitters not supporting (or supporting but having concerns 
about) the Proposed Land Swap were the low level of the land at the proposed school site (that 
submitters associated with risks including that of tsunami) and traffic issues. The Hearings Panel 
considered all the submissions, but was mindful of the relevance of these issues given the 
Regeneration Act process to follow, which process it did not wish to impinge upon 
inappropriately. The Panel was also cognisant that the proposed new park site, being the site of 
real interest to it in the context of the decisions at hand, is less vulnerable to issues associated 
with low land and coastal proximity than the current park site.  

7.4 The Hearings Panel focused its deliberations on its concerns relevant to the decisions at hand 
and how these might be addressed in its recommendations. Coming to a point where it was 
satisfied that, if it did recommend to approve the Proposed Land Swap, then it could make 
further recommendations addressing its concerns, the Hearings Panel found that through the 
hearings process it had come to be unanimously supportive of the Redcliffs Park/School 
Proposed Land Swap as the best option in the circumstances for enabling the restoration of the 
School to Redcliffs without further delay – the Panel being convinced by the submissions 
received that would be the best outcome for the community. 

7.5 The Hearings Panel considered the submissions of those who do not support the Proposed Land 
Swap and the loss of waterfront amenity and proximity for the park. The Panel, however, was 

swayed by the support in the Redcliffs community for the Proposed Land Swap as the 
quickest and clearest means of Redcliffs School returning to Redcliffs – observing the clear 
submission of the Ministry of Education that, should the Council decide to not approve the 
proposal, it would not reconsider the current site for the School and instead evaluate 
Barnett Park, which would result in further delays to moving Redcliffs School back into the 
community. 

7.6 The Hearings Panel had varying degrees of concern about supporting the Proposed Land Swap 
centring principally around their inclination to make their approval conditional upon the 
Ministry of Education bearing the full range of costs associated with, and incidental to, the 
proposal, such as the cost of traffic realignments. 

7.7 The Hearings Panel as a result of its deliberations decided to express its relevant 
recommendations, not as conditions that might unreasonably risk the opportunity to promptly 
restore the School to Redcliffs, but in terms reflecting the Ministry of Education’s willingness 
(expressed at the hearing) to contribute to costs and work with the Council, taking that in good 
faith, but also requesting Council Officers to negotiate robustly with the Ministry. In this way, 
the Hearings Panel arrived at its recommendations that the Council:  

 Note the Ministry of Education’s commitment to remove the buildings and hardstand 
and then make good the demolition area to grass or similar, and to build a fence at the 
new park site. Council requests Council staff and the Community Board to consider 
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which facilities and landscaping might usefully be retained as Council assets on the new 
park site, and to negotiate the retention of these items with the Ministry of Education. 

 Noting the level of service associated to the existing Redcliffs Park and the community’s 
desire to retain this, request Council staff to negotiate a fair and reasonable 
contribution (accounting for the current condition and book value of the current assets) 
from the Ministry of Education in respect to retaining that level of service on the new 
park site. 

 Note the Ministry of Education’s willingness to contribute towards new traffic 
management and pedestrian safety systems that may be required. 

7.8 The Hearings Panel as a further result of its deliberations attempted through its 
recommendations to address its concerns about the loss of the proximity of Redcliffs Park to the 
waterfront and its associated amenity, and the possible risk to the planned connection between 
the Coastal Pathway/Estuary and Moa Bone Cave in the Main Road Master Plan. It is in this way 
that the Hearings Panel arrived at its recommendations that the Council: 

 Request and encourage the Ministry of Education to acknowledge and consider the 
project in the Main Road Master Plan relating to view shafts and access between Main 
Road near Moa Bone Cave and the Coastal Pathway and Estuary and to consider ways 
that this project can inform their planning for the new school site. 

 Acknowledging the loss of waterfront amenity at the existing park site, allocate the 
proceeds from the sale of the fee simple land to improve recreational amenity on the 
new park site and surrounding area. 

7.9 Observing that there might be some technical possibility, even if remote, that the Crown could 
not carry through with the appointment of the Council to control and manage the Crown-owned 
land at Redcliffs School as a new park, or with classifying the land as a recreation reserve, the 
Hearings Panel decided to recommend that the Council: 

 Require that all three elements of the transaction referred to in paragraph 1 of the 
recommendations proceed. 

The intent being to require that the Proposed Land Swap is treated as a package so that the loss 
of the current park should in some workable sense be conditional upon the current school site 
becoming a new park. 

7.10 The Hearings Panel’s concerns around traffic and pedestrian safety were largely addressed 
through staff advice though also gave rise to the Panel’s recommendation that the Council: 

 Request Council staff to assess the new Redcliffs School site for inclusion in the priority 
list for a school speed zone. 

Furthermore, the Hearings Panel in noting the Ministry of Education’s abovementioned 
willingness to contribute towards new traffic management and pedestrian safety systems that 
may be required had considered its discussion with the Ministry of Education representative at 
its reconvened meeting on 11 August 2017 where the Ministry representative indicated that the 
Ministry will contribute to traffic strategies (and associated capital costs) to get children safely 
to school, and that traffic mitigation measures will be discussed with Council Officers within the 
Regeneration Plan process. The Hearings Panel also considered that there is a work stream 
underway to improve pedestrian safety in the area as a result of the local Community Board’s 
concerns about a pedestrian crossing in the area, and the Panel foresaw that this work stream, 
traffic mitigation measures associated with a land swap, and traffic changes relating to the 
Master Plan should align. 

7.11 The Hearings Panel’s desire to accommodate the interest of the users of Redcliffs Park, 
expressed through submissions, in having equivalent replacement facilities (particularly the 
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sporting facilities provided by the current park) in place on the proposed new park site at the 
time of the loss of those facilities from the current park site gave rise to the Panel’s 
recommendation that the Council: 

 Request that Council staff and the Ministry of Education work together to achieve 
continuity of service and minimal disruption to users of the park. 

Achieving continuity of service was assumed to involve negotiating for the Ministry of Education 
to clear the current school site before the current park is lost, though it was also discussed that 
the timing of the work might provide some mitigation to possible inconvenience in avoiding the 
time of year when the most utilized sporting facilitates are used. 

7.12 Regarding the answer to Question 14 within Attachment H (concerning whether the artificial 
cricket pitch proposed for the new park by a submitter is feasible), it is noted that the Panel 
received verbal clarification from Council Officers that that layout with the 40 metre boundary 
depicted by the submitter would only be suitable for children’s play at primary/immediate 
school level, and that future use of the new park to deliver appropriate levels of service would 
be determined through business as usual processes.  

7.13 Regarding the answers to Question 4 and 9 within Attachment H, which relate to the usage of 
the current park and how that might be affected by the Proposed Land Swap, the Panel 
considered that, while there may not be anything preventing the current usage of the park 
continuing at the proposed new site, the loss of the waterfront view and proximity, and traffic-
related considerations, may make the new site less attractive, particularly for events such as the 
Summer Starter Challenge. However, the Hearings Panel observed the willingness of Redcliffs 
School to work with the community suggesting that in appropriate circumstances the School 
could allow events better suited to the current park site to use the proposed new school 
grounds out of school hours. 

7.14 The Hearings Panel had the benefit of having on it a Councillor who was also a member of the 
Hearings Panel that last year considered the sale of part of QEII Park to the Ministry of Education 
for the development of the new schools being built on that site. The Hearings Panel, being able 
to reflect on that experience in addition to staff advice and its consideration of the submissions, 
recommended that the steps discussed above and embodied in paragraphs 2 - 10 of its 
recommendations be taken as part of agreeing to the Redcliffs Park/School Proposed Land 
Swap.  

7.15 In conclusion, the Hearings Panel after considering the many submissions and wishing to: 

a) seize the opportunity presented by the Proposed Land Swap to see Redcliffs School return 
to Redcliffs without further delay and give the community a clear path forward (subject to 
the Regeneration Act process); and 

b) allow for a robust negotiation of the details of the land transactions by Council Officers that 
advances the wider interests of ratepayers, park users and local residents by reflecting the 
Panel’s wishes as embodied in its package of recommendations;  

 recommends that the Council: 

 Delegate to the Chief Executive the authority to negotiate and enter into such 
documentation as she considers necessary to implement the [recommended] 
arrangements. 

