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Impact on residential rates 
91. Under the reference scenario, it was estimated that the rates increase for residential ratepayers would

need to be 14 per cent next year and 9 per cent for each of the following two years.

92. The main drivers of the 14 per cent increase next year were rapid rises in the cost of delivering public
transport services, additional costs associated with the storm response, the use of debt as a temporary
measure to solve part of the budget gap in the Annual Budget 2023/2024 and the impact of previous
rating policy decisions as described above.  Changes to rating policy however could see the residential
rates increase for next year reduce by 2.5 percentage points down to 11.5 per cent without impacting
the underlying programmes.

93. The main driver of the need for a high rates increase well above in inflation in the third year of the plan
is the need to fund ongoing operational costs associated with the CRL project.

94. The following table shows the year-by-year estimates of the residential rates increase required under
each of the scenarios presented to the Budget Committee on 22 November. Here the lower scenario
was projected to result in residential rates increases of only 2 per cent more than the projected rate of
CPI inflation each year, by implementing substantial operating and capital costs reductions to partially
offset the substantial increase in operational funding requirements associated with the CRL in year
three.

Scenario FY25 FY26 FY27 

Higher “pay more, get more” 11.0% 11.0% 10.0% 

Core scenario 8.5% 7.0% 8.5% 

Lower “pay less, get less” 7.7% 4.8% 4.2% 

Summary of scenarios (exclWatercare)

Core
proposal

Higher
scenario

Lower
scenario

Scope of consultation

Operating
expenditure
In year three

$5.36b $5.49b $5.61b

Three-year
cumulative
rates increase

17.8% 26% 35.5%

Ten-year
capital
investment

$18.6b $24.6b $35.5b

$130m $120m

9.5%8.2%

$6b $10.9b
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Attachment C: Investment Impact 
Assessment  
Direction to Council Group from the Mayor and Councillors  
1. The principles in the Long-term Plan 2024-2034 Direction to Council Group from the Mayor and 

Councillors directed that analysis and advice to elected members include prioritisation of activities 

and services across the council group.  

2. In the mayor’s statement on policy direction for the Long-term Plan 2024-2034, Mayor Brown 

requested that all spending across council departments and Council Controlled Organisations be 

assessed against a robust criteria-based prioritisation framework and involve consideration of 

potential trade-offs.  

3. Direction for criteria-based prioritisation was covered under “Option 17. Criteria-based prioritisation” 

against a robust framework that involves consideration of potential trade-offs. The Investment 

Impact Assessment tool was used to respond to this option and direction.  

Purpose 
4. The purpose of the Investment Impact Assessment is to support decision-making on group capital 

and operational expenditure budgets for the Long-term Plan 2024-2034.  

5. The Investment Impact Assessment tool provides information to support decision-making as it is 

one of the only places where an ‘apples-with-apples’ comparison can be made between investments 

across the council group and assists in the understanding of trade-offs at the budget envelope, 

entity, and outcomes level. This is achieved by subjecting all expenditure to a common set of 

criteria. 

6. The process and analysis also support council departments and CCOs to demonstrate comparative 

alignment of planned investments with key council risk areas, strategic direction, and Long-term 

Plan priorities.  

Overview of the Investment Impact Assessment 
7. The Investment Impact Assessment framework is the evolution of the Capital Investment 

Prioritisation tool used in the last three rounds of group annual budgeting.  

8. The criteria of the Investment Impact Assessment were designed to capture dimensions of 

associated risk, financial implications and outcomes delivered by each line item of expenditure. For 

example, the health and safety criterion assesses both the likelihood and estimated impact of the 

health and safety risk that is mitigated by the investment. 

9. The criteria have been updated, reviewed, and improved each year through input by council subject 

matter experts to improve the robustness of the assessment.  

33



10. Planned capital and operational expenditure is included in the assessment and scored against the 

criteria by asset managers and service delivery departments of the council group.  

11. Following the completion of the assessment, a review was completed centrally by staff for each 

criterion on each project, programme, or service area, to ensure consistency in assessment across 

the group. 

12. The Investment Impact Assessment tool offers significant benefits: 

a) A centralised assessment of the group’s proposed investments for the Long-term Plan. 

b) A consistent view to support elected members on budget development and trade-offs across the 

group. 

Key outputs of the Investment Impact Assessment to support 
decision-making 
13. Staff have used the Investment Impact Assessment framework to enable examination of the trade-

offs between reducing capital and operational investment, and to understand the strategic 

alignment and value delivery provided by that investment. 

14. Table 1 (in methodology section) describes the tests of the investment against priorities to order the 

programmes, projects, and service areas, outputs are shown in Figures 1 to Figure 4.  

15. Figures 1 to Figure 4 provide the 10-year and first three years planned capital and operational 

expenditure rated in the investment impact assessment and ordered based on the mayoral 

priorities. Three budget scenarios were applied to, as closely as possible, match the lower, core and 

higher operational and capital levels in each scenario.  

16. The outputs have been used to support Councillors and Mayor understand the trade-offs in two 

important ways: 

a) The extent to which programmes, projects and service areas that perform well against the 

mayor’s priorities would be impacted by reduction in expenditure: the analysis indicated only a 

very small amount of “Residual” investments meaning any reductions in operational or capital 

programmes would start to impact delivery of our most important strategic investments. Where 

potential reductions are proposed, as in the core and lower scenarios, our most important council 

strategic aligned investments that haven’t been captured in the earlier tests are impacted. In the 

capital programme, at the scale of $3 billion reduction over 10 years, some of our most important 

investments tested for positive return on investment or investments that manage cost 

escalations (a large quantum of which is renewals related) would be impacted. This is also 

illustrated in Figures 1 to Figure 4. 

b) The types of programmes, projects and service areas that would be considered lower priority 

(noting that very few residual or poorly performing programmes were identified): in the higher 

scenario a $35m reduction over 3-years to non-transport operational expenditure potentially 

impacting levels of service, in the core scenario a $100m reduction over 3-years to non-transport 

operational expenditure impacting levels of service, and in the lower scenario $3 billion over 10-

34



year capital expenditure reduction impacts non-transport critical renewals such as Tātaki and 

Healthy Waters and a $210m over 3-years operational expenditure reduction impacting 

significant reduction in levels of service across all non-transport departments including 

community, parks, and healthy waters.  

17. The exact reductions proposed, their impact on the different parts of the council programmes and 

services, and description of the impact on service levels would need to be done in consultation with 

the group and is the recommended next step of the Investment Impact Assessment tool following 

the finalisation of the Mayoral Proposal. 

18. Note that the quantum of savings for operational expenditure have been outlined for 3-years but will 

have on-going impacts over the 10-years. Figure 2 shows the year 3 impacts extrapolated to year 10 

to illustrate an on-going impact. 

19. Note the assessment has been completed for the council group (excluding Watercare). The data 

presented here exclude Auckland Transport and CRL due to operational and capital programmes 

being revised separately to deliver on the Mayoral Proposal. 

 

Figure 1 – Planned 10-year Capital Expenditure rated on the Investment Impact Assessment Criteria and tested against the Mayor’s 
order of priorities 
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Figure 2 – Planned 10-year Operational Expenditure rated on the Investment Impact Assessment Criteria and tested against the Mayor’s 
order of priorities 

 
Figure 3 - Planned 3-year Capital Expenditure rated on the Investment Impact Assessment Criteria and tested against the mayor’s order 
of priorities 

36



 
Figure 4 - Planned 3-year Operational Expenditure rated on the Investment Impact Assessment Criteria and tested against the mayor’s 
order of priorities 
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Investment Impact Assessment Methodology 
20. The Investment Impact Assessment tool’s predecessor, the Capital Investment Prioritisation tool, 

was developed in 2020. The criteria have been updated, reviewed, and improved each year through 

input by council subject matter experts.  

21. The criteria were designed to capture dimensions of risk, financial implications and strategic 

outcomes delivered by each line item. For example, the health and safety criterion assesses both the 

likelihood and estimated impact of the health and safety risk that is mitigated by the investment. 

22. For the 2024-2034 Long-term Plan, the updates to the criteria include:  

a) Two new criteria: Democratic Local Governance and Efficient Local Government.  

b) Changes to criteria definitions that are appropriate for operational expenditure.  

c) Additional data collection points for Investment Hierarchy, GHG emissions calculations and 

hazard types that the investments are exposed to. 

d) Minor text changes for clarity.   

23. All planned expenditure is included in the assessment, but only broken down into major 

programmes, projects, and service profile levels. Each expenditure line item is scored against the 

criteria by asset managers and service delivery departments of the council group. 

24. This is the first time that the tool has been used for operational expenditure, and as such, only a 

high-level assessment of operational expenditure data has been possible at this time.  

25. Following the completion of the assessment, a review was completed by staff for each criterion on 

each project, programme or service area, to ensure consistency in assessing the risk of deferral or 

strategic misalignment across the group. 

Data Collection and Analysis for the Investment Impact 
Assessment  
26. Data collection and analysis of Investment Impact Assessment are split into two Phases:  

• Phase 1: First view - A high-level assessment presented to elected members with the value of the 

planned group investment against agreed priorities. This was a starting point for costs and 

phasing, as well as scores for each investment. 

• Phase 2: Detailed view - The group were asked to update some of their investment plans during 

Phase 2 as per the requests from options and scenarios.  

• The preliminary greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and cost analysis had also been carried out by 

the Chief Sustainability Office during Phase 1 and Phase 2. This analysis identified climate-
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positive investments and where significant opportunities lie to further reduce emissions through 
investment. 

 

Figure 5 -  IIA data collection and analysis process 

Phase 1: First View Data Collection 
27. For each of council departments and CCOs, data collected for each investment by the Investment

Impact Assessment was:

• Expenditure Type – Opex | Capex
• Investment Title
• Activity Class – Group of Activities in the LTP
• Funding Source and percentage funded – Targeted Rate | Local Board
• Investment Area – the LTP Seven Investment Areas
• Investment Hierarchy – integrated planning, demand management and best use of existing

assets, before carefully planned new investments.
• Cost certainty – a range from contracted, to cost based on historical spend.
• Planned investment by year for each year of the 10-year budget
• Cost to break contracts (where contracted)
• If climate emissions are assessed on the project, and net emissions if available.
• Investments that are in green infrastructure, green and blue public space, or have sustainability

ratings.
• Assessment against each of the 18 criteria across 4 categories – Service Delivery | Financial |

Governance | Strategic Alignment.

Phase 1 Data Analysis 
28. Five scenarios were developed to provide elected members with a consistent group-wide view of

investment options. The five scenarios were:

• Focus on the mayor’s priorities.
• Focus on delivering minimum statutory requirements.
• Prioritise investment that increases resilience and reduces emissions.
• Focus investment on what the council group has and limit asset growth.
• Prioritise regional strategies the council group has committed to.

29. Each scenario tested the potential risks and opportunities by weighting certain criteria. The five

scenarios and outputs were presented to elected members in late September, where elected

members provided feedback on their preferred directions and requested further information on a

number of areas.

30. A preliminary Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and cost analysis had also been carried out by the

Chief Sustainability Office. This analysis identified climate positive expenditure and investments

where significant opportunities lie to further reduce emissions through investment.
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Phase 2: Data Analysis  
31. Phase 2 data collection sought further detail, focussing on larger areas of investment and criteria 

where elected members asked for more granular information. Other necessary budget updates since 

the original submission were also reflected (e.g. government funding decisions, cost pressures 

updates, etc,).  

Phase 2 Data Analysis  
32. Phase 2 data analysis focuses on the Mayor’s Long-term Plan priorities. The Mayor’s five LTP 

priorities were linked to strategic areas and matched to the criteria and reflected in the Investment 

Impact Assessment criteria (see Figure 5 and Table 1).  

 

 
Figure 6 -  High level matching Mayors LTP priorities to criteria 

33. The IIA model largely relies on a waterfall approach, using four tests that align with the Mayor’s five 

priorities by weighting different criteria. The investment line items were filtered out into different 

“buckets” depending on whether they meet the thresholds of certain criteria under each test or not. 

The buckets were then ordered based on weighted criteria. This approach helped to build up the 

relative budget position of each investment based on how it is scored on the criteria and on how it 

related to the priorities.  

Table 1 - Waterfall approach to test investment 

Description Impact 
Test 1 – Get Auckland 
Moving 

Transport infrastructure is tested first. Transport investment which hits the first 
three levels of the Investment Hierarchy (see Figure 2) are automatically “in” 
the back-to-basics package. Along with any transport investment that is tagged 
as “New infrastructure” that:  

• maintains transport levels of service 
• supports growth in our spatial priority areas 
• funds critical asset maintenance and renewals 
• completes projects that are underway 
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New Transport investment that isn’t delivering on the first three levels of the 
Investment Hierarchy or meets the above thresholds, is considered along with 
the entirety of the remainder of the group planned investment. 

Test 2 – Anything 
working against 
strategic priorities 

New transport investment and the remaining group planned investment are 
tested for anything that is working against the eight strategic criteria, and 
Democratic Local Government, Efficient Local Government. 

Test 3 – Fix Auckland’s 
infrastructure and 
resilient assets  

Group expenditure that supports: 
• Completion of projects already in construction. 
• funding our most critical asset maintenance and renewals 
• funding most critical H&S investments 
• non-transport investment that supports growth in our spatial priority 

areas 
• significant revenue generation and funding partnerships 

Test 4 – Critical 
outcomes within the 
remaining investment 

Remaining group expenditure that (in this order): 
• covers critical legal risk and governance role 
• Supports spatial priority areas 
• reduces the risk of cost escalation  
• investments tested for positive return on investment 
• delivers our most important emissions reduction and resilience 

investments 
• delivers our most important strategic investments 
• permanent level of service reduction 

Residual Any remaining investment is ordered by total scores of weighted criteria. 
 

34. The outputs were used to indicate the cost of group-wide packages built using proposed priorities 
in three potential consultation scenarios (Figures 1-4) and they were also used to show the 
existing investment in relation to other decisions being made on options and the resulting rates 
impacts (over 3 years) (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7 - Illustration of priorities included in the Investment Impact Assessment to build Back-to-Basics, Mayor’s Scenario and 
Maintaining Regional Strategic Direction 
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Investment Impact Assessment Criteria and Score Definitions 

Service Delivery 

Criteria 5 4 3 2 1 
Health and 
Safety 

Investment 
includes 
mitigation of H&S 
risk where >1 
fatality is 
probable (i.e. with 
a likelihood of 
21% - 60% within 
12 months, or 
once in 3 years). 

Investment includes 
mitigation of H&S 
risk where >1 
considerable 
harm/illness 
incident is probable 
(i.e. with a 
likelihood of 21% - 
60% within 12 
months, or once in 
3 years). 

Investment includes 
mitigation of H&S 
risk where >1 
considerable 
harm/illness 
incident is possible 
(i.e. with a 
likelihood of 6% - 
20% within 12 
months, or once in 
5 years). 

Investment 
includes 
mitigation of H&S 
risk where >1 
harm/illness 
incident is 
possible (i.e. with 
a likelihood of 6% 
- 20% within 12 
months, or once 
in 5 years). 

Investment does 
not include 
mitigation of 
H&S risk. 

Contractual Investment is 
contracted and 
underway. 

Investment is 
contracted and a 
financial penalty 
will be incurred to 
pause. 

Investment is in 
procurement phase 
but could be 
paused or stopped. 

Investment is in 
dependent phase 
(without 
consecutive 
stages, no benefit 
if realised) or 
publicly 
committed. 

Investment is 
not contracted 
or committed. 

Legal  Investment 
necessary to 
avoid or mitigate 
risk of Council 
breaching a legal 
obligation where 
that breach could 
result in Council 
being exposed to 
legal action or 
administrative, 
governmental, 
regulatory or 
other 
intervention, 
proceedings or 
investigation. 

Investment is 
driven by a time-
bound legal 
obligation 
(including statutory 
timeframes) and no 
mitigation is 
available, for 
example: 
- earthquake 
strengthening 
investment that 
could not be 
mitigated by 
building sales; 
- statutory 
processes (e.g. 
long-term plan, 
annual plan, 
planning or 
regulatory 
processes) that 
cannot be carried 
out beyond the year 
where investment is 
identified.  

Investment is 
driven by a legal 
obligation with an 
extended 
timeframe, for 
example: 
- statutory 
processes (ie. value 
for money reviews, 
planning or 
regulatory 
processes) that 
could be carried out 
one or more years 
after the year where 
investment is 
identified. 
 