This delegation being conceived to best achieve the Panel’s recommendations as a package. 
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24. Amendments to RMA Delegations and new RMA Fees 
Reference: 17/776749 

Contact: Vivienne Wilson Vivienne.wilson@ccc.govt.nz 941 8963 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to recommend to Council that it make changes to delegations to 
staff as outlined in this report and commence the process to introduce new fees in response to 
the Resource Legislation Amendment Act 2017.   

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is staff generated. 

2. Significance  

2.1 The decisions in this report are of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 
Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by considering the criteria in the Significance and 
Engagement Policy. 

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   
That the Council: 

1. Relying on clause 32 of Schedule 7 of the Local Government Act 2002 and for the purposes of 
the efficiency and effectiveness in the conduct of the Council’s business, and relying on 
sections 34 and 34A of the Resource Management Act 1991, and any other applicable statutory 
authority, 

a. Delegate to the persons set out in Attachment A (as shown and highlighted ) the 
responsibilities, duties, and powers as shown; and 

b. Amend the delegations set out in Attachment A (as so shown and highlighted). 

2. Notes that the delegations shown in green in Attachment A come into force on 18 October 
2017, and the rest of the delegations and amendments to delegations come into force on the 
date of this resolution. 

3. In accordance with sections 36 and 36AA of the Resource Management Act 1991 commences 
the special consultative procedure in relation to the proposed charges/fees as follows: 

a. A deposit of $800 is proposed for permitted boundary activity applications: 

b. A deposit of $1,000 is proposed for processing permitted marginal or temporary non-
compliances: 

c. That the processing of permitted boundary activity applications and processing 
permitted marginal or temporary non-compliances be charged at officer time assessed 
at the hourly rates in the existing Resource Management Fees Schedule set under the 
Annual Plan. 

4. Adopts a ‘statement of proposal‘ (as set out in Attachment B) 
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5. Notes that public consultation is planned for mid September to mid October, with public 
hearings (if required) around late October 2017. 

6. That if submitters wish to make an oral submission a hearings panel is appointed to hear 
submissions on the new charges, deliberate on those submissions, and report back to the 
Council on the final form of the new charges; but that if no submitters request an oral hearing, 
the Council will deliberate on the submissions and consider the final form of the new charges.   

 

 

4. Key Points 
4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Resource Consenting 

 Level of Service: 9.2.6 Ensure resource consent decision-making is robust and legally 
defendable Activity: Resource Consenting 

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 – Amend the delegations and introduce new fees (preferred option) 

 Option 2 – Do not amend the delegations or introduce new fees 

4.3 Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

4.3.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 Staff have the necessary delegations in place to act on any matter before the Council 
except for those matters specifically reserved to Council.   

 The Council is able to charge for its consenting activities in an appropriate manner 
that enables the Council to recover its reasonable costs. 

 Overall the Council is promoting one of the new procedural principles of the RMA 
which is to use timely, efficient, consistent, and cost-effective processes that are 
proportionate to the functions or powers being performed or exercised. 

4.3.2 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 There are no identified disadvantages.  The Council supports the principle of 
delegating decision-making to the lowest competent level.  The Council should be in 
a position of recovering its reasonable costs.   

 

5. Context/Background 

Amendments to RMA delegations 

5.1 On 10 December 2015, the Council resolved to make a new suite of delegations to the Chief 
Executive and other staff, and also resolved to adopt a new Delegations Register. 

5.2 The register is set out as follows:  

 Contents  

 How this delegation register works  

 Delegations policy  

 Part A – Statutory and Other Delegations to the Chief Executive  

 Part B – Statutory and Other Delegations to Staff  

 Part C – Statutory and Other Delegations from the Chief Executive to Staff  

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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 Part D – Council to Community Boards, Committees, Sub-Committees, and Other Subordinate 
Decision-making Bodies  

5.3 Part B of the register provides for delegations directly to staff because the law does not allow for 
sub-delegations of these matters, or it has been determined to delegate these matters directly 
to staff.  For example, delegations under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) or the 
Local Government (Rating) Act 2002. 

5.4 Staff have identified a number of changes that need to be made to the register in Parts B and D 
with respect to the RMA delegations.  These changes include some overall improvements to the 
way in which the delegations are expressed and change some of the authorised delegates.   

5.5 The changes also correspond to the Resource Legislation Amendment Act 2017 which amends 
the RMA, the Reserves Act 1977, the Public Works 1981 and other statutes.  The overarching 
purpose of the Resource Legislation Amendment Act is to create a resource management 
system that achieves the sustainable management of natural and physical resources in an 
efficient and equitable way. 

5.6 To this end, the Amendment Act inserted a new provision in the RMA which provides as follows: 

18A Procedural principles 
Every person exercising powers and performing functions under this Act must take all 
practicable steps to— 
(a) use timely, efficient, consistent, and cost-effective processes that are proportionate to 

the functions or powers being performed or exercised; and 
(b) ensure that policy statements and plans— 

(i) include only those matters relevant to the purpose of this Act; and 
(ii) are worded in a way that is clear and concise; and 

(c) promote collaboration between or among local authorities on their common resource 
management issues. 

 
5.7 Some of the changes to the RMA came into force on 18 April 2017.  Other changes come into 

force on 18 October 2017. 

Changes to RMA fees 

5.8 The RMA amendments include two new application types that are not covered by the existing 
Resource Management fees set via the Annual Plan.  

 Permitted boundary activity (section 87BA): 

 Permitted marginal or temporary non-compliance (section 87BB). 

5.9 The new provisions come into force on 18 October 2017. A special consultative procedure will 
be required to set new fees outside the Annual Plan process. 

5.10 A deposit of $800 is proposed for permitted boundary activity applications.  The processing of 
the application will then be charged at officer time assessed at the hourly rates in the existing 
Resource Management Fees Schedule set under the Annual Plan.   

5.10.1 This application type relates to breaches of District Plan rules on the size or position of a 
building in relation to the property boundary.  These will be a permitted activity (i.e. no 
resource consent required) if written approval is obtained from the owners of the 
adjoining property and there are no other rules breached. Boundary rules covered by 
this provision include recession planes and building setbacks from neighbouring 
boundaries, but exclude boundaries with public land such as roads or reserves. Plans 
and other supporting information must be submitted to the Council, then a written 
notice is issued confirming that the activity is permitted. 
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5.10.2 The proposed fee will cover administration associated with lodging the application, time 
spent by the planner checking the plans and written approvals, and time spent by a 
senior officer confirming that a permitted activity notice can be issued. The proposed 
deposit is the same as a Certificate of Compliance, which is a similar process under the 
RMA. 

5.11 A deposit of $1,000 is proposed for permitted marginal or temporary non-compliances. 
Processing will then be charged at officer time assessed at the hourly rates in the existing 
Resource Management Fees Schedule set under the Annual Plan.   

5.11.1 This new provision enables Councils to treat an activity as permitted (i.e. no resource 
consent required) if there is only a ‘marginal or temporary’ rule breach. After assessing 
the activity against the criteria set out in the RMA the Council can issue a written notice 
determining that the activity is permitted.   

5.11.2 The proposed fee will cover administration associated with lodging the application, time 
spent by the planner assessing the effects of the activity and preparing a report, and 
decision-making by a delegated officer. The time involved is likely to be similar to a 
simple resource consent application as the same tasks need to be undertaken by staff.  

5.12 It is proposed to use deposits in the first instance.  The proposed fees will enable the Council to 
recover the cost of application processing.  Any unused portion of the deposits will then be 
refunded, or alternatively any additional costs will be invoiced. 

5.13 The Processing Fees that are currently set out in the Fees and Charges Schedule in the Annual 
Plan 2017/2018 are as follows: 

Processing Fees 

If the cost of processing exceeds the Deposit (Minimum Application Fee) an invoice will be sent for the 
additional processing fees.  Alternatively, the balance of the deposit will be refunded if it is not required for 
processing. Interim invoices may be issued on a monthly basis where the deposit is exceeded but processing is 
not yet complete. 
The time taken to process an application, will be charged the relevant scheduled hourly rate, plus the actual 
cost of any external specialists/consultants/commissioner and disbursements. Time will be charged at the 
hourly rate applicable at the time the work was carried out. 

Administration $105.00 

Planner Level 1 $155.00 

Planner Level 2 and 3 and specialist input (junior and intermediate level) from another 
Council department 

$185.00 

Senior Planner, Team Leader, Manager, and specialist input (senior level) from another 
council department 

$205.00 

External specialist and consultant Actual Cost 

Where a consultant processes an application, provides specialist input, or is a hearings 
adviser 

Actual Cost 

Where a Commissioner is required to make a decision on an application Actual Cost 

Cost of Councillors/Community Board Members attending hearing Actual Cost 

Cost of Joint Design Approvals Board members attending meeting (Central City applications) Actual Cost 

Reports commissioned by the Council Actual Cost 

Disbursements (including advertising and service of documents) Actual Cost 

Printing Actual Cost 

Certificate of Title documents (if not provided with application) $5.00 per page 
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6. Option 1 - Amend the delegations and introduce new fees (preferred) 

Option Description 

6.1 There are two parts to this option.  First, amend the delegations to staff outlined in this report 
and as shown in Attachment A.  Secondly, commence the special consultative procedure to 
make changes to the fees as discussed at paragraphs 5.8 to 5.13 above. 

Significance 

6.2 The level of significance of this option is low consistent with section 2 of this report. 

6.3 The changes to the delegations relate to internal council processes.  The changes to the Council 
fees reflect new provisions and processes in the RMA. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

6.5 With respect to the delegations part of this option, the community views are not specifically 
affected because the changes to the register relate to internal Council processes.   

6.6 With respect to the charges part of this option, the Council is required to undertake a special 
consultative procedure.  Community views and preferences will be gathered as a part of the 
special consultative procedure. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.7 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

Financial Implications 

6.8 Cost of Implementation – There is minimal staff costs to implement the change in delegations.  
There are the usual costs to undertake a special consultative procedure. 

6.9 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – Introducing the new charges will enable the Council to recover 
the reasonable costs incurred by the Council for the new consenting activities.    

6.10 The proposed fees relate to processing of applications and the like that will benefit individual 
persons, rather than the community as a whole.  The applications and processing will be a result 
of the actions of the applicants. 

6.11 Setting the new fees as deposits will enable the actual costs incurred to be recovered from 
applicants, based on the time taken.  Any used portion of the deposit will be refunded, or 
alternatively any additional costs will be invoiced. 

Legal Implications - delegations 

6.12 Sections 34 and 34A of the RMA set out the powers of the Council to make delegations of 
functions, powers and duties under the Act.   

6.13 Section 34(1) of the RMA provides as  

(1) A local authority may delegate to any committee of the local authority established in 
accordance with the Local Government Act 2002 any of its functions, powers, or duties 
under this Act. 

 
  

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM170872
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6.14 Section 34A provides as follows: 

(1) A local authority may delegate to an employee, or hearings commissioner appointed by 
the local authority (who may or may not be a member of the local authority), any 
functions, powers, or duties under this Act except the following: 
(a) the approval of a proposed policy statement or plan under clause 17 of Schedule 1: 
(b) this power of delegation. 

(2) A local authority may delegate to any other person any functions, powers, or duties 
under this Act except the following: 
(a) the powers in subsection (1)(a) and (b): 
(b) the decision on an application for a resource consent: 
(c) the making of a recommendation on a requirement for a designation. 
 

6.15 The proposed changes to the delegations do not infringe the restrictions in the RMA. 

6.16 The proposed changes relate to statutory provisions that came into force on 19 April 2017 and 
statutory provisions that will come into force on 18 October 2017.  The delegations relating to 
provisions that come into force on 18 October 2017 will only be able to be exercised on and 
from that date.   

Legal Implications - charges 

6.17 Sections 36 and 36AAA set out the power of the Council to fix charges.  Charges set under this 
section must be either specific amounts or determined by reference to scales of charges or 
other formulae fixed by the local authority. 

6.18 Section 36(3) states that charges may be fixed under this section only— 

(a) in the manner set out in section 150 of the Local Government Act 2002; and 
(b) after using the special consultative procedure set out in section 83 of the Local 

Government Act 2002; and 
(c) in accordance with section 36AAA. 
 

6.19 Section 36AAA requires that when fixing charges under section 36, a local authority must have 
regard to the criteria set out in the section.  These criteria are as follows: 

(2) The sole purpose of a charge is to recover the reasonable costs incurred by the local 
authority in respect of the activity to which the charge relates. 

(3) A particular person or particular persons should be required to pay a charge only— 
(a) to the extent that the benefit of the local authority’s actions to which the charge 

relates is obtained by those persons as distinct from the community of the local 
authority as a whole; or 

(b) where the need for the local authority’s actions to which the charge relates results 
from the actions of those persons; or 
… 

(4) The local authority may fix different charges for different costs it incurs in the 
performance of its various functions, powers, and duties under this Act— 
(a) in relation to different areas or different classes of applicant, consent holder, 

requiring authority, or heritage protection authority; or 
(b) where any activity undertaken by the persons liable to pay any charge reduces the 

cost to the local authority of carrying out any of its functions, powers, and duties. 
 

6.20 Paragraphs 6.10 and 6.11 above explain how the proposed charges/fees relate to the section 
36AA criteria. 

  

http://legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM241290#DLM241290
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM172990#DLM172990
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM172328#DLM172328
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM233023#DLM233023
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6.21 On 18 October 2017, the Council will be authorised to charge under a new provision of the 
section 36(1) of the RMA being 

(ae) charges payable by persons proposing to undertake an activity, for the carrying out by 
the local authority of its functions in relation to issuing a notice under section 87BA or 
87BB stating whether the activity is a permitted activity: 

 
6.22 Relying on section 11 of the Interpretation Act 1999 and case law, the Legal Services Unit 

considers that the Council is able to commence the process for setting new charges/fees under 
the RMA using the special consultative procedure but the Council should wait until section 
36(1)(ae) comes into force before resolving the charges following the consultation process. 

Risks and Mitigations     

6.23 Risk - there are no identified risks caused by the change to delegations or the introduction of the 
new charges. 

Implementation 

6.24 Implementation timeframe - the amended delegations will be recorded in the Council’s 
Delegations Register by the Legal Services Unit as soon as possible.  The amended delegations 
will be exercised as and when required. 

6.25 The new charges should be in place as soon as possible after 18 October 2017 when the balance 
of the amendments to the RMA come into force.   

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.26 The advantages of this option include: 

 Staff have the necessary delegations in place to act on any matter before the Council except 
for those matters specifically reserved to Council.     

 The Council is able to charge for its consenting activities in an appropriate manner that 
enables the Council to recover its reasonable costs. 

 Overall the Council is promoting one of the new procedural principles of the RMA which is to 
use timely, efficient, consistent, and cost-effective processes that are proportionate to the 
functions or powers being performed or exercised. 

6.27 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 There are no identified disadvantages.  The Council supports the principle of delegating 
decision-making to the lowest competent level.  The Council should be in a position of 
recovering its reasonable costs.   

7. Option 2 – Do not amend the delegations or introduce new fees 

Option Description 

7.1 Do not amend the delegations as outlined in this report or commence the process to introduce 
new fees. 

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is low  consistent with section 2 of this report 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.3 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 
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Community Views and Preferences 

7.4 With respect to the delegations part of this option, the community views are not specifically 
affected because the changes to the register relate to internal Council processes.   