Investment is 
driven a time-
bound legal 
obligation and 
mitigation is 
available, for 
example: 
- earthquake 
strengthening 
investment could 
be mitigated by 
building sales. 

Investment is 
not driven by 
any legal 
obligation. 

Level of 
Service 

Deferral of 
investment would 
result in 
permanent 
reduction to 
existing levels of 
service.  

Deferral of 
investment would 
result in temporary 
reduction to 
existing levels of 
service. 

Deferral of 
investment would 
result in a 
permanent change 
to services 
delivered, but 
would not impact 
the agreed levels of 
service.  

Deferral of 
investment would 
result in a 
temporary change 
to services 
delivered, but 
would not impact 
the agreed levels 
of service.  

Deferral of 
investment does 
not impact 
services 
delivered. 
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Critical Asset 
Maintenance 
and Renewal 

Investment, or 
programme of 
investments, 
scores 5 on the 
condition / age / 
criticality matrix 
(see attached). 
 
OR 

Investment, or 
programme of 
investments, scores 
4 on the condition / 
age / criticality 
matrix (see 
attached).  
 
OR 

Investment, or 
programme of 
investments, scores 
3 on the condition / 
age / criticality 
matrix (see 
attached).  
 
OR 

Investment, or 
programme of 
investments, 
scores 2 on the 
condition / age / 
criticality matrix 
(see attached).  
 
OR 

Investment, or 
programme of 
investments, 
scores 1 on the 
condition / age / 
criticality matrix 
(see attached) 
or investment is 
not related to 
renewals. 
OR 

Critical asset 
failure probability 
21-60% within 12 
months (or once 
in 3 years), and/or 
population 
affected 
>100,000. 

Critical asset failure 
probability 21-60% 
within 12 months 
(or once in 3 years), 
and/or population 
affected >50,000. 

Critical asset failure 
probability 6-20% 
within 12 months 
(or once in 5 years), 
and/or population 
affected >10,000. 

Critical asset 
failure probability 
6-20% within 12 
months (or once 
in 5 years), and/or 
population 
affected >5,000. 

Critical asset 
failure 
probability 0-
5% within 12 
months (or once 
in 10 years), 
and/or 
population 
affected >1,000. 

Emergency 
maintenance - 
Opex investment 
addresses an 
immediate safety 
issue. 

Reactive 
maintenance - Opex 
investment 
addresses major 
failures or faults 
that impact the 
asset. 
 
OR 
 
Proactive 
maintenance - Opex 
investment avoids 
major failures or 
faults that impact 
the asset. 

Programmed 
maintenance 
(short-term) - Opex 
investment required 
to prevent 
deterioration of the 
asset within 3 
months of 
identifying fault. 

Programmed 
maintenance 
- Opex investment 
required to 
prevent 
deterioration of 
the asset beyond 
3 months after 
identifying fault.  
 
OR 
 
- Opex investment 
is routine work to 
support the 
continued 
operation of the 
asset. 

Investment is 
not related to 
the 
maintenance of 
the asset. 

 

Financial & Revenue 

Criteria 5 4 3 2 1 
Revenue  Investment has 

external revenue 
streams, which 
deliver a short 
payback period 
(i.e. less than 1 
years). 

Investment has 
external revenue 
streams, which 
deliver a long-term 
payback period (i.e. 
longer than 1 years 
and less than 10 
years). 

Investment 
generates external 
revenue sufficient 
to cover more than 
50% of its costs, 
but does not pay 
itself back. 

Investment 
generates 
external revenue, 
which covers less 
than 50% of its 
costs. 

Investment does 
not generate 
external 
revenue.  

Funding  Investment has 
significant (i.e. 
more than 75%) 
committed 
external funding 
(i.e. not Council).  

Investment has 
significant 
uncommitted 
external funding 
(i.e. more than 
75%) or moderate 
committed external 
funding (i.e. more 
than 50%). 

Investment has 
some committed 
external funding 
(i.e. less than 50%) 

Investment has 
potential to be 
externally funded 
but discussions 
are yet to be held 
with external 
parties. 

Investment will 
be fully funded 
internally (i.e. 
by Council).  
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Cost  Additional costs 
(Capex and/or 
Opex) incurred 
relative to the 
value of the 
project if deferred 
(i.e. by 3 years): 
100% or greater 
increase. 

Additional costs 
(Capex and/or 
Opex) incurred 
relative to the value 
of the project if 
deferred (i.e. by 3 
years): 50%-100% 
increase. 

Additional costs 
(Capex and/or 
Opex) incurred 
relative to the value 
of the project if 
deferred (i.e. by 3 
years): 30%-50% 
increase. 

Additional costs 
(Capex and/or 
Opex) incurred 
relative to the 
value of the 
project if deferred 
(i.e. by 3 years): 
15%-30% 
increase. 

Additional costs 
(Capex and/or 
Opex) incurred 
relative to the 
value of the 
project if 
deferred (i.e. by 
3 years) - up to 
15% increase 
(inflation). 

 

Governance 

Criteria 5 4 3 2 1 
Democratic 
Local 
Government 

Investment contributes 
significantly to delivering one or 
more of the following governance 
outcomes: 
 
- partnership with Mana Whenua 
in Council governance activities.  
- democracy e.g. local board 
services, supporting elected 
members, electoral processes, 
supporting the role of local 
communities and Mana Whenua in 
Council decision-making 
processes and enabling 
community leadership.  
- transparency and accountability 
(internal audits, legal, risk and 
assurance, compliance 
frameworks, governance of the 
wider Council group). 

Investment 
provides a 
moderate 
contribution 
to delivering 
one or more of 
the 
governance 
outcomes. 

Investment 
provides a 
minor 
contribution 
to delivering 
one or more of 
the 
governance 
outcomes. 

Investment 
provides little 
or no 
contribution 
to governance 
outcomes.   

Investment 
has a negative 
impact on 
governance 
outcomes.  

Efficient 
Local 
Government 

Opex investment that supports 
increased efficiency in the 
delivery of council services 
through: 
 
- process optimisation e.g. ICT 
and corporate support, 
management of standardised of 
procurement or project 
development, management of 
corporate property, staff training 
and HR processes. 
 
AND 
 
- the efficiency gains delivered by 
the investment have been 
quantified and demonstrated that 
the investment (when compared 
to BAU) results in cost savings to 
this or other Council investments. 

Opex 
investment 
supports the 
efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services 
through: 
 
- process 
optimisation 
e.g. ICT and 
corporate 
support, 
management 
of 
standardised 
of 
procurement 
or project 
development, 
management 
of corporate 
property, staff 
training and 
HR processes. 

Opex 
investment 
provides 
efficient 
council 
services, 
which has 
been assessed 
(in the last 7 
years) 
through: 
 
- activities 
that have been 
through a 
‘cost to serve’, 
LGA s17A 
(delivery of 
services), or 
simplification 
review. 

Opex 
investment 
has little or 
no impact on 
the efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services. 
 

Opex 
investment 
has a negative 
impact on the 
efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services. 
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 Capex investment that supports 
increased efficiency in the 
delivery of council services 
through: 
 
- process optimisation e.g. ICT 
and corporate support, 
management of standardised of 
procurement or project 
development, management of 
corporate property, staff training 
and HR processes.  
 
AND 
 
- the efficiency gains delivered by 
the investment have been 
quantified and demonstrated that 
the investment (when compared 
to BAU) results in cost savings to 
this or other Council investments. 

Capex 
investment 
supports the 
efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services 
through: 
 
- process 
optimisation 
e.g. ICT and 
corporate 
support, 
management 
of 
standardised 
of 
procurement 
or project 
development, 
management 
of corporate 
property, staff 
training and 
HR processes. 

Capex 
investment 
provides 
efficient 
council 
services as:  
 
- activities 
have been 
through a 
competitive 
market 
process. 

Capex 
investment 
has little or 
no impact on 
the efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services as: 
 
- investment is 
a new asset 
that will not 
result in 
significant 
consequential 
Opex;  
 
AND 
 
- is yet to go 
through a 
competitive 
market 
process. 

Capex 
investment 
has a negative 
impact on the 
efficient 
delivery of 
council 
services as: 
 
- investment 
will result in 
significant 
consequential 
Opex. 

 

Strategic Alignment 

Criteria 5 4 3 2 1 
Community 
Wellbeing 

Investment focuses on 
supporting 5-6 of the following 
community outcomes:  
- community connection and 
resilience 
- physical and mental health 
- affordability of access to 
services for all Aucklanders 
- skills for the future (workforce 
transition) 
- business transformation for 
resilience and growth 
- nature in the city (e.g. urban 
forest, parks that are locally 
accessible to communities).  

Investment 
focuses on 
supporting 3-
4 of the 
community 
outcomes. 

Investment 
focuses on 
supporting 1-2 
of the 
community 
outcomes. 

Investment 
does not 
contribute to 
community 
outcomes 
directly. 

Investment is 
opposed to 
community 
outcomes.  

Māori 
Outcomes 

Investment has been developed  
in partnership with Māori, and 
meets one of the following 
requirements: 
 
- delivers on 4 or more Māori 
outcomes as described in Kia Ora 
Tāmaki Makaurau;  
 
OR 
 
- delivers at least 2 Group 1 
priority outcomes as described in 
Kia Ora Tāmaki Makaurau 
Implementation Strategy. 

Investment 
has been 
developed 
with Māori 
participation, 
and meets one 
of the 
following 
requirements: 
 
- delivers on 
at least 3 
Māori 
outcomes as 
described in 

Investment 
has been 
developed 
with Māori 
participation; 
 
AND 
 
Delivers on at 
least 1 Māori 
outcomes as 
described in 
Kia Ora 
Tāmaki 

Investment 
does not 
deliver on 
Māori 
outcomes as 
described in 
Kia Ora 
Tāmaki 
Makaurau. 

Investment is 
opposed to 
Kia Ora 
Tāmaki 
Makaurau 
outcomes. 
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Kia Ora 
Tāmaki 
Makaurau;  
 
OR  
 
- delivers at 
least 1 Group 1 
priority 
outcomes as 
described in 
Kia Ora 
Tāmaki 
Makaurau 
Implementatio
n Strategy. 

Makaurau.  
 

GHG 
Emissions 
Reduction  
 

Investment is in line with the 
commitments under Te Tāruke-ā-
Tāwhiri: Auckland's Climate Plan 
(50% reduction by 2030); 
 
AND 
 
- quantifies whole-of-life GHG 
emissions according to best 
practices; and 
- embodied emissions are 
minimised and avoided as much 
as practicable; and 
- operational emissions are 
minimised and avoided as much 
as practicable; and 
- GHG emissions are negative 
(removal) or neutral over the 
lifetime of the asset/investment 
(i.e. carbon positive or carbon 
zero). 

Investment is 
in line with the 
commitments 
under Te 
Tāruke-ā-
Tāwhiri: 
Auckland's 
Climate Plan 
(50% 
reduction by 
2030); 
 
AND 
 
- quantifies 
whole of life 
GHG 
emissions 
according to 
best practices; 
and 
- embodied 
emissions are 
minimised and 
avoided as 
much as 
practicable; 
and 
- operational 
emissions are 
minimised and 
avoided as 
much as 
practicable.     

Investment is 
in line with the 
commitments 
under Te 
Tāruke-ā-
Tāwhiri: 
Auckland's 
Climate Plan 
(50% 
reduction by 
2030); 
 
AND 
 
- quantifies 
whole-of-life 
GHG 
emissions 
according to 
best practices; 
and 
- embodied OR 
operational 
emissions are 
minimised and 
avoided as 
much as 
practicable.   

GHG 
emissions of 
the 
investment 
are not 
quantified. 
 
AND  
 
Embodied OR 
operational 
emissions are 
minimised and 
avoided as 
much as 
practicable.   

The 
investment is 
likely to emit a 
significant 
amount of 
GHG 
emissions over 
the lifetime of 
the 
asset/investm
ent; 
 
OR 
 
GHG 
emissions are 
not quantified, 
nor minimised 
and avoided.  

Climate 
Adaptation 
and 
Resilience  

The investment meets one of the 
following scenarios: 
 
Scenario 1:  
- services communities located 
outside a hazard prone area; 
AND 
- increases resilience of the 
surrounding community and/or 
ecosystems to natural hazards 
and climate change in the long-
term (30+ years). 

The 
investment: 
 
- services 
existing 
communities 
located inside 
a hazard prone 
area; 
 
AND 
 

The 
investment: 
 
- services 
communities 
located 
outside a 
hazard prone 
area but has 
little or no 
positive 
impact on the 

The 
investment: 
 
- services 
existing 
communities 
located inside 
a hazard prone 
area but has 
little or no 
positive 
impact on the 

The 
investment: 
 
- facilitates 
growth of new 
or existing 
communities 
inside a hazard 
prone area; 
 
OR 
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Scenario 2:  
- services existing communities 
located inside a hazard prone 
area; 
AND 
- increases resilience of the 
surrounding existing community 
and/or ecosystems to natural 
hazards and climate change in the 
long-term (30+ years);  
AND 
- incorporates a plan to adapt 
proactively (e.g. DAPP). 

- increases 
resilience of 
the 
surrounding 
existing 
community 
and/or 
ecosystems to 
natural 
hazards and 
climate 
change in the 
long-term 
(30+ years);  
- but has no 
plan to adapt 
proactively. 

long-term 
(30+ years) 
resilience of 
the 
surrounding 
community 
and/or 
ecosystems to 
natural 
hazards and 
climate 
change. 

long-term 
(30+ years) 
resilience of 
the 
surrounding 
community 
and/or 
ecosystems to 
natural 
hazards and 
climate 
change. 

- reduces the 
long-term 
(30+ years) 
resilience (has 
a negative 
impact on 
resilience) of 
the 
surrounding 
community 
and/or 
ecosystems to 
natural 
hazards and 
climate 
change. 
 

Environment The investment has significant 
positive impacts on protecting, 
enhancing, and regenerating 
biodiversity, ecosystems and 
habitats, soil and air through the 
following approaches:  
 
- returning mauri to ecosystems 
(in particular our rivers, streams, 
wetlands and estuaries); 
- increasing ecosystem resilience 
and life supporting capacity;  
- increasing indigenous vegetation 
cover and urban ngahere;  
- enhancing habitats of 
indigenous species, in particular 
endangered or threatened 
species; 
- protecting and improving soil 
quality and availability; 
- improving air quality. 

The 
investment 
has moderate 
positive 
impacts on 
protecting, 
enhancing, 
and 
regenerating 
biodiversity, 
ecosystems 
and habitats, 
soil and air 
through the 
approaches 
identified 
under score 5. 

The 
investment 
has minor 
positive 
impacts on 
protecting, 
enhancing, 
and 
regenerating 
biodiversity, 
ecosystems 
and habitats, 
soil and air 
through the 
approaches 
identified 
under score 5. 

The 
investment 
has little or 
no positive 
impacts on 
protecting, 
enhancing, 
and 
regenerating 
biodiversity,  
ecosystems 
and habitats, 
soil and air. 

The 
investment 
degrades the 
natural 
environment, 
i.e. it 
negatively 
impacts some 
or all of the 
outcomes. 

Development 
 
 

Investment services the Spatial 
Priority Areas where they are 
within a focus area for the next 10 
years or live zoned.  
 
This can include both bulk and 
local infrastructure. 

Investment 
enables bulk 
infrastructure 
or is of 
regional 
benefit 
required to 
service live 
zoned land. 

Investment 
provides a 
solution to 
service live 
zoned land 
(e.g. local 
infrastructure 
upgrades). 

Investment 
contributes to 
planning and 
design to 
service future 
sequenced 
development 
when and 
where it is 
anticipated 
(i.e. Future 
Urban Zone).   

Investment 
supports/ 
enables out of 
sequence land 
development 
(e.g. 
investment 
supports 
development 
that 
contradicts 
the timing of 
the Future 
Development 
Strategy). 

Equity 
 

- Investment is targeted to 
address disparities and serve the 
wellbeing of communities of 
greatest need;  
 
AND 
 
- Communities (whānau, hapū, iwi, 
people) are supported and 

- Investment is 
targeted to 
address 
disparities and 
serve the 
wellbeing of 
communities 
of greatest 
need;  

- Investment 
offers 
opportunities 
to address and 
serve the 
wellbeing of 
communities 
of greatest 
need;  

- Investment 
offers no 
opportunities 
to address and 
serve the 
wellbeing of 
communities 
of greatest 
need;  

- Investment 
exacerbates 
inequity and 
impacts 
negatively on 
communities 
of greatest 
need. 
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enabled to lead their own 
responses.  