7.5 With respect to the charges part of this option,  

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.6 This option is not consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

7.6.1 Inconsistency – In its Delegations Policy, the Council supports the principle of delegating 
decision-making to the lowest competent level.   

7.6.2 Reason for inconsistency – Not making appropriate delegations does not support this 
policy. 

7.6.3 Amendment necessary – no. 

Financial Implications 

7.7 Cost of Implementation – there are no implementation costs with this option. 

7.8 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – If the Council does not introduce the new charges, the Council 
will not be able to recover the reasonable costs incurred by the Council for the new consenting 
activities. 

7.9 Funding source – as above.   

Legal Implications 

7.10 If the Council does not amend the delegations as indicated in Attachment A, there is a real risk 
that decisions will not be made within the statutory timeframe.   

Risks and Mitigations      

7.11 As noted above, if the Council does not amend the delegations as indicated in Attachment A, the 
Council (elected members) will need to make all decisions as there will be no staff with 
delegated authority.  This will in practice be unworkable.   

Implementation 

7.12 Implementation dependencies - as above 

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.13 The advantages of this option include: 

 There are no identified advantages of this option  

7.14 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Significant time delays because decisions will need to be made by the whole Council and 
statutory time frames will not be met.  We would need to discount processing fees because 
the Council will not be meeting is statutory timeframes.   

 The Council will not be able to recover its reasonable costs for the new consenting activities.   
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Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  Amendments to Delegations 320 

B ⇩  Statement of Proposal 348 

  

 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Authors Vivienne Wilson - Senior Solicitor 

Catherine Elvidge - Principal Advisor Resource Consents  

John Higgins - Head of Resource Consents 

Richard Osborne - Head of Planning and Strategic Transport 

Approved By Rob Goldsbury - Head of Legal Services 

Leonie Rae - General Manager Consenting and Compliance 

Brendan Anstiss - General Manager Strategy and Transformation 
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25. Annual Plan Contribution to Christchurch Yacht Club 
Reference: 17/874435 

Contact: Kirsty Mahoney kirsty.mahoney@ccc.govt.nz 03 941 5330 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is to report to Council on the options to assist the Christchurch Yacht 
Club in completing construction of the replacement base for its boat shed, and recommending 
that the provisional funding of $239,000 in the 2017/18 Annual Plan, is subject to a legal 
agreement between the Christchurch City Council and the Christchurch Yacht Club to ensure 
enduring public access to the Coastal Pathway, and adjoining deck area and ramps. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is being provided to fulfil the Council resolution CAPL/2017/00022 – Coastal 
Pathway, which was carried at the Council meeting held on 20 June 2017, in relation to the 
Council Annual Plan 2017/18. 

2. Significance 
2.1 The decision in this report is of low significance in relation to the Christchurch City Council’s 

Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by comparing factors relating to this decision 
against the criteria set out in the Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations  
That the Council: 

1. Support the funding of $239,713 for the Christchurch Yacht Club construction of its 
replacement base, subject to the following conditions: 

a. There is enduring public access in perpetuity to the Coastal Pathway, and adjoining deck 
area and ramps providing access to the beach area below. 

b. The design and specifications of the replacement base are consistent with the developed 
design for the Coastal Pathway. 

2. Authorise staff to negotiate with the Christchurch Yacht Club and develop terms and conditions 
of a funding agreement. 

 
 

4. Key Points 
4.1 This report supports the Council’s Long Term Plan (2015-2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Recreation and sport facilities 

 Level of Service: Support community based organisations and networks to develop, 
promote and deliver recreation and sport in Christchurch.  

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered: 

 Option 1 – The preferred option is to support the funding of the Christchurch Yacht 
Club construction of its replacement base, subject to the conditions of enduring 
public access in perpetuity to the Coastal Pathway, adjoining deck area and ramps, 
and consistent design and specifications with the developed design for the Coastal 
Pathway. 



Council 
07 September 2017  

 

Item No.: 25 Page 352 

 It
e

m
 2

5
 

 Option 2 – Support the funding of the Christchurch Yacht Club with no conditions. 

4.3 Option Summary – Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

4.3.1 The advantages of this option include: 

 Ensuring public access for current and future generations to the coastal environment 
in this area 

 Ensuring consistent design of the replacement base with the Coastal Pathway 
developed design. 

4.3.2 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Funding for the yacht club is dependent on compliance with these conditions 

 

 

5. Context/Background 
5.1 The Linwood-Central-Heathcote Community Board and Christchurch Yacht Club submitted on 

the 2017-18 Annual Plan requesting support to enable joint public / club use of recreational 
decks and launching ramps as part of the Coastal Pathway in Moncks Bay. 

5.2 Christchurch Yacht Club requested a further $239,713, over and above the Coastal Pathway 
project contribution. Their memo outlying their rationale and funding breakdown is attached at 
Appendix A. 

5.3 The Council adopted the Mayor’s recommendation under resolution CAPL/2017/00022: 

That the Council: 
a. Bring forward the Moncks Bay section of the Coastal Pathway works, alongside the proposed 

Boat Shed, to be delivered within the existing capital budget, from the 2018/19 year to the 
2017/18 year to ensure the project is aligned with the redevelopment of the Christchurch 
Yacht Club’s base.  

b. Request staff report to the Council by the end of August 2017 on options to assist the 
Christchurch Yacht Club in completing construction of its replacement base, in recognition of 
the public amenity and use offered by the development which is adjacent to the Coastal 
Pathway, noting a provisional allocation has been included in the Annual Plan 2017/18 but 
this cannot be accessed until the Council received and made a decision on the options report.  

 
5.4 Any public funding from the Coastal Pathway project budget and/or 2017/18 Annual Plan should 

be subject to an agreement between the Christchurch City Council and the Christchurch Yacht 
Club for enduring public access in perpetuity to the Coastal Pathway, and to the adjoining deck 
and ramps to allow access to the beach area below.  The design and specification of the boat 
ramp, deck, handrails etc are to match the approved Coastal Pathway developed design.   

Christchurch Yacht Club 

5.5 The Christchurch Yacht Club (CYC) has an existing building consent for the rebuild of the boat 
shed located in Moncks Bay (Building Consent No. 2015/7144). 

5.6 The existing building consent includes provision for the 4m wide coastal pathway at the rear of 
the replacement boat shed, as well as public access from the coastal pathway to the deck area 
and ramps of the replacement boat shed. 

5.7 The Coastal Pathway project team has met with the Christchurch Yacht Club, at its request, to 
discuss potential amendments to the existing building consent on 27 Jun 2017, and 11 Jul 2017 
in relation to the balustrade design, and its return and end posts, along with the way in which 
the balustrade is attached to the deck.   
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5.8 The existing design of the balustrade around the edge of the deck area is consistent with the 
approved developed design for the Coastal Pathway project. 

5.9 The coastal pathway project team has provided advice to Christchurch Yacht Club in relation to 
the balustrade design, structural elements, and the building consent process.  It is noted that 
any amendment to the existing building consent by the Christchurch Yacht Club may need to go 
through a determination process. 

5.10 The additional funding request from the Christchurch Yacht Club of $239,713 outlined in the 
2017/18 Annual Plan is separate from the agreed contribution from the Coastal Pathway 
Project. 

Coastal Pathway Project 

5.11 The Coastal Pathway project is a 6.5km long shared pathway that extends from Ferrymead 
Bridge to Scarborough Beach, generally following the coastline.  Approximately 3.5km of the 
coastal pathway has been constructed to date, between Ferrymead Bridge and Tram Stop, 
Redcliffs. 

5.12 The section of the coastal pathway between Rapanui / Shag Rock and Sumner Beach is currently 
in detailed design, and construction is planned to commence in early 2018. 

5.13 The section of the coastal pathway between Tram Stop, Redcliffs, around Moncks Bay to 
Rapanui / Shag Rock is planned to commence detailed design in late 2017. 