 
AND 
 
- Communities 
(whānau, 
hapū, iwi, 
people) are 
involved to 
respond to the 
investment. 

 
AND 
 
- Communities 
(whānau, 
hapū, iwi, 
people) are 
involved to 
respond to the 
investment. 

 
OR 
 
- Communities 
(whānau, 
hapū, iwi, 
people) are 
not involved 
to respond to 
the 
investment. 

Te Mauri o Te 
Wai (the life 
supporting 
capacity of 
water) 
 

- The investment recognises the 
impact on mauri through working 
with Mana Whenua;  
 
AND 
 
- Delivers significant 
improvements to Te Mauri o Te 
Wai through regenerative 
infrastructure. 

- The 
investment 
recognises the 
impact on 
mauri through 
working with 
Mana Whenua; 
 
AND  
 
- Delivers 
moderate 
improvement
s to Te Mauri o 
Te Wai 
through 
regenerative 
infrastructure. 

- The 
investment 
recognises the 
impact on 
mauri through 
working with 
Mana Whenua; 
 
AND 
 
- Delivers 
minor 
improvement
s to Te Mauri o 
Te Wai 
through 
regenerative 
infrastructure. 

The 
investment 
delivers little 
or no impact 
on Te Mauri o 
Te Wai. 

The 
investment 
delivers a 
negative 
impact on Te 
Mauri o Te 
Wai. 
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• 
• 
• 

Council General rates business differential ratio 2023/2024 
Auckland 2.63 

Tauranga 2.1 (also fund ED with a targeted rate on business) 

Hamilton 2.98 

Wellington 3.7 (also fund ED with a targeted rate on business) 

Christchurch 2.2 

Dunedin 2.47 
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Option 
5. 10-year

Revenue
Rates impact 2024/2025 Additional 

increase 
2025/2026 
onwards 

Rate Additional 
increase 

3
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4 Overall costs will be higher as the recovery of the investment is spread out over 30 years and incurs 
additional interest until the capital is fully recovered. 
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No. Title 
A Assessment against statutory criteria 
B Water Quality Targeted Rate expenditure options 
C Natural Environment Targeted Rate expenditure options 

D Rates impact on business and farm/lifestyle properties of options for the Water 
Quality Targeted Rate and Natural Environment Targeted Rate 
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Appendix A: Assessment against statutory criteria 
When deciding from what sources to meet its funding needs, council must consider the matters set 
out in section 101(3) of the Local Government Act 2002, see below.  This involves elected members 
exercising their political judgement and considering the proposal in the context of council’s funding 
decisions as a whole. 

101(3) The funding needs of the local authority must be met from those sources that the local 
authority determines to be appropriate, following consideration of,— 

a) in relation to each activity to be funded,—

(i) the community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes; and
(ii) the distribution of benefits between the community as a whole, any identifiable part of the

community, and individuals; and
(iii) the period in or over which those benefits are expected to occur; and
(iv) the extent to which the actions or inaction of particular individuals or a group contribute to

the need to undertake the activity; and
(v) the costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and accountability, of

funding the activity distinctly from other activities; and

b) the overall impact of any allocation of liability for revenue needs on the current and future social,
economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of the community.

The following section considers the proposal to change the business differential and the long-term 
differential strategy in the general rate against the criteria in section 101(3) of the Local Government 
Act 2002. 

The community outcomes to which the activity primarily contributes 

General rates fund a broad range of council activities that contribute towards the outcomes set out in 
the Auckland Plan. General rates are used as general revenue and can fund the operating and capital 
costs of any activity that council undertakes. Where practicable, and cost-effective, the council will 
seek to recover the cost of providing its services from individuals or groups of beneficiaries (or 
causers of costs) where they directly benefit from, or impose costs on, the council undertaking an 
activity.  

The council uses general rates to fund activities: 

• which have a ‘public good’ element, e.g., civil defence

• where it wishes to subsidise the provision of services because of the wider social benefits
they provide e.g., pools, libraries, and other community facilities, these are called merit goods

• where the application of fees and charges causes affordability issues.

The outcomes of council’s general activities affect owners of business land in different ways to 
owners of non-business land. Both business and non-business land receive the benefits of council 
provided public good services. However, the council generally only subsidises merit goods for 
services provided to residents while it requires user charges to fully recover the costs for services 
provided to business. The nature of activities therefore provides rationale for distinguishing between 
the two. 

The distribution of benefits between the community as a whole; any identifiable part 
of the community; and individuals 
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Assessing the benefits of general rates funded council services is largely a subjective process. There 
is no way to objectively measure the benefits received from public and merit goods.  

The provision of roads and public transport benefit both business and non-business land by providing 
accessibility and connectivity. Stormwater services protect all land from flooding and ensure the 
maintenance of connectivity by protecting the transport network. 

Other services such as parks and community services primarily benefit residents. However, 
businesses also benefit when co-location attracts more customers and from a happier and healthier 
workforce. Businesses also benefit from the availability of a workforce and more customers attracted 
to the city for the lifestyle provided by the availability of these services. 

Activities such as Destination Marketing and Major Events (DME) and Economic Development 
(ED)are primarily undertaken to increase economic activity. In the first instance this will benefit 
business. DME expenditure is primarily focussed on attracting visitors to Auckland and the resulting 
benefits accrue to tourism related business. ED expenditure generally benefits business across 
Auckland. The benefits of both DME and ED also flow through to residents in the form of increased 
employment opportunities and greater availability/choice of services.  

Cultural events component of DME, such as Lantern Festival, Pasifika and Diwali make up around $3 
million of the combined $25 million DME plus ED spend. These are community focussed and primarily 
benefit residents.  

From a benefits perspective any rationale for general rates business differential comes down to the 
weighting applied to how the benefits accrue. A detailed assessment of benefits was carried out when 
the rating policy was adopted in 2012/2013. Findings from this analysis have been supported by 
recent analysis. 

The period in or over which the benefits are expected to occur 

General rates fund the operating costs of services and consequential operating costs of assets in line 
with the period over which the benefits are received.  Changing the level of the business differential 
has no impact on the relationship between the funding of services and period over which benefits are 
received. 

The extent to which the actions or inactions of particular individuals or as a group 
contribute to the need to undertake the activity   

Owners of business land place more demand on council roading and stormwater infrastructure. 
Roads serving business land are more expensive to develop and maintain. Heavy vehicles serving 
business land require roads designed to higher engineering standards and incur greater maintenance 
and replacement costs as a result of the damage caused.  

Unitary Plan rules allow for business land to be developed to a greater extent than most residential 
land. This results in a greater proportion of business land being covered in impervious surface area in 
comparison to non-business land. This contributes to increased run-off from the land during heavy 
rain events which places increased demand on stormwater infrastructure. Some residential land is 
also allowed to develop to the same level as business land. However, this land is a relatively small 
proportion of all residential land. 

Owners of non-business land place more demand on the need for council to provide community 
services, such as parks, pools, libraries, and other community facilities. These services are primarily 
provided for residents. Businesses place relatively little demand on these services.   

From a causation perspective there is rationale for having a general rates business differential. 
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The costs and benefits, including consequences for transparency and accountability, 
of funding the activity distinctly from other activities 

General rates raise revenue that can be used to fund any of council’s activities. General rates do not 
add transparency or accountability to the extent that user fees and targeted rates can. Changing the 
level of the business differential has no impact on the transparency or accountability for funding 
services and will not affect administration costs.  

Changing the general rates business differential will not result in any additional ongoing administrative 
issues for council as it already forms part of council’s rating policy. 

Consideration of overall impact 

Having considered the above criteria, the council needs to consider the proposal in terms of any 
allocation of liability for revenue needs on the current and future social, economic, environmental, and 
cultural well-being of the community.  This involves elected members exercising their judgement and 
considering the proposal in the context of council’s funding decisions as a whole, not just in relation to 
this activity. 

Matters for council to consider as include: 

c) General rates fund council services which generally benefit all ratepayers. There is no way of
objectively measuring the level of benefits received between business and non-business
properties and ultimately decisions on the level of the business differential require the application
of political judgement

d) Business place more demand on some council services, such as transport and stormwater
infrastructure. However, businesses place less demand on other council services, such as parks,
libraries, and pools

e) The level of business rates has no material impact on the incentives for owning and developing
business land in Auckland. Rates are a relatively low cost for businesses in relation to other costs

f) Estimated annual rates and water charges make up around 3.29 per cent of the median income
for a median value residential property. On average business rates make up around 0.24 per cent
of total business income and have remained around this level since 2015/2016. Changes to the
business differential will not have a material impact on the level of affordability of rates for either
category.

g) Businesses receive tax advantages that owners of residential land generally do not. Businesses
are able to reclaim the GST portion of rates and rates are treated as a pre-tax expense. In
comparison residents are unable to claim GST and are an expense that is paid after taxation has
been applied. Tax advantages also apply to residential land used as rental accommodation or
where part of the property is used for business purposes. Farm land also benefits from the same
tax advantages as business

h) Adding the cost of DME and ED to the business share of rates under the business differential will
increase business rates by around 1.3 to 1.8 per cent and free up around $9.4 million of general
rates from non-business ratepayers. This would help mitigate the impact of any proposed rates
increase on non-business properties in 2024/2025.
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Appendix B: Water Quality Targeted Rate expenditure options 

Introduction 
1. In 2018 the council introduced a Water Quality Targeted Rate (WQTR) to fund an

accelerated program of investment to improve the water quality in Auckland’s harbours
and streams. The rate was to run for 10 years to 2028, be set on capital value, and collect
25.8 per cent of the rates requirement from business properties. The 10-year Budget
2021-2031 extended the WQTR to 2030/2031. The rate raised $47.4 million in the
2022/2023 year and was $70.87 for the average value residential property.

2. To manage the impact on ratepayers of changes to rates in 2023/2024 the council
temporarily reduced the WQTR by 77.7% for one year (GB/2023/100) from the planned
$49.9 million to $11.1 million. The rate for the average value residential property in
2023/2024 was $16.31.

3. The WQTR program provides for:

• Wastewater upgrades and stormwater separation in the Western Isthmus and
Eastern Isthmus areas

• Safe Networks and Safe Septics programmes which track cross-connections and
contamination in urban and rural areas, respectively.

• Rural Sediment Reduction projects - e.g., in the Kaipara harbour

• Urban Contaminant Reduction projects

• Water Quality Planning initiatives

4. The programme delivers improved water quality in harbours and streams across the
region. Key outcomes from the Western Isthmus investments will be a reduction in
wastewater overflows into the Waitematā Harbour from hundreds of events to six or less
each year. The Eastern Isthmus investments will deliver improved water quality in the
following catchments: Hobson Bay to St Heliers, Manukau Harbour, and Tāmaki Estuary.

5. Since the rate was last adjusted as part of the 10-year Budget 2021-2031 the cost of
delivering the stated outcomes has increased. The full-scale separation projects in Herne
Bay and St Mary’s Bay are being replaced with the Pt Erin tunnel project. The Pt Erin
tunnel project cost exceeds the previously planned budget but is well below what the cost
of the alternative full separation is now understood to be. In addition, the original budget
provided for only the first three years, from 2029, of the Eastern Isthmus costs. The next
three years of those costs are now included.

6. Officers considered four options for the WQTR and the level of expenditure it funds. The
table below shows an estimate of the level of investment in each element of the
programme under the expenditure level in each option over the 10-year period.

WQTR programme expenditure Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Western Isthmus – Pt Erin tunnel $65m $65m $65m $65m 

Western Isthmus except Pt Erin $28m $354m $354m $354m 

Eastern Isthmus - $202m $202m $202m 

Water quality improvement works non 
capitalizable – sediment management - $38m $118m $118m 

Water quality planning - $6m $6m $6m 
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Urban Contaminant management - - $25m $25m 

Safe Networks (Illicit discharges) $3m $9m $9m $9m 

Total $96m $674m $779m $779m 

7. The services delivered under each option and the impact on the water quality outcomes 
for each option are discussed below. 

Option 1.  
8. Under this option, total expenditure would be $96 million. An initial assessment of best-

value investment under this scenario would be likely to only deliver the following: 
Western Isthmus - Pt Erin tunnel 
Healthy Waters cost-share (with the balance from Watercare) of the Pt Erin extension 
with completion of only current small-scale separation projects in the Western Isthmus – 
the remainder of the Western Isthmus separation programme could not occur in this 10-
year period. This would deliver wet-weather overflow reduction targets and Safeswim 
outcomes to the beaches of Herne Bay, Home Bay, Sentinel Road Beach and St Mary’s 
Bay. Frequent wet-weather overflows would persist in most of the remaining Western 
Isthmus catchments, and continue to affect the beaches of Pt, Chevalier, Meola and 
Cox’s Bay, as well as other coastal and freshwater environments. Under this scenario, 
there is a risk that Watercare may not achieve its overflow reduction targets set out in in 
the Central Interceptor consent. 
 
Safe Networks 
A scaled-back Safe Networks programme may be able to continue. 
 

9. Note that under this option: 
• Auckland Council may be unable to fund the sediment reduction projects in the 

Kaipara harbour, which is currently co-funded with the Crown. 
• Safe Septics programme, the Urban Contaminant Management programme and all 

Water Quality Planning initiatives would likely need to be discontinued. 
 

Option 2.  
10. Under this option, total expenditure would be $674M.  An initial assessment of best-value 

investment under this scenario would be likely to deliver the following, in addition to 
Option 1: 
Western Isthmus (in addition to Pt Erin) 
This will achieve all the Safeswim outcomes at beaches from Pt Chevalier to St Mary’s 
Bay and ensuring all Central Interceptor consent conditions are met. 
Eastern Isthmus 
The separation programme will proceed as planned within this 10-year period; noting that 
planned investment will continue past this 10-year period. 
Safe Networks and Safe Septics programmes 
These programmes will continue at current levels. 
Rural Sediment Reduction 
This programme could continue but at a reduced level.  This level of investment would 
enable the council to meet its funding obligations for co-funded projects in the Kaipara 
harbour.  Regional reduction of planned scope would be required elsewhere in the 
programme. 
Water quality Planning 
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Initiatives could continue but at a reduced scale. 
11. Note that, under this option, the Urban Contaminant Management programme would 

likely need to be discontinued.  
Option 3 & 4.  
12. Under these options, total expenditure would be $779 million.  This would enable the 

delivery of the entire current scope of the WQTR, including all the following: 
Western Isthmus (both elements) 
Both elements of the programme would proceed. This will achieve the programme’s 
overflow reduction targets and Safeswim outcomes for all beaches from Pt Chevalier to 
St Mary’s Bay. 
Eastern Isthmus 
This will allow the separation programme to proceed at the pace necessary to integrate 
with key Watercare wastewater projects for best overflow reduction outcomes. 
Rural Sediment Reduction 
This programme will proceed as currently scoped, including all co-funded projects with 
the Crown. 
Safe Septics 
Delivering this programme across the region will provide ongoing improvements in 
swimmability. 
Safe Networks 
This will continue the constant improvement in dry-weather water quality, which is not 
addressed by wet-weather overflow reduction initiatives, such as the Western Isthmus 
and Eastern Isthmus programmes.  
Urban Contaminant Management 
This provides a budget source to retrofit treatment into high contaminant generating 
urban areas. 
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Appendix C: Natural Environment Rate expenditure options 

Introduction 
1. In 2018 council introduced a Natural Environment Targeted Rate (NETR) to fund an

accelerated investment programme to improve outcomes for the natural environment.
The rate was first set in 2018 and does not increase over time except for growth in the
rating base (GIRB). The rate is set on capital value with 25.8 per cent of the revenue
requirement from businesses.

2. The 10-year Budget 2021-2031 included an extension of the targeted rate to 2030/2031.
The rate raised $31.05 million in the 2022/2023 year and was $46.43 for the average
value residential property.

3. To manage the impact on ratepayers of changes to rates in 2023/2024 the council
temporarily reduced the NETR by 48.8% for one year (GB/2023/100) from the planned
$31.6 million to $16.2 million. The rate for the average value residential property in
2023/2024 was $23.69. While the collected rate was reduced, the planned NETR work
programme has largely been able to be delivered through utilization of reserve funds
which had been accumulated to support “delivery peaks” across the life of the work
programme.

4. NETR funding is used to meet council’s biodiversity-related legal obligations, carry out
enforcement and monitoring activity, and deliver operational programmes under a range
of legislation, including the:
• Biosecurity Act 1993 (including in relation to the Regional Pest Management Plan

under it),
• Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) (including the National Policy Statement on

Indigenous Biodiversity (NPS-IB) under it),
• National Pest Management Plans, and to a lesser extent,
• Reserves Act 1977 and the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Act 2008.