5.14 The Coastal Pathway project budget has $327,595 allocated towards the construction of the 
Christchurch Yacht Club replacement base within the 2017/18 budget, to assist with 
construction that is consistent in its design with the coastal pathway developed design.   The 
nominated sum of $327,595 has been assessed and verified by the Council’s Quantity Surveyor 
in April 2015 as a fair and reasonable contribution for the shared path that Christchurch Yacht 
Club will be constructing on behalf of the Coastal Pathway project.  This calculation is based on 
168m2 of the boardwalk in front of the deck that forms part of the Coastal Pathway shared path 
from Tram Stop to Shag Rock. 

5.15 The current cost forecast for the coastal pathway project indicates that the project will have an 
approximately $10.5 million shortfall for the construction of the Moncks Bay section. 

6. Option 1 – Funding with Conditions – Preferred Option 

Option Description 

6.1 The preferred option is to support the funding request of the Christchurch Yacht Club for its 
construction of the replacement base, subject to the conditions of enduring public access in 
perpetuity to the Coastal Pathway, and to the adjoining deck and ramps to allow access to the 
beach area below, and consistent design and specifications with the developed design for the 
Coastal Pathway. 

Significance 

6.2 The level of significance of this option is low consistent with Section 2 of this report. 

6.3 Engagement requirements for this option lie with the Christchurch Yacht Club, who have 
approved building and resource consents for the replacement base construction. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.4 The construction of the replacement base does affect mana whenua, and it is the responsibility 
of the Christchurch Yacht Club to engage with the mana whenua. It is noted that the funding of 
this grant does not impact on the mana whenua. 

Community Views and Preferences 
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6.5 Engagement with the community has taken place through the Annual Plan process. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.6 This funding is consistent with the Council’s Plans and Policies and is recommended through the 
Annual Plan 2017-18. 

Financial Implications 

6.7 This funding has been allocated provisionally in the Annual Plan 2017/18 within the grants 
annual plan budget under Recreation and Sports Facilities activity. 

Legal Implications 

6.8 This funding is recommended to be allocated subject to conditions, which are the developed 
through a funding agreement between the Christchurch City Council and the Christchurch Yacht 
Club. 

Risks and Mitigations 

6.9 There are no known significant risks. 

Implementation 

6.10 The funding is recommended to be given to the Christchurch Yacht Club once construction of 
the replacement base is underway. 

Option Summary – Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.11 The advantages of this option include: 

 Ensuring public access for current and future generations to the coastal environment in this 
area. 

 Ensuring consistent design of the replacement base with the Coastal Pathway developed 
design. 

6.12 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Funding for the yacht club is dependent on compliance with these conditions. 

 

7. Option 2 – Funding with No Conditions 

Option Description 

7.1 The alternative option is to support the funding request of the Christchurch Yacht Club for its 
construction of the replacement base, with no conditions attached. 

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is low consistent with Section 2 of this report. 

7.3 Engagement requirements for this option lie with the Christchurch Yacht Club, who have 
approved building and resource consents for the replacement base construction. 

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.4 The construction of the replacement base does affect mana whenua, and it is the responsibility 
of the Christchurch Yacht Club to engage with the mana whenua. However, the funding of this 
grant does not impact on the mana whenua. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.5 Engagement with the community has taken place through the Annual Plan process. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 
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7.6 This funding is consistent with the Council’s Plans and Policies and is recommended through the 
Annual Plan 2017-18. 

Financial Implications 

7.7 This funding has been allocated provisionally in the Annual Plan 2017/18. 

Legal Implications 

7.8 It is recommended that a funding agreement be drawn up between the Christchurch City 
Council and the Christchurch Yacht Club. 

Risks and Mitigations 

7.9 There is a risk in the future that public access is prohibited by the Christchurch Yacht Club, and 
the design of the replacement base is inconsistent with the approved developed design for the 
Coastal Pathway project, if conditions are not attached to the funding provided by the 
Christchurch City Council through the Annual Plan. 

Implementation 

7.10 The funding is recommended to be given to the Christchurch Yacht Club once construction of 
the replacement base is underway. 

Option Summary – Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.11 The advantages of this option include: 

 Funding is provided to Christchurch Yacht Club without conditions attached. 

7.12 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Protection of enduring public access in perpetuity to the coastal environment is not 
ensured. 

 There is potential for the design and specifications to be inconsistent with the approved 
developed design for the Coastal Pathway. 

 

Attachments 

No. Title Page 

A ⇩  CYC Memo, dated 29/09/2016 357 

  
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 
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Signatories 

Authors Kirsty Mahoney - Project Manager 

Lynette Ellis - Manager Planning and Delivery Transport 

Approved By Lynette Ellis - Manager Planning and Delivery Transport 

Peter Langbein - Finance Business Partner 

David Adamson - General Manager City Services 
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Report from Development Forum  – 17 August 2017 
 

26. Off-street free parking  
Reference: 17/898573 

Contact: Aaron Haymes Aaron.haymes@ccc.govt.nz 941 8999 

  
 
 
 

1. Development Forum Consideration 

 
During the Forum’s discussion of this item, the following points were raised: 

 There were diverging points of view of the impact the free parking initiative might have. The 
majority supported the initiative suggesting it would attract new customers to the central 
city and raise the profile of new parking facilities. But others were concerned it would only 
draw customers away from private parking facilities without increasing the overall customer 
base. 

 It was acknowledged that the Central City faces a challenge in attracting customers and 
raising the profile of existing parking facilities. 

 The Forum agreed that a long term Central City parking strategy is needed to keep the 
Central City competitive and recommended that the Council work with Development 
Christchurch Limited on this. The Forum expressed enthusiasm for the concept of a 
‘Christchurch Card’ which could operate through either a card or a smartphone app, and 
could allow customers to accumulate credit when they shop in the Central City which they 
could use to ‘validate’ their parking or pay for other transport services.    

 

2. Development Forum Recommendation to Council 

 That the Council: 

1. Agrees: 

a. to provide one hour free parking in Council off-street sites for four months from 
the opening of the Lichfield Street car parking building. 

b. to fully review the initiative while it is operating.  

c. to consult on whether the initiative should be extended during the 2018 Long Term 
Plan process. 

2. Undertakes a joint Central City marketing campaign between private sector central city 
business interests and the Council. 

3. Converts all Council managed paid off-street parking to short stay. 

4. Instruct Development Christchurch Limited and Council staff to develop a wider central 
city parking strategy, including: 

a. An investigation into extending this scheme to privately owned car parking 
buildings; 

b. options around validation and/or a targeted rate; 

and to report back to the Development Forum within three months. 
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Attachments 

No. Report Title Page 

1 Off-street free parking  361 
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Off-street free parking  
Reference: 17/849161 

Contact: Aaron Haymes Aaron.haymes@ccc.govt.nz 9418075 
  

 

1. Purpose and Origin of Report 

Purpose of Report 

1.1 The purpose of this report is for the Development Forum to consider options and effects of 
providing up to two hours’ free off-street parking in the central city. 

Origin of Report 

1.2 This report is being provided to fulfil 2017 Annual Plan Resolution 14892 

2. Significance  

2.1 The decisions in this report are of medium significance in relation to the Christchurch City 
Council’s Significance and Engagement Policy. 

2.1.1 The level of significance was determined by engagement and significance assessment 
criteria.   

2.1.2 The community engagement and consultation outlined in this report reflect the 
assessment. 

 

3. Staff Recommendations   
That the Development Forum recommends that the Council: 

1. Discuss benefits and effects of accepting option one with agreement to recommend the same 
to Council subject to verification of available budget.  

2. Consider a joint central city marketing campaign between private sector central city business 
interests and the Council.   

3. Discuss and agree to recommend that the Council should progress the option to convert all 
Council managed paid off-street parking to short stay.   

 

 

4. Key Points 
4.1 This report supports the Council's Long Term Plan (2015 - 2025): 

4.1.1 Activity: Parking 

 Level of Service: 10.3.3 Improve customer perception of the ease of use of Council 
parking facilities  

4.2 The following feasible options have been considered:  

 Option 1 – Limited free parking and marketing campaign (preferred option) 

 Option 2 – Free weekend parking at all Council managed sites  

 Option 3 - Two hours free parking at all Council managed sites 

4.3 Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages (Preferred Option) 

 

file:///C:/Users/fosterme/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/Temporary%20Internet%20Files/Content.Outlook/Strategic%20Plan%20-%20Groups%20of%20Activities.xls
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4.4 The advantages of this option include: 

 Relatively low impact to private sector parking operators. 

 A central city marketing campaign in conjunction with one hour’s free parking will likely 
increase visits to all parking facilities, both private sector and public.  

 Likely to be popular with the general public.  

 Simple to implement.  

 Allows for a future decision to either extend or cease, depending on effectiveness and 
impacts.  

4.5 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 When the Lichfield facility opens an occupancy baseline will not exist to help understand the 
effects of this option. A risk exists that if other effects influence occupancy they cannot be 
identified separately.  

 Costs of around $600k could be considered high in terms of value for money against 
alternative ways to encourage visits to the central city, for example marketing alone.  

 

5. Context/Background 

Central city parking facility ownership profile  

5.1 Prior to the Canterbury earthquakes Christchurch City Council managed nearly all large scale 
central city parking facilities. The Council lost most of its facilities as a result of the earthquakes 
and as the rebuild has progressed this profile has changed with the private sector now 
responsible for the majority of major facilities in the city. The Council currently manages 386 off-
street spaces for use by the public and with the addition of 805 spaces at Lichfield Street this will 
increase to 1,191 spaces in October this year.  

5.2 The private sector currently manages 2,010 parking spaces between four major parking facilities 
and an additional 5,194 casual off-street spaces, mostly on ground level sites. This equals a total 
of 7,204 spaces under private sector management.  

5.3 At an average establishment cost of around 30k per car parking space this represents an 
estimated investment of around 60m for the four major buildings.   

 

Private sector managed major parking facilities  

Site  No. of spaces  

West End 680 

The Crossing  400 

Hereford 580  

Innovation  350 

Total  2010 

 

5.4 Privately managed sites include a number of spaces that are reserved.   

5.5 Council managed facilities are listed in the table under current occupancy below. 
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Current occupancy  

5.6 The table below includes information on occupancy for Council managed sites, including analysis 
of the three month period May to July in 2016 and 2017.  

 

Council managed off-street parking    July 2017 

 3 month analysis, occupancy by month May - July 2016/ 2017  Occupancy 3 
month average 

Site Rate/
hr 

No of 
Spaces 

All day 
rate 

May 
2016 

May 
2017 

June 
2016 

June 
2017 

July 
2016 

July 
2017 

2016 2017 

New Regent St $1.00  70 No  18% 38% 29% 60% 23% 31% 23% 43% 

105 Worcester  $2.00  44 Yes $5.00 77% 88% 77% 94% 74% 96% 76% 93% 

Rolleston Ave  $3.10 58 No 50% 51% 51% 83% 47% 52% 49% 62% 

Aldersgate  $2.00  80 Yes $8.00 74% 84% 78% 91% 60% 94% 71% 90% 

Art Gallery  $2.00  105 No  _ 30% _ 51% _ 30% _ 37% 

 

5.7 Key indicators from the three month analysis of Council managed parking:  

 Of significance, growth in occupancy has occurred at a time when large numbers of new 
private parking spaces in major facilities have become available, noting that during the 
2016 three month period The Crossing, West End and Hereford car parks were not open.  

 Sites that include provision for all day commuter parking all have high occupancy and 
therefore these spaces are likely preventing access by short-stay users.  

 Short stay dedicated sites indicate a steadily growing occupancy but still include ample 
capacity at current demand levels. 

 

Community Views and Preferences 

5.8 Parking asset owners and operators are specifically affected by any decision to offer free parking 
due to their financial commitment to parking assets in the central city.  Full consultation has not 
been undertaken for this report. Staff have discussed the idea of a portion of time provided as 
free off-street parking verbally with several stakeholders and views given are as follows. 

5.9 Parking asset owners felt that a decision to offer free parking at Council facilities would seriously 
undermine the confidence of private sector investors contemplating provision of city parking 
facilities. There was a view that any offering needed to achieve a level playing field.  

5.10 A view was that the city needed stability and that continuing to change the rules becomes 
confusing for citizens so a preference was to set a fixed regime and not chop and change. 

5.11 Members of the retail business community were generally supportive of the idea of providing 
free parking.    

5.12 Views of individuals visiting the central city seem to vary with most people appreciating that it 
was common to pay for parking in a city centre and that private asset owners need to achieve a 
return on investment.   

5.13 Most people that were asked about parking and their views on a portion of time for free were 
more concerned with the rate per hour for parking than the fact that it was a requirement to 
pay.  
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A comment was made that providing any free parking can contribute to the difficulty gaining 
general acceptance by the public that parking spaces cost money to provide and are something 
that users need to pay for.  

Considerations in determining options  

5.14 An option of subsidising all off-street private parking was not progressed after considering the 
complexity of determining which sites and operators would qualify for Council subsidies. Major 
parking buildings within the central city were obvious candidates but then drawing a line at 
those would mean that a large number of smaller sites would be at a disadvantage. The smaller 
sites make up 5,194 of the total off street parking stock of 7,204 spaces. Managing the 
distribution of funds to sites would result in complications determining the level of short stay, 
long stay and reserved parking which changes daily.  

5.15 The preferred option is as a result of conversations that revealed that many people in the city 
were still finding out about new central city facilities and were not aware of their options. It 
seems that a large number of people don’t know about some of the major parking facilities in 
the city. People are still getting used to the new city and that is taking some time. It’s evident 
that people are returning to the central city by the level of increased activity in the streets and 
by considering the statistics on parking occupancy. A decision to offer parking incentives should 
accelerate that process. Some opinions about the difficulty finding parking are distorted by the 
fact that people don’t know where they can find parking. It is possible that many people are 
avoiding the city because it is unfamiliar to them.   

5.16 The number of options that are possible are almost limitless so it intended that the 
development forum will discuss the various considerations aspects suggested and could decide 
to mix and match or add detail to the options provided, such as time frames for free parking or 
an option of only marketing and reviewing the effects before deciding to offer free time.  

5.17 An option of free Saturday and Sunday parking was put forward although the brief was to 
consider up to two hours free parking as it is popular in other districts, encourages activity on 
the weekends and provides a lower cost option than the other two options.  

5.18 The effects on business of large numbers of people expected to return to the central city this 
year are also somewhat unknown. The Justice Precinct, Hoyts Cinema, The Crossing and The 
Terrace developments are likely to generate high levels of activity that will start to change views 
about the central city and contribute greater levels of revenue for central city businesses.   

5.19 An option to do nothing was not included in the report however there is no compulsion to 
accept any of the options proposed in this report.  
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6. Option 1 – Limited free parking and marketing campaign (preferred) 

Option Description 

6.1 This option includes one hour of free parking at Council operated sites for a limited period of 
time. The intention is to encourage people into the central city to gain familiarity and form new 
habits and includes a marketing plan that would seek to promote the central city as a place to 
visit.    

6.2 One hour of free parking would be provided at the Lichfield car park building, the Art Gallery and 
the New Regent Street site from the opening of the Lichfield car park building on the 28th 
October for a period of three months.   

6.3 The permanent pricing regime for the Lichfield facility will encourage short-stay users to stay 
and not feel they need to rush back to their cars to leave. This will be achieved by charging a 
lower rate up until four hours and then a higher rate for subsequent hours. The reason the rate 
needs to increase is to ensure that commuters don’t use the short stay parking for all day stays. 

6.4 It is also suggested that the Council convert all day parking to short-stay at the Worcester and 
Aldersgate sites which would provide an additional 124 short stay spaces. If this decision is made 
then these sites should also be included as one hour free.  

6.5 A comprehensive marketing plan would ensure that citizens of Christchurch understand where 
all private sector and Council facilities are and how to get to them.  