5. The Biosecurity Act requires council to develop and implement a Regional Pest
Management Plan that sets out (amongst other things) council’s pest management
objectives, the measures that council will take to meet these objectives, and how council
will measure achievement of those objectives (Biosecurity Act, s 73(3)(a) – (c)). Council
also has obligations to contribute to the management of pest species that are subject to
National Pest Management Plans, for example kauri dieback disease.

6. Council consulted on the introduction of the NETR and the current Regional Pest
Management Plan (RPMP) in tandem. The Biosecurity Act required council to be
satisfied that there was likely to be adequate funding for the implementation of the
RPMP. The scale of proposed activities in the RPMP could not go ahead without
additional funding from the NETR.

7. Management of the natural environment requires ongoing investment to maintain the
benefits gained through the programmes above. The NETR has positioned council well
in terms of meeting obligations set out in the recently adopted NPS-IB under the RMA.
The NPS-IB contains relatively prescriptive requirements for councils including large-
scale monitoring and assessment of land, and various requirements relating to the
maintenance of indigenous species and ecosystems.

8. Without adequate management of pest species and other pressures, biodiversity
outcomes would be quickly lost. This would be inconsistent with the overall objective of
the NPS-IB to “maintain indigenous biodiversity across Aotearoa New Zealand so that
there is at least no overall loss in indigenous biodiversity”.
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9. The existing NETR programme does not provide for responding to new-to-New Zealand
pest incursions or for managing existing pests at new locations, including expansion of
weed infestations on the mainland and in marine environment that are likely to occur as
a result of the January/February storm events.

10. Officers considered four options for the NETR and the level of expenditure it funds. The
table below shows an estimate of the level of investment in each element of the
programme under the expenditure level in each option.

NETR programme expenditure 10-year total

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 

Mainland: plant and pest 
management 

$85m $115m $173m $198m 

Plant pathogens: kauri 
dieback, myrtle rust 

$48m $63m $80m $91m 

Islands: plant and animal pest 
management 

$19m $22m $24m $28m 

Marine pest pathways and 
biosecurity 

$10m $13m $13m $25m 

Marine ecology $3m $3m $4m $6m 

Enabling tools: 
monitoring/data collection 

$3m $3m $4m $4m 

Expanding community-led 
action 

$4m $18m $40m $46m 

Biodiversity focus areas: 
priority ecosystems 

$4m $8m $12m $14 

m 

Total $176m $245m $350m $412m 

11. The sections below provide detail on the programmes that could be delivered under
expenditure level funded by each of the rating options discussed in the report.

Option 1. 

12. Retaining the rate at its current level would raise around half the funding of currently
planned levels over the period of the 10-year Budget 2024-2034. In 2024/2025 this
would raise around $16.4 million of a planned budget of $30.9 million. This would be a
significant reduction in funding required to deliver the NETR work programme and would
mean that the council would not be able to meet its commitments set out in the Regional
Pest Management Plan or progress obligations set out in the NPS-IB.

13. The table below shows the key outputs the council would deliver for each programme
element under this option. This is an initial assessment of implications on the NETR work
programme. This level of reduction in operating budget would require a full review of
current work programmes taking into account legal obligations, contractual commitments
and loss on investment if programmes are reduced or ceased.

NETR Programme Budget 
10-year
total

Delivery 
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Mainland: plant and 
pest management 

$85m Continued possum control across the region at 
approximately half the area initially planned (between 
10,000 to 12, 000 ha annually). This will result in a 
reduction in the overall area under sustained 
management. 

Continue protection of priority species and ecosystems 
on regional and local parks at a reduced level with 
focus on a smaller number of sites, for example Hunua 
and Waitakere Ranges and Aotea. 

Continue pest plant control in buffer areas around a 
reduced number of high priority parks and or at a 
reduced level, for example Waitākere Ranges and 
Tāwharanui Regional Parks. 

Ceasing efforts to eradicate some low-incidence pest 
species. 

Reduced surveillance and prevention of deer, pig, and 
goat incursions into the Waitākere and Hunua Ranges. 

Not commencing pest control on new species 
programmes set out in the Regional Pest Management 
Plan (for example cockatoo management). 

Plant pathogens: 
kauri dieback, 
myrtle rust 

$48m Continuing kauri track maintenance and compliance 
activity but at reduced level which may not consistently 
meet requirements to keep these open to the public. 
Kauri health monitoring would be conducted in the 
Hunua and Waitakere Ranges only with no monitoring 
on Aotea, and research to inform future management 
would cease.  

Islands: plant and 
animal pest 
management 

$19m Continuing some elimination of low incidence plant 
species at Aotea, Waiheke, and mainland sites. Sites 
not managed will become established or require 
ongoing management. 

Ceasing financial support to community organisations 
we have partnered with to deliver multi-species 
landscape scale pest eradication including Te Korowai 
o Waiheke (Waiheke) and Tū Mai Taonga (Aotea/Great 
Barrier). 

Marine pest 
pathways and 
biosecurity 

$10m A significantly scaled back programme of underwater 
inspection of commercial and non-commercial vessel 
hulls to assess compliance with allowable hull 
biofouling standards. 

A lower proportion of commercial sailings to Aotea 
Great Barrier and Waiheke Islands inspected to detect 
and eliminate any potential pest incursions. 

Marine ecology $3m Reprioritised marine species protection, including 
seabirds and habitat mapping. 

Enabling tools: 
monitoring/data 
collection  

$3m No new investment in conservation data collection and 
management tools.    

Expanding 
community-led 
action 

$4m Continue volunteer coordination on parks at a reduced 
level. Ceasing support for community-led initiatives, 
including the Community Coordination and Facilitation 
funds, supply of traps/bait and training. 
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Continuing native re-vegetation on parkland, riparian 
and high erosion areas at a reduced level. 

Biodiversity focus 
areas: priority 
ecosystems 

$4m Continuing monitoring activity at a reduced level that 
may not meet the needs of the NPS-IB. Some of this 
work also informs other activities in Council. 

Reduced number of threatened species and priority 
ecosystems being managed. 

 
14. Under Option One there is no funding to support the current response to the exotic 

Caulerpa seaweeds or any emerging threats. Examples of these include new marine and 
pest animal incursions or increased weed infestations as a result of the 
January/February storm events. 

15. Proceeding with this option would require a review of the Regional Pest Management 
Plan with consultation on amendments that reflected the available funding. Officers have 
commenced preparatory work on the 2030-2040 Regional Pest Management Plan with a 
view to commencing public consultation in 2025.  

16. Officers consider that this option poses a potential risk of someone seeking to challenge 
council through legal proceedings. Officers are aware that there are members of the 
community with a strong interest in council delivering on the objectives set out in the 
RPMP and delivering on other biodiversity-related obligations. The investment levels 
identified in the table above are indicative. Further work would be required to refine 
budgets pending additional officer investigation of legal and contractual obligations. If 
this option is pursued, officers will provide further advice prior to decision-making in 
June. 

Option 2.  
17. A partial resumption of the rate would raise around 70 per cent the funding of currently 

planned levels over the period of the 10-year Budget 2024-2034. This would raise 
around $20.8 million in 2024/2025. This would enable more activity than Option One but 
still require significant reductions in activity for some parts of the NETR work programme. 
As per Option One, council would not be able to meet its commitments set out in the 
RPMP or substantially progress obligations as set out in the NPS-IB. 
 

18. The table below shows the key outputs the council would deliver for each programme 
element under this option. This is an initial assessment of implications on the NETR work 
programme. This level of reduction in operating budget would require a full review of 
current work programmes taking into account legal obligations, contractual commitments 
and loss on investment if programmes are reduced or ceased. 

NETR Programme Budget 
10-year 
total  

Delivery 
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Mainland: plant and 
pest management 

$115m 

 
 

Continue sustained possum control across the region at 
approximately two-thirds of the area initially planned.  

Continue protection of priority species and ecosystems 
on regional and local parks at a reduced level. 

Continue pest plant control in buffer areas around a 
reduced number of high priority parks and or at a 
reduced level, for example Waitākere Ranges and 
Tāwharanui Regional Parks 

Ceasing efforts to eradicate some low-incidence pest 
species. 

Reduced surveillance and prevention of deer, pig, and 
goat incursions into the Waitākere and Hunua Ranges. 

Not commencing pest control on new species 
programmes set out in the Regional Pest Management 
Plan (for example cockatoo management). 

Plant pathogens: 
kauri dieback, 
myrtle rust 

$63m Continuing kauri track maintenance and compliance 
activity but at reduced level. 

No new investment in kauri health monitoring or 
research to inform future management. 

Islands: plant and 
animal pest 
management 

$22m Limited support for multi-species landscape scale pest 
eradication programmes being delivered in partnership 
with community organisations including Te Korowai o 
Waiheke (Waiheke) and Tū Mai Taonga (Aotea/Great 
Barrier) but at a significantly scaled back level. 

Continuing the elimination of low incidence plant 
species being eliminated at Aotea, Waiheke, and 
mainland sites at a reduced level. This will likely result 
in these plant species establishing and requiring 
ongoing control. 

Marine pest 
pathways and 
biosecurity 

$13m A scaled back programme of underwater inspection of 
commercial and non-commercial vessel hulls to assess 
compliance with allowable hull biofouling standards. 

A lower proportion of commercial sailings to Aotea 
Great Barrier and Waiheke Islands inspected to detect 
and eliminate any potential pest incursions. 

Marine ecology $3m As per Option One. 

Enabling tools: 
monitoring/data 
collection  

$3m As per Option One. 

Expanding 
community-led 
action 

$18m Some support for community-led initiatives, including 
the Community Coordination and Facilitation funds, 
supply of traps/bait and training, volunteer coordination 
on parks but at a significantly reduced level. 

Continuing native re-vegetation on parkland, riparian 
and high erosion areas at a reduced level. 

Biodiversity focus 
areas: priority 
ecosystems 

$8m Continuing monitoring activity at a reduced level that 
may not meet the needs of the NPS-IB. Some of this 
work also informs other activities in Council. 

Reduced number of threatened species and priority 
ecosystems being managed. 

99



19. No funding to support the current response to the exotic Caulerpa seaweeds or any
emerging threats such as new marine and pest animal incursion or increased weed
infestations as a result of the January/February storm events.

20. Similar to Option One, staff consider that non-delivery under this option raises the risk of
someone seeking to challenge council through legal proceedings. The investment levels
identified in the table above are indicative. Further work would be required to refine
budgets pending additional officer investigation of legal and contractual obligations. If
this option is pursued, officers will provide further advice prior to decision-making in
June.

Option 3. 
21. Resuming the rate at previously planned levels would raise most of the funding initially

planned for the 10-year Budget 2024-20341. This would raise around $32.6m in
2024/2025 and grow over time at around 1.35 - 1.7 per cent per year in line with forecast
growth in the rating base.

22. The NETR rate had previously been set at a level that does not increase each year for
existing ratepayers. NETR revenue only increases through growth in the underlying
ratepayer base. Since 2018 there have been significant increases to programme costs
(materials and contracted services) over recent years and additional costs incurred to
some activity as a result of the storm events. These costs have been managed through
making adjustments to the work programme, scaling back some activity, pushing out the
delivery timeframes and procurement efficiencies.

23. In 2023/2024 an additional pressure has been placed on the programme through the
utilisation of NETR budget reserves to reduce the overall impact on ratepayers. These
reserves had accumulated to enable higher levels of delivery in some years where
cyclical pest management is being carried out (for example the aerial control of rats and
possums in the Hunua Ranges which occurs every three to four years).

24. Resuming the NETR at its previously planned level would allow for the funding for
maintenance of current programmes but require scaling back of some activity to absorb
these cost increases and the programme peaks. Additional adjustments to timeframes
for programmes committed to in the RPMP would need to be made.

25. The current assessment of implications on the NETR work programme under this option
include continued delivery of programmes to exclude, eradicate, progressively contain,
or control priority pest animals, pest plants and pest pathogens across the region year on
year. Some adjustments to programmes will be required for example reducing pest plant
control in buffer areas around high priority parks and pushing out the timeframes for the
management of some priority species and ecosystems on regional and local parks,
noting that this could ultimately result in increased costs with pest infestations expanding
in the meanwhile.

26. The table below shows the key outputs the council would deliver for each programme
element under this option.

NETR Programme Budget 
10-year
total

Delivery 

1 There will be a slight reduced in revenue from previously planned levels due to lower than forecast 
growth in the rating base. 
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Mainland: plant and 
pest management 

$173m Continue sustained possum control across the region 
as planned.  

Continue protection of priority species and ecosystems 
on regional and local parks with some reductions. 

Continue pest plant control in buffer areas around high 
priority parks, for example Waitākere Ranges and 
Tāwharanui Regional Parks. 

Continued focus on eradicating low-incidence pest 
species. 

Not commencing pest control on new species 
programmes set out in the Regional Pest Management 
Plan (for example cockatoo management). 

Plant pathogens: 
kauri dieback, 
myrtle rust 

$80m Continued investment in kauri health monitoring to 
inform management decisions and targeted compliance 
to deliver on national pest management plan objectives.  
Increased levels of track maintenance to meet 
standards. 

 

Islands: plant and 
animal pest 
management 

$24m Continued focus on eradicating low-incidence pest 
species. 

No new support/investment in multi-species landscape 
scale pest eradication programmes being delivered in 
partnership with community organisations including Te 
Korowai o Waiheke (Waiheke) and Tū Mai Taonga 
(Aotea/Great Barrier). 

Marine pest 
pathways and 
biosecurity 

$13m Underwater inspection of approx. ~1,000 commercial 
and non-commercial vessel hulls to assess compliance 
with allowable hull biofouling standards. 

Inspection of approx. 75-80% of commercial sailings to 
Aotea Great Barrier and Waiheke Islands to detect and 
eliminate any potential pest incursions, and response 
capability for island incursions. 

Marine ecology $4m Expanded marine habitat mapping to support 
management and reporting.  Seabird monitoring and 
protection programmes delivered. 

Enabling tools: 
monitoring/data 
collection  

$4m Tools used for monitoring, data capture and reporting 
are kept current and investment into new technology to 
improve conservation management efficiencies is 
enabled. 

Expanding 
community-led 
action 

$40m Support for community-led conservation through 
Conservation Coordination and Facilitation Grant 
funding, scaled-back provision of tools and resources, 
training, advice, and volunteer coordination support. 

Biodiversity focus 
areas: priority 
ecosystems 

$12m Management, and monitoring of an increased number 
of high priority ecosystems and indigenous species. 

 
27. Under this option there is no funding to support the current response the exotic Caulerpa 

seaweeds or any emerging threats such as new marine and pest animal incursions. 
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28. If costs continue to increase, further reductions across these programmes could be
required.

Option 4. 
29. Resuming the NETR at previously planned levels and providing for it to increase at 3.5

per cent per year would provide additional funding over the 1-year Budget to meet the
cost pressures discussed in Option Three. NETR revenue raises from around $32.6m in
2024/2025 and grow over time at around 5 per cent per year in line with the 3.5 per cent
increase and forecast growth in the rating base.

30. This level of investment would enable higher levels of delivery in some years where
cyclical pest management is being carried out (for example the aerial control of rats and
possums in the Hunua Ranges which occurs every three to four years) and would
provide the funding required to deliver the programmes originally committed to the
public. The table below shows the key outputs the council would deliver for each
programme element under this option.

NETR Programme Budget 
10-year
total

Delivery 

Mainland: plant and 
pest management 

$198m The sustained management of possum control across 
rural Auckland and areas of high biodiversity value 

The sustained management of pest plants across 
approximately 65% of priority native habitats on regional 
parks 

Control of small mammal pests, including mustelids, 
rats, rabbits, and pigs, across offshore islands and 
eighteen of our Regional Parks and in areas of high 
biodiversity value. 

Ongoing surveillance and prevention of deer, pig, and 
goat incursions into the Waitākere and Hunua Ranges. 

Inspection and educational visits to commercial entities 
to ensure sellers are aware of and compliant with the 
rules in regard to sale, breeding and distribution of high-
risk pest species 

Plant pathogens: 
kauri dieback, 
myrtle rust 

$91m Mitigation of human induced spread of kauri dieback 
disease across the majority of kauri areas managed by 
Council.  Kauri health surveys include Aotea/Great 
Barrier.  Kauri tracks maintained to meet standards and 
remain open to the public. Development of tools to 
support more effective management. 

Islands: plant and 
animal pest 
management 

$28m Management of pest plant and animal pests in 
accordance with the Regional Pest Management Plan 
objectives. 

Marine pest 
pathways and 
biosecurity 

$25m Underwater inspection of ~1,500 commercial and non-
commercial vessel hulls to assess compliance with 
allowable hull biofouling standards. 

Inspection of 90-100% of commercial sailings to Aotea 
Great Barrier and Waiheke Islands to detect and 
eliminate any potential pest incursions, and response 
capability for island incursions. 
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Marine ecology $6m Expanded marine habitat mapping to support 
management and reporting.  Seabird monitoring and 
protection programmes delivered. 

Enabling tools: 
monitoring/data 
collection 

$4m As per Option Three. 

Expanding 
community-led 
action

$46m Support for community-led conservation through current 
levels of Conservation Coordination and Facilitation 
Grant funding, provision of tools and resources, training, 
advice, and volunteer coordination support. 

Biodiversity focus 
areas: priority 
ecosystems 

$14m Management, and monitoring of a representative range 
of high priority ecosystems and indigenous species. 

31. This option would enable the council to provide some funding towards the management
of exotic Caulerpa species and better position council to respond to any new biosecurity
incursions. It would support the delivery of obligations (for example the National Pest
Management Plan for Kauri Dieback Disease) and those under the National Policy
Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity.

32. This option would provide some additional funding towards community-led landscape
scale pest control programmes (up to around $500k annually). It is anticipated there will
be increased demand from community groups for support as a number are facing a
significant reduction in funding with the expiry of the central government funded Jobs for
Nature scheme. In Auckland Jobs for Nature boosted funding for the region’s
environment by over 82 million dollars over the past 4 years. Community-led entities
received around $33.5 million.
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Appendix D: Rates impact on business and farm/lifestyle properties 
of options for the Water Quality Targeted Rate and Natural 
Environment Targeted Rate 

Business property impacts 

Impact of WQTR options on the average value business property 

Option 
Rates impact 2024/2025 Additional 

increase 
2025/2026 
onwards 

Rate Additional 
increase 

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level plus a
3.5 per cent increase, with
expiry in 2030/2031

$78.58 0.01% 
Around 0.01% 

2. Resume at previously planned
level and extend to 2033/2034 $357.94 1.48% Around 0.06% 

3. Rate set to fund programme
and repayment over 30 years $134.47 0.31% Around 0.02% 

4. Rate set to cover only annual
programme operating and
interest costs in each year

$48.96 -0.14%
Between 

0.05% and 
0.20% 

Impact of WQTR and LTDS options on the average value business property 

Option LTDS option 

Retain LTDS Bus differential 
31% 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level plus a 3.5%
increase, with expiry in 2030/2031

0.01% 

$78.58 

0.10% 

$94.38 

2. Resume at previously planned level
and extend to 2033/2034

1.48% 

$357.94 

1.86% 

$429.87 

3. Rate set to fund programme and
repayment over 30 years

0.31% 

$134.47 

0.45% 

$161.49 

4. Rate set to cover only annual
programme operating and interest
costs in each year

-0.14%

$48.96 

-0.09%

$58.80 
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Impact of NETR options on the average value business property 

Option 
Rates impact 2024/2025 Additional 

increase 
2025/2026 
onwards 

Rate Additional 
increase 

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level $110.27 n/a n/a 

2. Resume at $30 in 2024/2025 for
average value residential
property and increase at 2.0
per cent per year

$139.65 0.16% 

Around 0.01% 

3. Resume at previously planned
level $218.91 0.57% n/a 

4. Resume at previously planned
level and increase at 3.5% per
year

$218.91 0.57% 
Around 0.04% 

Impact of NETR and LTDS options on the average value business property 

Option LTDS option 

Retain LTDS Bus differential 
31% 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

Retain at 2023/2024 level n/a 

$110.27 

0.12% 

$132.43 

Resume at $30 in 2024/2025 for 
average value residential property and 
increase at 2.0 per cent per year 

0.16% 

$139.65 

0.30% 

$167.71 

Resume at previously planned level 0.57% 

$218.91 

0.80% 

$262.91 

Resume at previously planned level 
and increase at 3.5% per year 

0.57% 

$218.91 

0.80% 

$262.91 
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Farm/lifestyle property impacts 

Impact of WQTR options on the average value farm/lifestyle property 

Option 
Rates impact 2024/2025 Additional 

annual increase 
2025/2026 
onwards 

Rate Additional 
increase 

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level plus a
3.5 per cent increase, with
expiry in 2030/2031

$27.35 0.02% 
Around 0.02% 

2. Resume at previously planned
level and extend to 2033/2034 $124.59 2.60% Around 0.09% 

3. Rate set to fund programme
and repayment over 30 years $46.81 0.54% Around 0.04% 

4. Rate set to cover only annual
programme operating and
interest costs in each year

$17.04 -0.25%
Between 0.08% 

and 0.31% 

Impact of WQTR and LTDS options on the average value farm/lifestyle property 

Option LTDS option 

Retain LTDS Bus differential 
31% 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

% increase 

$ in 2024/2025 

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level plus a 3.5%
increase, with expiry in 2030/2031

0.02% 

$27.35 

-0.03%

$25.44

2. Resume at previously planned level
and extend to 2033/2034

2.60% 

$124.59 

2.37% 

$115.89 

3. Rate set to fund programme and
repayment over 30 years

0.54% 

$46.81 

0.45% 

$43.53 

4. Rate set to cover only annual
programme operating and interest
costs in each year

-0.25%

$17.04

-0.28%

$15.85
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Impact of NETR options on the average value farm/lifestyle property 

Option 
Rates impact 2024/2025 Additional 

annual increase 
2025/2026 
onwards 

Rate Additional 
increase  

1. Retain at 2023/2024 level $38.38 n/a n/a 

2. Resume at $30 in 2024/2025 for 
average value residential 
property and increase at 2.0 
per cent per year 

$48.61 0.27% 

Around 0.02% 

3. Resume at previously planned 
level $76.20 1.00% n/a 

4. Resume at previously planned 
level and increase at 3.5% per 
year 

$76.20 1.00% 
Around 0.06% 

 
Impact of NETR and LTDS options on the average value farm/lifestyle property 

Option LTDS option 

Retain LTDS Bus differential 
31% 

% increase  

$ in 2024/2025 

% increase  

$ in 2024/2025 

Retain at 2023/2024 level n/a 

$38.38 

-0.07% 

$35.70 

Resume at $30 in 2024/2025 for 
average value residential property and 
increase at 2.0 per cent per year 

0.27% 

$48.61 

0.18% 

$45.21 

Resume at previously planned level 1.00% 

$76.20 

0.86% 

$70.88 

Resume at previously planned level 
and increase at 3.5% per year 

1.00% 

$76.20 

0.86% 

$70.88 
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Purpose 
1. To seek feedback from the Joint Governance Working Party (JGWP) and the local 

boards on the proposals to achieve local board funding equity, which are to be 
implemented through Long Term Plan (LTP) 2024 – 2034. This feedback will be 
considered by the Governing Body before these proposals are considered for 
consultation and decision making through the LTP process. 

Context 
2. Staff have been working on proposals to implement the October 2021  Governing 

Body decisions on local board funding equity through LTP 2024 -2034. In early 2023, 
the Mayor’s office directed staff to investigate a new direction to achieve local board 
funding equity and for this to be considered by the JGWP and the local boards prior 
to implementation. This discussion paper covers: 

(i) previous Governing Body decisions to address local board funding inequity. 

(ii) direction from the Mayor to investigate alternative options for achieving local 
board funding equity in a shorter timeframe.  

(iii) summary of discussions with, and directions from, the JGWP 

(iv) scope and impact of the alternative options  

(v) multi-board services (MBS) and its impact on local board funding  

(vi) implementation analysis 

(vii) risks and implications of the funding options. 

Governance Framework Review and 28 October 2021 Decisions 
3. Following a report in 2016 on the state of governance of Auckland Council, the 

Governance Framework Review (GFR) was initiated by the Governing Body in 2017. 
The aim of the GFR was to investigate Auckland Council’s current governance 
structure and recommend improvements. 
 

4. The Governing Body established a political working party (the JGWP) to investigate 
the GFR recommendations. For the last two terms, the JGWP has been functioning 
as the primary forum for staff to discuss proposals and receive feedback and 
direction on the GFR, before taking the proposals to the Governing Body.  

5. Following extensive investigation and consideration of options by the JGWP, on 28 
October 2021 the Governing Body agreed to increase local board decision-making 
responsibilities to all local community services within the funding envelope allocated 
to each local board (GB/2021/137). 

6. A key part of the Governing Body decision was to address the inequity of local 
boards’ funding to provide these local community services, as current funding is 
based on the assets in each local board area, most of which were built pre-
amalgamation, and have variable distribution across local boards. 

7. The Governing Body agreed in principle to address this situation through the 
forthcoming Long-term Plan process, by:  

(i) establishing an alternative service level equity and funding policy, that seeks to 
achieve funding equity for local boards within 10-15 years. 
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(ii) allocating Long-term Plan (LTP) outer year funding for growth and future 
renewals to local boards which are underfunded, starting with the most 
underfunded local boards. A key aspect of this decision was that no local board 
would lose funding. 

(iii) approving the funding allocation based on the 80% population, 15% 
deprivation and 5% land area (80:15:5) formula.  

8. A fixed amount or percentage of funding to be provided for Waiheke and Aotea-Great 
Barrier local boards based on that used in Locally Driven Initiatives funding. 

9. Although reallocation of funding from local boards that are currently funded over an 
equitable funding level (based on the 80:15:5 model) was considered, this was not 
supported. Hence the 2021 GFR decision aimed at uplifting all local boards to an 
equitable funding level that aligns with the highest funded local board. 

Original GFR Scope 

10. The scope of the 2021 GFR investigation into local board funding equity was limited 
to local community services activity asset based services (ABS) budgets, as this is 
the majority of funding local boards have decision-making over. This included growth 
funding and discrete projects but excluded slips remediation and coastal renewals 
and locally driven initiatives (LDI) funding. 

11. The GFR analysed budgets across ten years of LTP 2021 – 2031 and considered 
operating expenditure (opex) and capital expenditure (capex) as one funding pool. 
This analysis is reflected in the graph below which ranked where local boards sit in 
terms of the equity of their funding based on ten years of LTP 2021 – 2031 funding. 
This graph was part of the 28 October 2021 report to the Governing Body on which 
in-principle decisions to address local board funding inequity were made and has 
been widely seen and understood by local board members. 

Change in funding gap over 10 years 2021/2022 – 2030/2031 

New Direction and Alternative Options 2023 
12. Since the October 2022 election, the Mayor has expressed his interest in addressing 

issues he sees with local board funding as a priority this term, including giving local 
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boards more authority and autonomy over local matters and providing them with a 
more equitable funding allocation.  

 
13. On 21 April 2023, the Mayor wrote to all local board members outlining his wish to 

simplify the council’s governance structure, to move closer to a genuine shared 
governance model, and enable more decisions to be made locally where possible.  
The Mayor indicated that this would involve changes to local board funding policies 
and addressing equity issues to enable local boards to exercise more control and 
make decisions about asset ownership and use, and to make it easier for local 
boards to raise revenue for specific projects. The Mayor reiterated this position in his 
address to the JGWP on 2 May 2023. 
 

14. In particular the Mayor also outlined his expectation that staff would develop a plan to 
achieve local funding equity in a much shorter timeframe, than the 10-15 years 
agreed upon by the Governing Body in 2021, and ideally within 1-3 years. The Mayor 
indicated his preference that this be achieved by reallocating funding between local 
boards and potentially using new funding (if available) as opposed to the existing 
approach which relied on using LTP outer years renewals and growth funding. 

Summary of work this term with the JGWP 
15. In response to the Mayor’s request, the Mayor and Council’s Executive have agreed 

to continue using the JGWP to advance further discussions on addressing local 
board funding equity.  

16. The JGWP was reconstituted after the 2022 elections. It consists of six councillors 
and six local board members, five of whom are returning from the last term and 
providing continuity to this discussion. 

17. At the first JGWP meeting for this term on 2 May 2023 staff presented an initial report 
in response to direction from the Mayor’s office, consisting of the following three 
alternative options on how local board funding equity could be achieved in a shorter 
timeframe (first three years of LTP 2024 – 2034): 

a) providing new funding to bring all local boards to equity,  

b) reallocating all existing local board funding,  

c) a combination of options (a) and (b).  

These options are in addition to the original option decided by the Governing Body in 
October 2021. All of these options are explained further in Table 1 below.  

Table 1: Local Board Funding Options 

Option Description Time Required to 
Achieve Funding 
Equity 

(i) Governing Body 
October 2021 
(original in-
principle decision) 

Achieving local community services funding 
equity by reallocating future unallocated 
growth and renewals budgets to local boards 
with funding gaps 

10 – 15 years 

(ii) providing new 
funding to bring all 

Achieving local board funding equity by 
allocating new funding, provided through LTP 
2024-2034, to local boards with funding gaps 

3 years  
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Option Description Time Required to 
Achieve Funding 
Equity 

local boards to 
equity 

(iii) reallocating all 
existing local 
board funding 

Achieving local board funding equity by 
reallocating existing local board funding (both 
capital and operational funding)  

3 years  

(iv) a combination of 
options (ii) and (iii)  

 

Achieving local board funding equity by 
redistributing some existing local board 
funding and allocating some new funding, 
provided through LTP 2024-2034, to local 
boards with funding gaps 

3 years 

 
 

18. The Mayor attended the 2 May JGWP meeting and outlined his proposal. The JGWP 
supported the staff’s intention to complete a more detailed analysis on these options 
for further consideration. This detailed analysis was presented to and discussed with 
the JGWP on 30 May 2023.  

19. The analysis to support the options being considered included current budgets that 
reflected budget changes that had been made after the October 2021 decision. 
These budget changes created some confusion with JGWP members. Staff were 
asked to provide the reasons behind these changes and reconfirm the scope change 
requested by the Mayor and this is covered in paragraphs 37 to 40. 

20. The JGWP directed staff to focus future work on options (ii) and (iv) as it was 
considered that option (iii) would be politically unacceptable.  

21. Further information was requested on the implications of different scenarios in 
relation to: 

 

(i) identifying the specific impacts of the components of the expanded scope e.g., 
impact of removing growth funding (see paragraphs 41 to 46) 

(ii) analysis of the funding effects of removing regional, sub-regional and multi-board 
services and facilities from funding allocations (see paragraphs 80 to 98) 

(iii) possible advantages and disadvantages of different percentages for a mix of 
reallocation and new funding, to inform principle-based decision on percentages, 
noting the impact of Annual Budget 2023/2024 decisions (see paragraphs 64 to 
71) 

(iv) resourcing implications for funding changes, given the shorter timeframe for 
implementation. (See paragraphs 101 to 103) 

(v) analysis on transition requirements for implementation, for both opex and capex 
(see paragraphs 92 to 100). 

Scope 
Updated funding equity analysis based on the original GFR scope 

22. The following graph shows the funding equity standings using the current budgets 
and budgets for the remaining seven years of the current LTP (2024 – 2031).  
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Change in funding gap over 7 years 2024/2025 – 2030/2031 

23. Some of the local board equity rankings have changed when compared to 2021 
analysis due to the following reasons: 

(i) the 2021 GFR model had 10 years of data (2021/2022 to 2030/2031) and the 
updated model only has 7 years, i.e., 2024/2025 to 2030/2031. Our current 
financial data only extends to 2030/2031, which is the final year of the current 
LTP. 

(ii) there have been refinements to local board budgets through annual plans since 
2021: 

a. With opex this mainly relates to refinements in the repairs and maintenance 
budgets as Council incorporated updated, more accurate information from 
its suppliers.  

b. Capex budgets have changed to respond to the savings targets and capex 
prioritisation decided through 2021/2022 and 2022/2023 annual plans.  

24. The updated 2023 graph also shows the change in equity in these seven years 
based on the allocation of unallocated growth and renewals budget. Analysis based 
on the current budget data shows that there is $783 million of unallocated budget1 in 
these seven years. 

25. If the council decides to prioritise this unallocated budget for other purposes (e.g. 
storm response) prior to or through LTP 2024 -2034, achieving local board funding 
equity under this proposal will be delayed, unless additional funding is made 
available for this purpose. 

26. Most of this unallocated budget is currently set aside for investment in growth. 
Repurposing funding intended for growth investment will delay the council’s 
investment in growth and may require the amendment of Auckland Council’s 

 
1 these budgets are yet to be allocated to a local board and are kept aside for future renewals and growth-related 
investment. This is explained in more detail in paragraphs 46 to 52. 
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Development Contributions (DCs) policy and the refund of some of the DCs 
collected. 