6.6 The Council has an expert marketing team with significant experience and capability. The private 
sector could choose to partner with the Council by making a financial contribution to a high 
quality marketing campaign that would include television advertising to promote the central 
city.   

Significance 

6.7 The level of significance of this option is consistent with section 2 of this report. 

6.8 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to inform.  

Impact on Mana Whenua 

6.9 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

6.10 Parking asset owners and operators are specifically affected by this option due to their financial 
commitment to parking assets in the central city.   

6.11 Parking asset owners felt that a decision to offer free parking at Council facilities would seriously 
undermine the confidence of private sector investors contemplating provision of city parking 
facilities. There was a view that any offering needed to achieve a level playing field.  

6.12 This option strikes a balance where impacts on private operators are mitigated by providing a 
marketing campaign that will bring additional patronage to those sites. A time limit on of three 
months also avoids any longer term effects on private operators.  

6.13 A limited time option allows the Council and development community to monitor the effects 
and consider extending if it is appropriate to do so.   

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

6.14 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 
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Financial Implications 

6.15 Cost of Implementation – Some cost is involved in reconfiguration of electronic control 
equipment. This is estimated at around 2k in external fees to change for a three month period. 

6.16 The reduction in revenue is estimated in the table below. The estimates include an allowance for 
the occupancy expected during the three month period from the end of October 2017. This 
includes growth and higher occupancy in the summer season.   

6.17 It is anticipated that the Lichfield facility will open with some short and some long-stay parking 
so the occupancy percentage reflects estimated short-stay occupancy during the three month 
period.  

6.18 The cost estimates assume that each space will turn over 4 times per day.  

 

Site Estimated 
occupancy  

Monthly cost  Cost over three 
months  

New Regent St 65% $5,460  $16,380  

105 Worcester  95% $10,032 $30,096 

Rolleston Ave  90% $19,418 $58,254 

Aldersgate  90% $17,280 $51,840 

Art Gallery  50% $7,968    $23,904 

Lichfield  60% $135,000 $405,000 

Totals  - $195,158 $585,474 

  

6.19 A comprehensive marketing plan (excluding television advertising) is estimated to cost around 
100k.   

6.20 Funding source – Parking revenue for this period has already been allocated to Annual Plan 
costs. It is likely that revenue for Lichfield Street will cover some costs however that will affect 
any ability to assign revenue to a return on capital investment. Budget details to be further 
determined with Councils finance staff if a decision is made to progress this option.  

Legal Implications 

6.21 No legal implications identified.  

Risks and Mitigations     

6.22 A full risk assessment has not been carried out for this option.  

Implementation 

6.23 Implementation dependencies - Confirmation of budget. Planning and implementing across 
Council teams.  

6.24 Implementation timeframe – In time for opening of the Lichfield car park facility on the 28th of 
October.  

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

6.25 The advantages of this option include: 

 Low impact to private sector parking operators 

 A central city marketing campaign in conjunction with one hours free parking will likely 
increase visits to all parking facilities, both private sector and public. 
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 Likely to be popular with the general public.  

 Relatively simple to implement.  

 Allows for a future decision to either extend or cease, depending on effectiveness and 
impacts.  

6.26 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 When Lichfield opens we won’t have an occupancy baseline to understand the effects of this 
option. A risk exists that if other effects influence occupancy they cannot be separated.  

 Costs of around 600k could be considered high in terms of value for money against 
alternative ways to encourage visits to the central city, for example marketing alone.  

7. Option 2 – Free weekend parking at all Council managed sites  

Option Description 

7.1 This option includes all day free parking in Council managed sites on Saturdays and Sundays. 
Time limits would still apply. The option could include a longer term arrangement or trialled for 
a limited period.  

Significance 

7.2 The level of significance of this option is consistent with section 2 of this report. 

7.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to inform.  

Impact on Mana Whenua 

7.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

7.5 Parking asset owners and operators are specifically affected by this option due to their financial 
commitment to parking assets in the central city.   

7.6 The impacts of free parking are likely to be more significant on private sector facilities than 
option one but less significant than option two.  

7.7 Based on comments from private sector parking operators an option that provides all day free 
parking on weekends is likely to meet some objection. 

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

7.8 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies 

Financial Implications 

7.9 Cost of Implementation - Costs to implement are similar to option one.  

7.10 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – Costs to the Council for all day free weekend parking are less 
than a seven day one hour option and are represented in the table below.  
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Site Estimated 
occupancy  

Daily cost  Monthly Cost   

New Regent St 65% $364  $2,912  

105 Worcester  95% $668 $5,344 

Rolleston Ave  90% $1,295 $10,360 

Aldersgate  90% $1,152 $9,216 

Art Gallery  50% $840 $6,720 

Lichfield  60% $9,000 $72,000 

Totals  - $13,319 $106,552 

 

7.11 Funding source – No current budget allowance. It is likely that revenue for Lichfield Street will 
cover some costs however that will affect t some extent any ability to assign revenue to a return 
on capital investment. Details to be further determined with Councils finance staff if a decision is 
made to progress this option.  

Legal Implications 

7.12 No legal implications identified.  

Risks and Mitigations     

7.13 A full risk assessment has not been carried out for this option  

Implementation 

7.14 Implementation dependencies - Confirmation of budget. Planning and implementing across 
Council teams.  

7.15 Implementation timeframe – In time for opening of the Lichfield car park facility on the 28th of 
October.  

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

7.16 The advantages of this option include: 

 Lowest cost option.  

 Perception of high value to the public. 

 Encourages weekend activity. 

7.17 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Only effective at encouraging people into the city on the weekend however this may be 
sufficient to help familiarise people with the central city and change habits. 

 Discourages turnover. Difficult to manage occupancy and enforce turnover. 

 Not as many businesses open on Sundays to take advantage of this option. 

8. Option 3 – Two hours free parking at all Council managed sites  

Option Description 

8.1 This option is to provide the first two hours free at all Council off-street managed sites. The 
option could include a longer term arrangement or trialled for a limited period.  
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Significance 

8.2 The level of significance of this option is consistent with section 2 of this report. 

8.3 Engagement requirements for this level of significance are to inform.  

Impact on Mana Whenua 

8.4 This option does not involve a significant decision in relation to ancestral land or a body of water 
or other elements of intrinsic value, therefore this decision does not specifically impact Ngāi 
Tahu, their culture and traditions. 

Community Views and Preferences 

8.5 Parking asset owners and operators are specifically affected by this option due to their financial 
commitment to parking assets in the central city.   

8.6 The impacts of two hours free parking are likely to be significant on private sector facilities.  

Alignment with Council Plans and Policies 

8.7 This option is consistent with Council’s Plans and Policies. 

Financial Implications 

8.8 Cost of Implementation – Costs to implement are similar to option one.  

8.9 Maintenance / Ongoing Costs – Cost impacts to the Council are significantly greater than a one 
hour option due to the fact that many short stay visits are not more than two hours. The result is 
that very low levels of revenue would be produced by short stay parks and parking operational 
costs would not be met and require additional rates funding. For example the average Art 
Gallery transaction is $5.69. Two hours free would take $4.00 from this average transaction rate.   

8.10 Cost estimates for this option calculated by doubling costs per month in the table included in 
option results in monthly costs of around 400k.  

8.11 Funding source – No current budget. Parking revenue is assigned to Annual Plan costs. Further 
work would be undertaken with Council Finance staff to verify funding source if this option is 
chosen.   

Legal Implications 

8.12 Currently no legal implications have been identified.  

Risks and Mitigations     

8.12.1  A full risk assessment has not been undertaken for this option.  

Implementation 

8.13 Implementation dependencies - Confirmation of budget. Planning and implementing across 
Council teams.  

8.14 Implementation timeframe – In time for opening of the Lichfield car park facility on the 28th of 
October.  

Option Summary - Advantages and Disadvantages 

8.15 The advantages of this option include: 

 High popularity with the general public and popular in other districts.  

  Likely to produce good results but may be no more effective than marketing.  