27. Local boards that receive additional funding in the form of growth funding under this 
approach will be restricted in what and where they invest as investment of growth 
funding is guided by legislation (various sections of the Local Government Act 2002) 
and the DC policy. 

Scope for Alternative Options 
28. Staff have analysed budgets for the three financial years 2024/2025, 2025/2026 and 

2026/2027 as these are the first three years of LTP 2024-2034, through which local 
board funding equity is proposed to be implemented under the new direction. 

29. Staff have used the scope of option (i) (GFR) as a starting point for this investigation 
with three key changes. For the investigation of alternative options staff have: 

(i)  considered opex and capex separately for the following reasons: 

(a) the differences in opex funding across local boards is reasonably consistent, 
regardless of the timeframe of analysis. However, differences in capex varies 
considerably depending on the timeframe of analysis. This is due to the finite 
and lumpy nature of capex projects as opposed to opex which is ongoing. 
Discrete capex budgets only appear in certain years when the project is 
delivered, and this affects funding equity calculations. To better understand the 
impacts of capex funding on equity, it is useful to consider them separately. 

(b) creates an opportunity to understand opex and capex funding inequities 
separately and therefore address them differently. This is especially relevant 
when we consider the strategy of delivering differently, with less reliance on 
assets for service delivery adopted through LTP 2021-20312 

(c)   if a decision is made to provide new funding to achieve local board funding 
equity, the mechanisms to raise new opex and capex are different. Opex is 
generally funded through operating revenue such as rates and user charges, 
and capex is generally funded through debt (Auckland Council Revenue and 
Financing Policy). 

(d)   in the current financial environment, there is limited flexibility in changing the 
funding mix (i.e., changing between opex and capex), for new funding, in the 
short term. The GFR decision of providing local boards with new funding and 
letting local boards decide the capex/opex funding mix is unlikely to be practical 
in Council’s current financial environment. If an option for new funding is 
identified it is more feasible to provide local boards with a fixed split of new 
opex and capex, in the short-term. 

It should be acknowledged that investment in capital projects will have an 
impact on future opex requirements through service and maintenance costs. 
Once local boards are allocated funding equitably, the future opex- 
requirements of new capital investment will have to be managed by the local 
boards from within their opex budget allocation. Staff will ensure that any future 

 
2 a three-year transition towards a more sustainable investment approach to delivering community services that is 
less reliant on council assets and focuses more on provision through alternative ways such as partnerships, 
digital channels and multi-use facilities (FIN2021/49) 
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investment advice provided on capital investment will include the whole of life 
costs of the asset which includes future opex requirements. 

(ii) included budgets funded through fees and charges, general rates and debt in the 
equity calculations. Some budgets were excluded due to limitations for 
reallocation of their funding sources, as detailed in the table below. 

Table 2: Limitations of some funding sources 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(iii) included LDI budgets, which funds projects across all local activities, in the scope 
for analysis. In October 2021 the Governing Body approved the 80:15:5 formula 
as an equitable allocation formula. LDI is currently allocated based on a 90:5:5 
formula. Prior to implementation of increased local board decision-making local 
boards’ discretion over ABS was limited. Under increased decision-making local 
boards have decision-making over both ABS and LDI.  
Hence staff recommend including LDI in the scope for alternative options and 
analysing it based on the 80:15:5 model. Once this is implemented there would be 
no distinction between ABS and LDI, there would only local boards’ opex and 
capex. 

Consideration of local activities for alternative options 
 

30. Staff also analysed asset-based services budget within all four local activities: 

(i) Local community services 
(ii) Local environment management 
(iii) Local planning and development 
(iv) Local governance 

For potential inclusion in the alternative options to achieve local board funding equity. 

31. Staff propose to only consider the budget within local community services activity for 
these alternative options. The table below explains the reasons for excluding the 
other three activities. 

 

Funding 
Sources  

Scope 
(Y/N) 

Reason for being out of scope 

Growth  N Growth funding is allocated to specific projects within 
funding areas based on the Development Contributions 
(DC) policy and expected future growth population growth 
across Auckland. Reallocation of this budget is not 
possible without a change to the DC policy. Risks in 
changing this policy could result in growth investment 
being delayed in high growth areas, as inequity ranking, 
and growth projections do not align. This could also result 
in council being required to refund some DCs already 
collected if not able to deliver agreed growth projects in a 
timely manner. 

External/specific 
funding/targeted 
rates 

N This is funding received to support specific purpose 
projects in specific local boards. This funding cannot be 
pooled together for reallocation. 
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Table 3: Analysis of other local activities 

Local activity Reason for being out of scope 
Local Environment 
Management ABS 

The ABS budget in this activity is comprised of a targeted rate 
collected for drainage purposes and an allocation for solid 
waste. These funds are collected and allocated for a specific 
purpose and in specific locations.  

The targeted rate is set by legislation and cannot be 
reallocated. The solid waste allocation is the budget for a 
regional service delivered in the local board areas. These do 
not fall within local board decision-making and cannot be 
considered for reallocation. 

Local Planning and 
Development ABS 

99 percent of the ABS opex budget in this activity is the BID 
targeted rates budget. These targeted rates are collected from 
the businesses on behalf of various business associations 
and are paid to these business associations. Local boards do 
not have decision-making over the allocation of these 
budgets. 

This activity also includes the Waitākere Ranges and Foothills 
Protection opex budget which is a legislative requirement 
under the Waitākere Ranges Heritage Area Act 2008 and 
cannot be considered for reallocation. 

Currently there is only one capital project under this activity 
which has a budget of $19,000 in 2024/2025. This is a multi-
year project which ends in 2024/2025. 

Hence, staff recommend not to include this activity in the 
scope. 

Local Governance The majority (55%) of the budget under this activity cover staff 
and other operational costs that support the local boards. 
Staffing is currently a statutory responsibility of the chief 
executive (s 42(2)(g) of the Local Government Act).  

The remaining budget under this activity relates to local board 
members such as elected member honorariums (40% of the 
total budget), training, etc. Elected member honorariums are 
set by legislation (Local Government Members Determination) 
and local boards do not have any decision-making over this. 

 

32. Funding for other activities such as for corporate property, transport and other 
CCOs are out of scope for this investigation. These are currently outside the local 
board allocation of decision-making or significant influence. The Mayor has indicated 
his preference to expand local board decision-making over some or all these 
activities. However, until a decision is made on this, these activities remain out of 
scope for this analysis. Also, any investigation that requires the inclusion of these 
activities would require collaboration of multiple agencies of the council, and 
additional resources and time. 

33. Gulf Island local boards: For the alternate funding options, staff have followed the 
GFR decisions to provide fixed funding to the Gulf Island local boards. The fixed 
percentages are 1 percent and 2 percent of the total budgets for Aotea Great Barrier 
and Waiheke, respectively, which is consistent with the Local Board Funding Policy.   
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34. Local boards are allocated a share of the overhead costs such as interest, 
depreciation and corporate overheads based on the local board funding policy. Local 
boards do not have direct decision-making over these budgets. Hence, these will be 
out of scope for this analysis. 

Equity analysis based on the proposed scope for alternative options 
35. The opex and capex equity rankings based on the scope for alternative options as 

discussed in the previous sections and based on current budget data is provided in 
Appendix B. 

36. Local board funding equity rankings are determined by comparing the existing 
funding levels (2024/2025-2026/2027) to funding levels based on applying the above 
80:15:5 formula to existing funding. 

Responding to questions on scope from 30 May JGWP (JGWPC/2023/3 b) 
37. At its 30 May 2023 meeting the Joint Governance Working Party also passed the 

following resolution: 

(b) whakaae / agree to seek clarification from the Mayor in regard to the expanded 
scope 

to seek clarity on this updated scope. 

38. In response to the above JGWP resolution, the Mayor’s office has confirmed that the 
scope outlined in the previous section is consistent with the Mayor’s request. In 
confirming this, the Mayor has also asked that his overall aspiration of “fairer funding” 
for local boards, for them to be “bulk funded” and to make decisions on all local 
matters, not just local community services, is clearly signalled. 

39. In response, staff advice is that this proposed extension of scope brings in a range of 
matters that cannot currently be accommodated within existing policy, legislative 
and/or resource constraints. While that work could be advanced over time, staff 
consider that a staged approach towards these outcomes is desirable. 

40. The Mayor has also signalled his aspiration that there are fewer local boards with 
even greater decision-making, ideally in place in time for the coming 2025 election. 
The Governing Body resolved on 22 June 2023, to refer a local board reorganisation 
proposal to the JGWP. This proposal considers a smaller number of local boards with 
greater authority, to be implemented ahead of the 2025 or 2028 election. This would 
impact on this local board funding equity work programme. Staff will closely monitor 
the progress of this proposal and update the local board funding equity advice 
promptly.   

Responding to the JGWP resolution on the impacts of the components of the 
scope (JGWPC/2023/3 d(i)) 

(i) LTP approved discrete local projects 

41. These are specific projects approved through each LTP based on the priorities and 
strategies of the Council. Funding equity was not assessed or considered while 
approving funding for these projects. These projects’ budgets are allocated to a 
specific local board and are one of the reasons behind disproportionately high 
funding for some local boards (example: funding for Te Hono community centre in 
the Whau local board).  
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42. After considering the benefits and drawbacks of including or excluding these projects 
in the funding equity analysis (refer table below), staff propose to exclude these 
projects. 

 

 

LTP 
Discrete 
Projects 

Benefits Drawbacks 

Including in 
the analysis 

It provides a more complete 
picture of funding levels in 
the local board area 

If reallocation progresses as an 
option to address funding equity, then 
the local boards may end up with 
inadequate funding required to 
complete these LTP discrete projects. 
This would mean Council is not 
delivering on past decisions aligned 
with policy. 
 
These discrete projects raise the level 
of overfunding in the relevant local 
boards. This increases the amount of 
reallocation or new funding required 
to achieve local board funding equity. 

Excluding 
from the 
analysis 

Considers past Council 
decisions and ensures 
adequate funding remains 
to deliver these decisions. 

Does not consider all the funding 
invested in the local board area. 

 
(ii) Growth funding 

43. The JGWP requested analysis on the impact of excluding growth from the 
calculations for equity. 

44. Based on current budgets there is $39 million of growth capex funding allocated to 
various local boards in the first three years of LTP 2024 – 2034.  Almost $23 million 
of this is spread across three local boards – Upper Harbour, Hibiscus and Bays and 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki. The remaining is spread across other local boards.  

45. Appendix C illustrates the impact, of including or excluding growth funding in the 
analysis, on equity rankings.  

46. However, as mentioned in the table above (Table 2 in para 29 (ii)), including growth 
funding will have other impacts than just impacting equity calculations. Reallocating 
growth funding may require a change to our DC policy and there will be limitations on 
local boards receiving growth funding on the type and location of assets they can 
invest in. For example, local boards cannot use growth funding for renewals or to 
invest in assets outside the adopted DC policy. Also, the reallocation of growth 
funding may trigger the refund of some DCs already collected. 

 

Future unallocated budgets    
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47. Future unallocated budgets are budgets which are yet to be allocated to specific local 
boards in the future years (2024/2025 – 2030/2031) of the current LTP 2021-2031. 
Most of the future unallocated budget relates to growth funding and is proposed to be 
out of scope for the alternative options. 

48. Unallocated opex is the consequential opex provision to cover operating costs of 
future investments, which mostly relates to growth funding. As growth is proposed to 
be out of scope in alternative options (ii). and (iv)., staff propose that unallocated 
consequential opex is also excluded.  

49. Once a new growth investment is delivered, the asset and associated consequential 
opex transfers to the relevant local board’s budget, which would then be considered 
as the local board’s budget for any future equity analysis. 

50. Unallocated capex (other than growth) mainly consists of response renewals kept 
aside for unplanned renewals and some funding provision for new investment.  

51. These budgets are formulated based on the estimated future asset investments and 
response renewals requirements. This budget gets approved and allocated to 
specific local projects through annual plans or long-term plans as we start planning 
for the relevant financial year.  

52. The unallocated capex budget is a local community services budget and can be 
considered for reallocation under an equitable allocation model. However, once this 
is allocated to local boards through the funding model, local boards will have to 
manage any future new investment and unplanned renewals through their allocated 
budgets. 

53. Based on the scope for the alternative options, current budget figures indicate that in 
the first three years of LTP 2024 -2034 there is $25 million of unallocated capex. The 
amount of unallocated budget may change as further budget decisions are made 
prior to or through LTP 2024 -2034 to respond to priorities such as storm response. 

Alternative Options and their Impacts3 
54. At the 02 May JGWP staff presented three alternative options (as explained in para 

17. Table 1) to achieve local board funding equity in a shorter timeframe: 

(ii) providing new funding to bring all local boards to equity 

(iii)  reallocating all existing local board funding 

(iv) a combination of options (ii) and (iii). 

55. At the 30 May JGWP staff presented detailed analysis on these three alternative 
options. The JGWP at this meeting agreed to move forward with options (ii) and (iv) 
and requested further information on these options to be brought back to the 11 July 
JGWP. 

56. The following sections provide further analysis on these two options reflecting the 
scope adjustments as outlined above. 

 
3 The figures in the tables in this sec�on are based on local board budgets as of 07 June 2023 and hence are 
illustra�ve. The analysis will be updated through the LTP process and final figures will be provided through the 
adop�on of the LTP. 
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Option (ii) - Providing new funding in the LTP 2024-2034 to bring all local 
boards to equity. 

57. This option looks at mitigating local board funding equity through the provision of new 
funding through the LTP.  

58. New funding if any, and the funding sources to enable this will need to be approved 
through the LTP 2024-2034. There is currently no source of new funding identified. 
Additional rates or debt is an option to raise new funding, however, this is yet to be 
decided through LTP 2024 – 2034 which will have multiple priorities requiring new 
funding. 

59. Some local boards are currently overfunded compared to the equitable funding 
allocation model. If there is no reduction to existing funding levels of overfunded local 
boards, the level of funding equity to be achieved will be relatively higher. 

60. The amount of new funding required to get underfunded local boards to equity 
relative to the overfunded local boards, without reducing the currently overfunded 
local boards is approximately $170 million in opex and $210 million in capex across 
the first three years of the LTP 2024-2034. 

61.  Opex is generally funded through fees and charges and general rates, and capex is 
generally funded through debt. As an illustration of how new funding could have an 
impact on our financial position, for new operational funding required, a 1 percent 
rates increase raises around $23 million opex and provides some extra capacity for 
debt. For new capital funding required, $100 million of additional capex has impact of 
around a 2 percent increase against our debt to revenue ratio.  It also has an 
associated requirement for additional opex funding through interest and depreciation. 

62. The table below provides a summary of existing local board funding and new funding 
required in the first three years of LTP 2024 – 2034 to achieve local board funding 
equity. 

 Existing Funding ($m) New Funding Required ($m) 

Opex 589 170 

Capex 244 210 

 

63. Appendix D shows the allocation of new funding to local boards. 

Option (iv) - Combination of reallocation of some existing local board funding 
and new funding 

64. This option looks at reallocating a portion (or percentage) of funding from overfunded 
local boards, with additional new funding to get all local boards to funding equity. 

65. Staff have analysed various combinations to provide a clearer understanding of the 
impacts of each combination as shown in the table below. 
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Option % reduction of 
surplus from 
LBs funded 
above an 
equitable level 

Reduction in surplus over 3 years  New funding (including 
unallocated if any) required 
to achieve funding equity  

iv(A) 10%  
Opex: 1 local board reduces in 
funding by $1m 
 
Capex: 1 local board reduces in 
funding by $1m 
 

 
 
Opex: $150 m 
Capex: $190m 
 

iv(B)  
25% 

 
Opex: 1 local board reduces in 
funding by $2.2m  
 
Capex: 1 local board reduces in 
funding by  
$2.7m  

 
 
Opex: $125m 
Capex: $160m 
 

iv(C) 50%  
Opex: 5 local boards reduce in 
funding ranging from $0.7m to 
$4.4m  
 
Capex: 3 local boards reduce in 
funding ranging from $0.7m to 
$5.3m  
 

 
 
Opex: $80m 
Capex: $110m 
 

iv(D) 75%  
Opex: 8 local boards reduce in 
funding ranging from $0.6m to 
$6.6m  
 
Capex: 5 local boards reduce in 
funding ranging from $1.6m to 
$8m  
 

 
 
Opex: $40m 
Capex: $50m 
 

 

66. As is evident from the table above, the higher the reallocation from overfunded local 
boards, the lesser the amount of new funding required to achieve local board funding 
equity. However, as the percentage of reallocation increases, the budgetary impact 
on local boards that are currently funded over their equitable funding levels 
increases. This is likely to have flow on impacts to their assets and services. 

67. Also, given Council’s LTP 2021 – 2031 commitment to delivering differently4, it may 
not be prudent to provide a large amount of additional capital funding as it may not 
incentivise lesser reliance on assets.  

An alternative transition approach 
68. Staff have identified an alternative transition option that is different to the above-

mentioned options, i.e., allocating a lower level of new funding to uplift most local 

 
4   a three-year transi�on towards a more sustainable investment approach to delivering community services 
that is less reliant on council assets and focuses more on provision through alterna�ve ways such as 
partnerships, digital channels and mul�-use facili�es (FIN2021/49) 
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boards to within 5% equity. Any new funding and funding sources will have to be 
approved through LTP 2024 – 2034. 

69. Under this approach most local boards could be brought to within 5% of funding 
equity within the first three years of the LTP 2024 – 2034. This is different to the 
options described previously as those options aim to achieve complete local board 
funding equity in the first three years. 

70. Further reallocation or new funding will be required in years four to six of the LTP 
2024 – 2034 to bring all local boards to complete funding equity and staff will provide 
advice and options on this through the development of LTP 2027 – 2037 

 

 

New 
funding 
across 3 
years 
(including 
unallocated 
if any) ($m) 

% reduction 
of surplus 
from LBs 
funded 
above an 
equitable 
level 

Funding equity 
status 

Reduction in 
surplus over 3 
years 

Funding variation 
across 3 years 
compared to an 
equitable allocation 

 
Opex: 65 
Capex: 75 
 

  
0 

 
18 local boards 
get to within 5% 
opex and capex 
funding equity 
 
16 local boards 
within 3% opex 
funding equity 

 
No reduction 

Opex & capex – Each of 
the 18 local boards 
have shortfalls within a 
maximum of $1.3m. 
  
Opex surpluses range 
from $0.4m to $5.5m. 
 
Capex surpluses range 
from $0.2m to $7m. 
 

 
Opex: 55 
Capex: 65 
 

  
10 

 
18 local boards 
get to within 5% 
opex and capex 
funding equity 
 
16 local boards 
within 3% opex 
funding equity 

 
Opex: 8 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.3m to 
$1m 
Capex: 6 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.5m to  
41m 
 

 
Opex & capex – Each of 
the 18 local boards 
have shortfalls within a 
maximum of $1.4m. 
  
Opex surpluses range 
from $0.6m to $5m. 
 
Capex surpluses range 
from $0.3m to $6.3m. 
 

 
Opex: 40 
Capex: 50 
 

  
25 

 
18 local boards 
get to within 5% 
opex and capex 
funding equity 
 
16 local boards 
within 3% opex 
funding equity 

 
Opex: 10 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.4m to 
$2.2m 
 
Capex: 6 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.3m to 
$2.7m 
 

 
Opex & capex – Each of 
the 18 local boards 
have shortfalls within a 
maximum of $1.4m. 
  
Opex surpluses range 
from $0.6m to $5m. 
 
Capex surpluses range 
from $0.6m to $6m 
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New 
funding 
across 3 
years 
(including 
unallocated 
if any) ($m) 

% reduction 
of surplus 
from LBs 
funded 
above an 
equitable 
level 

Funding equity 
status 

Reduction in 
surplus over 3 
years 

Funding variation 
across 3 years 
compared to an 
equitable allocation 

 
Opex: 20 
Capex: 30 
 

 
50 

 
18 local boards 
get to within 5% 
opex and capex 
funding equity 

 
Opex: 11 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.7m to 
$4.4m 
 
Capex: 8 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $0.5m to 
$5.3m 
 

 
Opex & capex – Each of 
the 18 local boards 
have shortfalls within a 
maximum of $1.3m. 
  
Opex surpluses range 
from $0.2m to $3.5m. 
 
Capex surpluses range 
from $0.7m to $4m 
 

 
Opex: 0 
Capex: 10 
 
 

 
75 

20 local boards 
get to within 5% 
opex funding 
equity 
18 local boards 
get to within 5% 
capex funding 
equity 

 
Opex: 11 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $1m to 
$6.6m 
 
Capex: 8 local 
boards reduce in 
funding ranging 
from $1m to $8m 
 

 
Opex shortfalls range 
from $0.8m to $1.6m. 
Opex surpluses range 
from $0.4m to $2.2m.  
 
Capex shortfalls are 
within $0.5m. 
Capex surpluses range 
from $0.7m to $4m 

 

71. Appendix E shows the analysis of these options on local board funding equity. 

Continuation of the transition - Proposal for allocating new capex funding to 
local boards beyond 2026/2027 

72. Through LTP 2021 – 2031 the Governing Body has agreed to do more in using 
alternative ways of delivering services, through partnerships and digital channels and 
multi-use facilities to reduce the reliance and associated costs of a large portfolio of 
community assets. 

73. Over time, implementation of this new approach is expected to result in the sale of 
ageing local community service assets that are not fit for purpose and reinvest in 
services and facilities that better meet the needs of our communities.  

74. To ensure that any new capital funding aligns with this strategy, staff propose a 
different approach for capital funding from year 4 of LTP 2024 – 2034 to achieve 
greater local board equity, once most local boards get to 5% equity by year 3 of LTP 
2024 -2034. 

75. Staff propose that new capital funding (if any) to address local board funding equity 
be kept aside as a pool of funding that local boards can access if they meet the 
below criteria: 

(i)  the project aligns with Council’s plans, strategies, and processes. 
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(ii) the local board raises funding that satisfies the local board contribution percentage 
which is based on their equity ranking 

76. If the local board meets these criteria a portion of the funding for the new investment 
will be allocated from this new funding pool by the Governing Body. 

77. The funding contribution to the new investment will be based on: 

a) the percentage of new funding for a project a local board is eligible for based on 
their position on the equity ranking; and  

b) up to a maximum amount of funding that raises the local board to funding equity in 
the three years of the assessment. 

78. The reasons for proposing to implement this approach from year 4 (2026/2027) are: 

(i) in the first three years of LTP 2024 - 2034, some local boards may be more 
ready than others to tap into this funding. This could create  capex inequity. 

(ii) Under this approach it may take longer to achieve local board capex equity 
which may not be acceptable to local boards that are currently funded below 
the equitable level. 
 

79. This is a new approach. Further analysis is required to understand the implications of 
this on equity and funding provisions. If the JGWP supports this approach staff will 
provide detailed advice on this at its next meeting. 

 

Impact of Multi-board Services 
80. This section responds to resolution JGWPC/2023/3 d (ii) from the 30 May JGWP, 

which requests analysis on the impact of multi-board services (MBS) on local board 
funding equity. 

81. In October 2021 the Governing Body agreed in principle to create an MBS category.  
This would apply to facilities where at least 50% of users come from outside their 
local board area. 

82. A hybrid approach to multi-board service funding was approved as below: 

 

83. Under this approach 50% of the overall opex and capex budget for facilities that are 
part of the multi-board service programme would be pooled together as MBS funding 
and not considered as local board funding.  

84. Appendix F shows the impacts of including and excluding MBS proposals on opex 
equity rankings. For this paper, staff have only assessed the impact of MBS on opex 
equity calculations.  

85. Analysis of the impact of MBS proposals on capex equity will require more time and 
input from subject matter experts, as currently, we do not budget for future capex 
renewals or investments at such a granular level. Although our asset management 
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planning identifies the estimated renewal requirement for each facility, the actual 
renewal budget for each facility is determined through work programme planning for 
the relevant year based on budget availability and other local board investment 
priorities. 

86. However, the impact of considering the MBS proposal on capex equity calculation will 
be similar to that of the impact of opex equity, as explained in the example below.  

87. Consider Waitematā local board as an example. Before considering MBS, the 
Waitematā local board was overfunded in opex by $5 million in opex across the first 
three years of LTP 2024 – 2034. After MBS facilities are taken into consideration, 
their overfunding reduces to $1 million. Although they remain overfunded, the level of 
overfunding reduces.  

88. However, for a local board that does not have any MBS facilities (Hibiscus and Bays 
for example) considering an MBS programme would increase their level of relative 
funding as now the total local community services budget pool they are compared 
against has reduced, while their budget has not reduced.  

Local Board 3 Year 
Opex 
budget ($m) 

Opex equity 
ranking 

3 Year Opex 
budget after 
considering 
MBS ($m) 

Equity ranking 
after 
considering 
MBS 

Waitematā 15 15 13 11 

Hibiscus and Bays 17 14 17 15 

 

Shared governance 

89. The 2021 Governing Body decision requested staff to investigate shared governance 
proposals for MBS facilities that enable joint decision-making by the local boards and 
the Governing Body over MBS facilities. 

90. Further analysis is required on a shared governance model between affected local 
boards and the Governing Body to understand if the complexity, logistics, and costs 
of such a shared governance model justify the benefits achieved. 

91. JGWP and local boards’ feedback on the inclusion, or otherwise of MBS for funding 
equity will help guide future work on this. 

 

Implementation Analysis 
92. The aim of these proposals is to achieve complete or significant local board funding 

equity in the first three years of the LTP 2024 – 2034. 

93. Staff will provide investment advice to the local boards to manage their assets and 
services based on the adopted funding approach, increased decision-making and 
their assets and services portfolio. This investment advice will align with local board 
plans and LTP 2024-2034 priorities and will be similar to the community investment 
advice provided to the local boards for the development of their 2023 local board 
plans. 
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94. Regardless of which option is adopted, staff recommend adopting a transition 
approach to implementing local board funding equity over the first three years of the 
LTP. This gives staff and local boards reasonable time to adapt to the changes under 
equity of funding.  

95. This also provides time for Council to assess the budgetary and other impacts of the 
2023 storm and flood damage which could have an impact on the equity analysis.  
The funding provision for storm damage would be excluded from equity analysis but 
may have an impact on the overall funding availability. 

96. Proposed approach: 

 

Impact on LTP 2024 - 2034 
97. The level of local board funding equity that is achieved by year three of the LTP 2024 

– 2034, is to be considered as the base level of funding for future years. 

98. Any new funding provided in the first three years of the LTP 2024 – 2034 to achieve 
local board funding equity, will have to continue through the remainder of the LTP to 
maintain local board funding equity. 

99. For example, to maintain the levels of equity achieved by the provision of $65m of 
opex and $75 million capex across the first three years of the LTP, would mean 
approximately $200 million of opex and approximately $250 million of capex over the 
10 years of the LTP. 

100. Staff propose to reassess the equity ranking of local boards through each LTP 
refresh, based on the latest available statistics and local board funding pool. Further 
advice on the funding implications of achieving or maintaining funding equity will be 
provided through the development of each LTP. 

Resourcing 
101. Further analysis is required to understand the resourcing impact of achieving local 

board funding equity in a shorter time frame. 

102. Resourcing requirements would also depend on the option chosen to achieve this. 

103. The Governing Body approved $2.8 million per year through annual plan 2022/2023. 
Resource required to implement increased decision-making has been appointed, with 
$1 million remaining per year. Any additional resourcing requirement to implement 
local board funding equity would initially be covered with this remaining budget. 

Year 1 – 1 July 2024 – 30 June 2025
Analysis and advice is provided to LBs to 
inform decision-making in year 2, based 

on funding equity changes in year 2

Year 2 – 1 July 2025
Budget changes and associated service 

changes (if any) take effect
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However, resourcing requirements beyond this will require additional budget 
approvals through the LTP 2024 – 2034.  

Risks and Implications 
General Risks 

Change Risk  Mitigation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change in local board 
funding allocation on 
elected members and the 
organisation 

 
Moderate risk: 
Under an equitable funding 
approach, local boards may 
have to consider a lot more 
complex advice on trade-
offs and service prioritisation 
before making investment 
decisions. 
 

 
Ensure that elected 
members are provided 
adequate training and there 
is adequate support (staff 
and systems) to develop the 
advice needed to assist 
local boards with decision-
making  

 
Moderate risk: 
Inadequate resourcing to 
support the implementation 
of funding equity in a shorter 
timeframe. 
 

 
Provide analysis of the 
resource requirements of 
implementing local board 
funding equity in a shorter 
timeframe and ensure 
adequate resourcing is 
approved through LTP 2024 
-2034 to support the 
implementation. 
 

 
Moderate risk: 
Lack of understanding and 
maturity in the organisation 
about local board decision-
making and the impacts of 
local board decision-making 
on the Council’s operations. 
Also, some of our systems 
do not align with or respond 
well to local board decision-
making. 
 

 
Additional staff resources 
(using the $2.8m per year 
approved by the Governing 
Body)  for the 
implementation of GFR will 
help in staff 
training/capability and 
improvement to our systems  

 
Changes to budget and 
impact on analysis 
 

 
Moderate risk: 
The analysis in this paper is 
based on currently available 
budget data. Budget 
decisions prior to and 
through LTP 2024 – 2034 
will have an impact on this 
budget data and on the 
analysis and the equity 
calculations 
 

 
Ensure that analysis is 
regularly updated and 
reflects the latest available 
budget data. 
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104. Other risks and implications are discussed below: 

 

Option Risks Mitigation 
 
Any option 
that involves 
reallocation 

 
Moderate Risk: 
Impact on local assets and services – a 
reduction in funding could lead to the 
necessary closure of some facilities and an 
associated reduction in service levels 
unless feasible alternate delivery methods 
were supported. 
Likely to be less support from local boards 
that may lose funding. 

 
Investment advice from staff 
will support local boards to 
consider options to deliver 
services differently and 
more cost-effectively, 
including via partners, 
technology or the 
consolidation of services  
 

 
Any option 
that involves 
new funding 

 
Low risk: 
Risk of unplanned or unjustified investment 
where local boards receive new capital 
funding to mitigate inequity, that is not 
necessarily aligned to adopted policy 
requirements. 

 
A staged transition approach 
with whole of life investment 
advice is necessary to 
mitigate this risk. Staff will 
provide advice that aligns 
with Council’s and local 
boards’ plans and 
strategies. 
 

 
Option Financial Implications Mitigation 
 
Any option 
that involves 
new funding 

 
Given Council’s current financial conditions 
and the additional impact of events such as 
the storm recovery it could be difficult to 
raise new funding. Any new funding may 
have impacts on our rates and other 
financial policies. 
 
Future events weather and other events 
may have further impact on Council’s 
financial position which increases the risk 
of raising new funding. 

 
Ensure that any new funding 
is within our financial 
policies 

  
Ability to deliver projects within budget 
timeframes due to inadequate planning 
time, delays could result in escalating cost. 

 
Capex for new projects is 
allocated following prudent 
investment advice through 
business cases and/or other 
business processes. 
 

 

105. MBS: The 2021 Governing Body approved in-principle to investigate a shared 
governance model for MBS. This paper discussed the impacts of MBS on funding 
equity. However, further analysis is required to understand the costs and 
complexity of implementing a shared governance model to assess whether the 
benefits justify the costs involved. 
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Next Steps 
 

106. Discuss the proposed options included in this paper with all elected members at a 
joint briefing on 24 July 2023. 

107. Following this the discussion paper will be workshopped with local boards in the 
months of July and August 2023, prior to seeking their formal feedback through 
August business meetings. 