8.16 The disadvantages of this option include: 

 Costs significantly higher than a one hour option due to the fact that many short stay visits 
are not more than two hours. Very low levels of revenue would be produced by short stay 
parks and parking operational costs would not be met and require additional rates funding.  
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 High impact on private sector operators. 

 Greater effect on the uptake of transport choices.  

 Greater effect on citizens acceptance of paid parking.  

 

 

Attachments 

There are no attachments to this report. 
 

Confirmation of Statutory Compliance 

Compliance with Statutory Decision-making Requirements (ss 76 - 81 Local Government Act 2002). 
(a) This report contains: 

(i) sufficient information about all reasonably practicable options identified and assessed in terms of 
their advantages and disadvantages; and  

(ii) adequate consideration of the views and preferences of affected and interested persons bearing 
in mind any proposed or previous community engagement. 

(b) The information reflects the level of significance of the matters covered by the report, as determined 
in accordance with the Council's significance and engagement policy. 

 

Signatories 

Author Aaron Haymes - Manager Operations (Transport) 

Approved By Chris Gregory - Head of Transport 

David Adamson - General Manager City Services 
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27. Resolution to Exclude the Public 
Section 48, Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987. 
 
I move that the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely 
items listed overleaf. 
 
Reason for passing this resolution: good reason to withhold exists under section 7. 
Specific grounds under section 48(1) for the passing of this resolution: Section 48(1)(a) 
 
Note 
 
Section 48(4) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 provides as follows: 
 
“(4) Every resolution to exclude the public shall be put at a time when the meeting is open to the public, 

and the text of that resolution (or copies thereof): 
 
 (a) Shall be available to any member of the public who is present; and 
 (b) Shall form part of the minutes of the local authority.” 
 
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 are as follows: 
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ITEM 
NO. 

GENERAL SUBJECT OF EACH MATTER 
TO BE CONSIDERED 

SECTION 
SUBCLAUSE AND REASON 

UNDER THE ACT 
PLAIN ENGLISH REASON 

WHEN REPORTS CAN BE 
RELEASED 

28 POTENTIAL PROPERTY PURCHASE S7(2)(B)(II) PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 
POSITION 

COUNCIL MAY DECIDE TO ENTER 
INTO NEGOIATIONS TO PURCHASE A 
PROPERTY.  IF IT DID SO RELEASE OF 
THIS INFORMATION WOULD IMPACT 
ON COUNCIL'S ABILITY TO ACHIEVE A 
FAIR VALUE FOR THE PROPERTY 

ON COMPLETION OF 
THE PURCHASE 

29 ROBERT MCDOUGALL GALLERY - 
FUTURE USE 

S7(2)(B)(II), 
S7(2)(H), 
S7(2)(I) 

PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 
POSITION, COMMERCIAL 
ACTIVITIES, CONDUCT 
NEGOTIATIONS 

THE ESTIMATED COSTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE STRENGTHENING AND 
REPAIR WORKS, AS WELL AS THE 
FUNDING REQUIREMENTS FROM THE 
MUSEUM ARE COMMECIALLY 
SENSITIVE AT THIS STAGE. UNTIL 
SUCH TIME AS CONTRACTS ARE 
ENTERED INTO, RELEASING THE 
INFORMATION IS LIKELY TO 
UNDERMINE COUNCIL AND THE 
MUSEUM'S NEGOTIATION 
POSITIONS.  

ONCE CONTRACTS ARE 
ENTERED INTO BY 
COUNCIL AND ONCE 
THE MUSEUM HAS 
CONFIRMED THAT THE 
INFORMATION IS NO 
LONGER CONFIDENTIAL. 

30 DEVELOPMENT CHRISTCHURCH LTD - 
PROGRESS REPORT FOR JUNE/JULY 
2017 

S7(2)(B)(II) PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 
POSITION 

TO ALLOW DCL TO PROTECT ITS 
COMMERCIAL POSITION IN 
NEGOTIATIONS FOR CONTRACTS ON 
PARTICULAR PROJECTS. 

WHEN CONTRACTS ARE 
COMPLETED 

31 OVERDUE DEBTORS OVER $20,000 AT 
30 JUNE 2017 

S7(2)(A) PROTECTION OF PRIVACY 
OF NATURAL PERSONS 

OVERDUE DEBTORS SHOULD REMAIN 
CONFIDENTIAL TO ASSIST IN THE 
COLLECTION OF THESE DEBTS. 

WHEN LEGAL 
PROCEEDINGS ARE 
COMMENCED 
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32 THE CROSSING CAR PARK - REVIEW BY 
THE OFFICE OF THE AUDITOR-GENERAL 

S7(2)(C)(I), 
S7(2)(H) 

PROTECTION OF SOURCE 
OF INFORMATION, 
COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

TO ALLOW THE OFFICE OF THE 
AUDITOR-GENERAL TO HAVE 
ADVANCED NOTICE THAT THE LETTER 
ATTACHED TO THE REPORT WILL BE 
RELEASED TO THE PUBLIC. 

10 DAYS FROM THE 
DATE THE LETTER IS 
SENT TO THE OFFICE OF 
THE AUDITOR-GENERAL 

33 INTERNAL AUDIT STATUS REPORT S7(2)(E), 
S7(2)(F)(II), 
S7(2)(J) 

PREVENTION OF 
MATERIAL LOSS, 
PROTECTION FROM 
IMPROPER PRESSURE OR 
HARASSMENT, 
PREVENTION OF 
IMPROPER ADVANTAGE 

PREVENT THE USE OF INTERNAL 
AUDIT FINDINGS BEING UTILISED FOR 
IMPROPER ADVANTAGE. 

CONSIDERATION OF 
RELEASE WHEN 
REPORTED FINDINGS 
HAVE BEEN CLOSED. 

34 RISK MANAGEMENT STATUS REPORT S7(2)(C)(II), 
S7(2)(F)(II) 

PREVENT DAMAGE TO 
THE PUBLIC INTEREST, 
PROTECTION FROM 
IMPROPER PRESSURE OR 
HARASSMENT 

PREVENT THE IMPROPER USE AND 
MISINTERPRETATION OF 
INFORMATION. 

CONSIDERATION OF 
RELEASE PENDING 
STATUS OF RISKS AND 
MANAGEMENT 
ACTIVITY. 

35 AUDIT NEW ZEALAND - INTERIM 
MANAGEMENT REPORT FOR THE YEAR 
ENDED 30 JUNE 2017 

S7(2)(H), 
S7(2)(J) 

COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES, 
PREVENTION OF 
IMPROPER ADVANTAGE 

THIS REPORT DISCUSSES AREAS OF 
THE THE COUNCIL'S INTERNAL 
CONTROL FRAMEWORK AND WORK 
THAT IS STILL TO OCCUR. 
 
PUBLIC KNOWLEDGE OF SOME ITEMS 
IN THIS REPORT COULD ALLOW 
CONTROL DEFICIENCIES TO BE 
EXPLOITED FOR IMPROPER 
ADVANTAGE. 

THE FINAL 
MANAGEMENT REPORT 
IS TYPICALLY TABLED IN 
A PUBLIC MEETING 
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36 PUBLIC EXCLUDED AUDIT AND RISK 
MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MINUTES - 
23 AUGUST 2017 

  REFER TO THE PREVIOUS PUBLIC 
EXCLUDED REASON IN THE AGENDAS 
FOR THESE MEETINGS. 

 

37 DEVELOPMENT CHRISTCHURCH LTD - 
FURTHER UPDATE 

S7(2)(B)(II), 
S7(2)(F)(II), 
S7(2)(H) 

PREJUDICE COMMERCIAL 
POSITION, PROTECTION 
FROM IMPROPER 
PRESSURE OR 
HARASSMENT, 
COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

NEGOTIATIONS FOR A COMMERCIAL 
FINANCING INSTRUMENT ARE LIKELY 
TO FOLLOW DECISIONS MADE IN 
THIS PAPER 

AT THE APPROVAL OF 
THE GENERAL 
MANAGER, FINANCE 
AND COMMERCIAL 
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