108. Local feedback will be provided to the September 2023 JGWP meeting. 

109. JGWP feedback and directions and local board feedback will be presented to the 
Governing Body in October/November 2023, prior to LTP 2024-2034 Mayoral 
Proposal being published. 
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Appendix B: Current funding equity rankings (2024/2025 to 
2026/2027) 
The below graphs show the percentage of funding variance across three years when 
existing funding is compared against a funding allocation based on the 80:15:5 
(population:deprivation:land area) model 

OPEX 

CAPEX 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. LTP 2024 – 2034 decisions will have an
impact on this analysis.
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Appendix C: Impact of growth funding on equity analysis 
The graphs in this attachment show the change in capex equity rankings depending on 
the inclusion or exclusion of growth funding in the equity analysis 

Change in capex equity ranking with and without growth funding 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. LTP 2024 – 2034 decisions will have an
impact on this analysis.
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Appendix D - Option (ii) - Allocation of new funding to local boards to 
achieve complete funding equity in 3 years of LTP 2024-2034 

The tables in this attachment show the distribution of new funding to achieve local board 
funding equity in the first three years of LTP 2024 – 2034. Aotea / Great Barrier and 
Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 

OPEX ($m) 

Current 3 year funding New funding After 3 Years 
Albert-Eden 25.3 15.3 40.6 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 3.5 7.6 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 2.0 24.6 
Franklin 31.9 12.0 44.0 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 10.4 52.7 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 5.6 43.6 
Howick 47.1 11.2 58.4 
Kaipātiki 27.2 10.0 37.2 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 0.0 38.9 
Manurewa 25.7 19.0 44.7 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 5.7 36.8 
Ōrākei 27.9 6.2 34.1 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 6.6 41.3 
Papakura 28.9 2.2 31.1 
Puketāpapa 18.8 9.3 28.1 
Rodney 27.4 21.1 48.5 
Upper Harbour 27.4 2.9 30.3 
Waiheke 11.1 4.1 15.2 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 6.7 25.8 
Waitematā 34.2 3.7 37.9 
Whau 24.7 12.4 37.1 

588.5 170.1 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
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CAPEX ($m) 

Current 3 year funding New funding After 3 Years 
Albert-Eden 8.8 15.6 24.4 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 3.2 4.6 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 1.8 14.8 
Franklin 10.1 16.3 26.5 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 15.3 31.7 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 7.6 26.2 
Howick 17.9 17.2 35.1 
Kaipātiki 22.6 0.0 22.6 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 11.7 23.3 
Manurewa 11.0 15.9 26.9 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 12.4 22.1 
Ōrākei 12.5 8.1 20.5 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 10.2 24.9 
Papakura 6.0 12.7 18.7 
Puketāpapa 6.6 10.2 16.9 
Rodney 20.8 8.4 29.2 
Upper Harbour 4.8 13.5 18.2 
Waiheke 5.9 3.2 9.1 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 9.5 15.5 
Waitematā 18.2 4.6 22.8 
Whau 7.7 14.6 22.3 

244           212.0 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present value of 
the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 decisions will have 
an impact on this analysis.
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Appendix E - Transition Approach - Allocation of some new funding to local boards 
to achieve reasonable funding equity for most local boards in three years of LTP 
2024 -2034 (new funding - $65m opex and $77m capex)

OPEX

Current 
($m) Funding Movement ($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 25.3 8.7 34.0 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 2.3 6.4 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 0.0 22.7 
Franklin 31.9 5.0 36.9 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 1.9 44.2 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 0.0 38.0 
Howick 47.1 1.8 49.0 
Kaipātiki 27.2 4.0 31.2 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 0.0 38.9 
Manurewa 25.7 11.8 37.5 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 0.0 31.1 
Ōrākei 27.9 0.7 28.6 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 0.0 34.7 
Papakura 28.9 0.0 28.9 
Puketāpapa 18.8 4.8 23.5 
Rodney 27.4 13.3 40.7 
Upper Harbour 27.4 0.0 27.4 
Waiheke 11.1 1.7 12.7 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 2.5 21.6 
Waitematā 34.2 0.0 34.2 
Whau 24.7 6.5 31.1 

588.5 65 
This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 152



CAPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 8.8 7.5 16.3 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 1.7 3.1 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 0.0 13.0 
Franklin 10.1 7.6 17.7 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 4.8 21.2 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 0.0 18.6 
Howick 17.9 5.6 23.5 
Kaipātiki 22.6 0.0 22.6 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 4.0 15.6 
Manurewa 11.0 7.0 18.0 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 5.1 14.8 
Ōrākei 12.5 1.3 13.7 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 2.0 16.6 
Papakura 6.0 6.5 12.5 
Puketāpapa 6.6 4.7 11.3 
Rodney 20.8 0.0 20.8 
Upper Harbour 4.8 7.4 12.2 
Waiheke 5.9 0.2 6.1 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 4.4 10.4 
Waitematā 18.2 0.0 18.2 
Whau 7.7 7.2 14.9 

244.2 77 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding.
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Transition Approach - Allocation of some new funding to local boards to achieve 
reasonable funding equity for most local boards in three years of LTP 2024 -2034 (10% 
reallocation, new funding -  $55m opex and $65m capex) 

OPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 25.3 8.2 33.5 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 2.2 6.3 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 -0.4 22.3 
Franklin 31.9 4.4 36.3 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 1.2 43.5 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 -0.4 37.6 
Howick 47.1 1.0 48.2 
Kaipātiki 27.2 3.5 30.7 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 -0.9 38.0 
Manurewa 25.7 11.2 36.9 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 -0.3 30.8 
Ōrākei 27.9 0.2 28.2 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 -0.3 34.5 
Papakura 28.9 -0.5 28.4 
Puketāpapa 18.8 4.4 23.2 
Rodney 27.4 12.6 40.1 
Upper Harbour 27.4 -0.4 27.0 
Waiheke 11.1 1.5 12.5 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 2.2 21.3 
Waitematā 34.2 -0.5 33.7 
Whau 24.7 6.0 30.6 

588.5 55 
This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 154



CAPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 8.8 6.9 15.7 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 1.6 2.9 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 -0.5 12.5 
Franklin 10.1 6.9 17.0 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 4.0 20.4 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 -0.5 18.2 
Howick 17.9 4.7 22.6 
Kaipātiki 22.6 -1.1 21.6 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 3.4 15.0 
Manurewa 11.0 6.3 17.3 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 4.5 14.2 
Ōrākei 12.5 0.7 13.2 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 1.4 16.0 
Papakura 6.0 6.0 12.0 
Puketāpapa 6.6 4.2 10.9 
Rodney 20.8 -0.5 20.3 
Upper Harbour 4.8 7.0 11.7 
Waiheke 5.9 -0.1 5.9 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 4.0 10.0 
Waitematā 18.2 -0.6 17.6 
Whau 7.7 6.7 14.4 

244.2 65 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 155



Transition Approach - Allocation of some new funding to local boards to achieve 
reasonable funding equity for most local boards in three years of LTP 2024 -2034 (25% 
reallocation, new funding - $40m opex and $50m capex) 

OPEX

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 25.3 7.4 32.6 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 2.0 6.1 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 -0.9 21.8 
Franklin 31.9 3.5 35.4 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 0.1 42.4 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 -1.0 36.9 
Howick 47.1 -0.2 47.0 
Kaipātiki 27.2 2.8 30.0 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 -2.2 36.6 
Manurewa 25.7 10.3 36.0 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 -0.6 30.5 
Ōrākei 27.9 -0.4 27.6 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 -0.7 34.1 
Papakura 28.9 -1.2 27.7 
Puketāpapa 18.8 3.8 22.6 
Rodney 27.4 11.6 39.1 
Upper Harbour 27.4 -1.0 26.4 
Waiheke 11.1 1.1 12.2 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 1.7 20.7 
Waitematā 34.2 -1.2 33.0 
Whau 24.7 5.2 29.8 

588.5 40 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 156



CAPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 8.8 6.2 15.0 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 1.5 2.8 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 -1.3 11.8 
Franklin 10.1 6.1 16.2 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 3.1 19.4 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 -1.1 17.5 
Howick 17.9 3.6 21.5 
Kaipātiki 22.6 -2.7 20.0 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 2.7 14.3 
Manurewa 11.0 5.5 16.5 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 3.8 13.6 
Ōrākei 12.5 0.1 12.6 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 0.6 15.2 
Papakura 6.0 5.4 11.5 
Puketāpapa 6.6 3.7 10.3 
Rodney 20.8 -1.3 19.5 
Upper Harbour 4.8 6.4 11.2 
Waiheke 5.9 -0.3 5.7 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 3.5 9.5 
Waitematā 18.2 -1.5 16.7 
Whau 7.7 6.0 13.7 

244.2 50 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present 
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034 
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding.
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Transition Approach - Allocation of some new funding to local boards to achieve 
reasonable funding equity for most local boards in three years of LTP 2024 -2034 (50% 
reallocation, new funding - $20m opex and $30m capex) 

OPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 25.3 6.2 31.5 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 1.8 5.9 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 -1.8 20.9 
Franklin 31.9 2.2 34.1 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 -0.7 41.6 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 -2.1 35.9 
Howick 47.1 -0.9 46.2 
Kaipātiki 27.2 1.7 28.9 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 -4.4 34.4 
Manurewa 25.7 9.0 34.7 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 -1.3 29.8 
Ōrākei 27.9 -0.7 27.2 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 -1.3 33.4 
Papakura 28.9 -2.4 26.5 
Puketāpapa 18.8 3.0 21.8 
Rodney 27.4 10.2 37.7 
Upper Harbour 27.4 -1.9 25.5 
Waiheke 11.1 0.7 11.8 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 0.9 20.0 
Waitematā 34.2 -2.4 31.8 
Whau 24.7 4.1 28.8 

588.5 20 
This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 158



CAPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 8.8 5.3 14.1 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 1.3 2.6 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 -2.5 10.5 
Franklin 10.1 5.1 15.3 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 1.9 18.3 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 -2.3 16.3 
Howick 17.9 2.4 20.3 
Kaipātiki 22.6 -5.3 17.3 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 1.9 13.4 
Manurewa 11.0 4.5 15.5 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 3.0 12.8 
Ōrākei 12.5 -0.6 11.8 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 -0.3 14.3 
Papakura 6.0 4.8 10.8 
Puketāpapa 6.6 3.1 9.7 
Rodney 20.8 -2.6 18.2 
Upper Harbour 4.8 5.8 10.5 
Waiheke 5.9 -0.5 5.4 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 2.9 9.0 
Waitematā 18.2 -3.0 15.2 
Whau 7.7 5.2 12.9 

244.2 30 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding.
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Transition Approach - Allocation of some new funding to local boards to achieve 
reasonable funding equity for most local boards in three years of LTP 2024 -2034 (75% 
reallocation, new funding – no additional opex and $10m capex) 

OPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 25.3 4.9 30.2 
Aotea / Great Barrier 4.1 1.8 5.9 
Devonport-Takapuna 22.7 -2.7 20.0 
Franklin 31.9 0.8 32.7 
Henderson-Massey 42.3 -1.1 41.3 
Hibiscus and Bays 38.0 -3.1 34.9 
Howick 47.1 -1.4 45.8 
Kaipātiki 27.2 0.5 27.7 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 38.9 -6.6 32.2 
Manurewa 25.7 7.5 33.3 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 31.1 -1.9 29.2 
Ōrākei 27.9 -1.1 26.8 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 34.7 -2.0 32.7 
Papakura 28.9 -3.6 25.3 
Puketāpapa 18.8 2.1 20.9 
Rodney 27.4 8.7 36.1 
Upper Harbour 27.4 -2.9 24.5 
Waiheke 11.1 0.7 11.8 
Waitākere Ranges 19.1 0.1 19.2 
Waitematā 34.2 -3.6 30.6 
Whau 24.7 2.9 27.6 

588.5 0 
This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding. 160



CAPEX 

Current 
($m) 

Funding Movement 
($m) 

After 3 Years ($m) 

Albert-Eden 8.8 4.4 13.2 
Aotea / Great Barrier 1.3 1.1 2.5 
Devonport-Takapuna 13.0 -3.8 9.2 
Franklin 10.1 4.2 14.3 
Henderson-Massey 16.4 0.7 17.1 
Hibiscus and Bays 18.6 -3.4 15.2 
Howick 17.9 1.1 19.0 
Kaipātiki 22.6 -8.0 14.7 
Māngere-Ōtāhuhu 11.5 1.0 12.6 
Manurewa 11.0 3.5 14.5 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 9.7 2.2 11.9 
Ōrākei 12.5 -1.1 11.4 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 14.6 -1.0 13.6 
Papakura 6.0 4.1 10.1 
Puketāpapa 6.6 2.5 9.1 
Rodney 20.8 -3.8 16.9 
Upper Harbour 4.8 5.1 9.8 
Waiheke 5.9 -0.8 5.2 
Waitākere Ranges 6.0 2.3 8.4 
Waitematā 18.2 -4.5 13.7 
Whau 7.7 4.4 12.0 

244.2 10 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. The figures are the net present
value of the three-year (2024/2025, 2025/2026, 2026/2027) budgets. LTP 2024 – 2034
decisions will have an impact on this analysis.
Aotea / Great Barrier and Waiheke are allocated 1% and 2% of the total funding.
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Appendix F - Impact of MBS on Opex Equity 

The graphs in this attachment show the change in opex equity rankings depending on the 
inclusion or exclusion of MBS programme in the equity analysis 

Opex equity ranking showing the impact of considering MBS programme 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. LTP 2024 – 2034 decisions will have an
impact on this analysis.
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Examples of possible MBS facilities 

The following list provides examples of services and facilities that may meet the criteria for 
MBS’s. In all cases the service costs are at least $200,000pa to operate and in some cases 
initial analysis shows that at least half of users come from outside the host local board area. 

This list is slightly different to the list presented in 2021 as current budget analysis has 
revealed that some of the facilities in the previous list do not cost at least $200,000pa to 
operate. 

Further detailed analysis is required to better understand the location of the users of these 
facilities. 

Type Examples Host Local Board 
Sports fields, 
courts and 
stadia 

Lloyd Elsmore Park 
Colin Maiden Park 

Howick 
Ōrākei 

Swimming 
pools 

Albany Stadium Pool 
Glen Innes Pool 
Parnell Baths 
Pt Erin Pool 
Tepid Baths 
West Wave Aquatic Centre 

Upper Harbour 
Maungakiekie-Tāmaki 
Waitematā 
Waitematā 
Waitematā 
Henderson-Massey 

Other large 
parks 

Barry Curtis Park 
Bruce Pulman 

Howick 
Manurewa 

Libraries and 
community 
places 

Central City Library 
Pioneer Hall 
Te Manawa Multipurpose Facility 

Waitematā 
Waitematā 
Henderson-Massey 

Arts, Culture 
and Heritage 

Corbans Estate Arts Centre 
Lopdell House 
Te Uru (Lopdell) 
Howick Historic Village 
Otara Music and Art Centre 
Wallace Art Centre 

Henderson-Massey 
Waitākere Ranges 
Waitākere Ranges 
Howick 
Ōtara-Papatoetoe 
Puketāpapa 

This analysis is based on budget data as of 07 June 2023. LTP 2024 – 2034 decisions will have an
impact on this analysis.
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Initiative Alignment to Kia Ora 
Tāmaki Makaurau  

Description Current 
Allocations  
2025-31 ($m) 

Marae Infrastructure 
Programme  

Marae Development Completing the remaining programme of work supporting the resilience of up to the 33 
mana whenua and mataawaka marae infrastructure through maintenance and renewals.  

38.2 

Māori Cultural Investment 
Fund  

Marae Development / 
Papakāinga 

Providing mana whenua and mataawaka marae with financial assistance to support 
maintenance and renewals, governance, and consent-related costs. Provide new marae 
with financial assistance to support business case, feasibility, and master planning. 
Includes funding to support the capacity and capability of iwi, hapū, whānau and Māori 
organisations to develop papakāinga. 

8.4 

Capacity Contracts Effective Māori 
Participation 

Enabling mana whenua capacity to build relationships with council and contribute to the 
decision-making process, including the Tāmaki Makaurau Kaitiaki Forum. Includes 
capacity funding for mataawaka entities. 

36.3 

Resilient Marae 
Programme 

Marae Development / Te 
Taiao 

The project supports mana whenua to exercise their kaitiakitanga obligations; support 
marae to lead responses to climate change; and enable resilient Māori communities to 
create system change. Māori Outcomes funding is used to accelerate the programme that 
originates in the Natural Environment Targeted Rate programme. 

0.8 

Marae and Whenua 
Adaptation Plans 

Marae Development / Te 
Taiao 

Support and enable Māori in Tāmaki Makaurau to develop guidance and templates for 
Adaptive Management Plans in the context of natural hazards and effects of climate 
change on marae, sites of significance and collectively owned Māori land. 

0.3 

Puhunui Regeneration 
Programme 

Te Taiao/ Hononga Support Te Waiohua Iwi (Ngāti Te Ata, Ngāti Tamaoho, Te Ākitai o Waiohua) to develop 
projects in line with their kaitiakitanga and manaakitanga in the Puhunui catchment.  

0.4 

Pukekohe Cemetery Project Whanau The Pukekohe Cemetery Committee unites the Pukekohe Māori community, represented 
by Nga Hau e Wha Marae members, with Franklin Local Board members. Its sole purpose 
is to establish a suitable memorial for those resting in the cemetery’s 200 unmarked 
Māori graves – many of them tamariki. 

0.5 

Unallocated Opex Funding  
 

Funding to be allocated to further projects and programmes. 47.9 

Total (7 yrs)     $132.8m 
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