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Council has a range of income sources that are used to fund assets and deliver services for the Southland
District community.
Earlier this year Council began a review of its Revenue and Financing Policy (which determines how our
activities will be funded) as well as its rating system. The review looked at what sources of funding will be
used to fund the operating and capital expenditure for each activity and how the rates requirement (the
total amount of rates that we collect) is spread across the District’s ratepayers.
As part of the consultation on the policy, we’re asking people to consider several proposals to change how
some of our activities are funded and, in particular, the way we rate for some activities.
The key changes proposed are to:
▪

▪

▪

▪
▪

▪

establish nine local targeted community board rates (with a differential for urban, semi-urban
and rural areas) to collect rates from all properties within the new community board areas for local
activities including parks, playgrounds, footpaths, streetlights and streetscapes instead of the current
Community Board, Community Development Area and Ward rates.
establish a new district-wide targeted rate for stormwater that all properties pay (with a
differential for serviced and unserviced areas) to fund stormwater costs instead of using local
targeted rates (previous Community Board or Community Development Area rates)
collect rates funding for local representation, cemeteries and litter bins from the district-wide
general rate that all properties pay instead of using local targeted rates (previous Community Board or
Community Development Area rates)
collect a portion of the costs of Stewart Island/Rakiura jetties from the local targeted community
board rate and district-wide general rate in addition to user fees and grant funding
collect a portion of the costs of the Stewart Island Electricity Supply Authority (SIESA) from a
new local targeted rate on properties in Stewart Island/Rakiura in addition to fees to consumers
(fixed monthly charge and consumption charges)
collect a portion of the costs of the Te Anau Airport Manapouri from the district-wide general
rate that all properties pay in addition to the existing separate airport rate paid for by properties in
Fiordland and fees collected from airport users.

We want to know whether you think these changes should be made or not. This would not change the
total amount of rates we collect – just how the amount is shared out among ratepayers.
Consultation on the amount of rates Council collects will be carried out as part of the Long Term Plan
(LTP) 2031 in the first half of 2021.
The following pages provide more background information on what is proposed. If you want to let us
know your thoughts head to www.makeitstick.nz to provide your feedback.

Our current funding
Just under two thirds of the money needed to provide Council services comes from the local community
as rates (with the rest from sources like fees, charges and subsidies).

In 2020/2021 we budgeted to collect $49.6 million in rates. Our rating system sets out how we allocate the
total rates among the District’s ratepayers.
The rating system is created using a variety of mechanisms, and shares the rates requirement among the
District’s 19,000 ratepayers from the residential, commercial, industrial and rural sectors.
When we are setting rates, we can choose from a range of charging mechanisms set in the Local
Government Rating Act (LGRA). Our rating system is made up of two main elements that add together to
make up your total rates bill – the general rate (paid by all properties across the District) and targeted rates
(paid by some properties based on the area that they are in or the services that they receive). Each
mechanism is either a fixed charge (which doesn’t vary according to property value), a charge based on a
property’s land or capital value or a variable charge which is based on consumption (like water usage).
Council may also use differentials to adjust the amount that different sectors or groups of ratepayers pay
for each of these mechanisms. These are generally used to reflect differences in the benefit received by
certain groups or to direct a greater share of the costs onto groups that create a need for the activity.
Fixed charges account for 51% of the rates collected
currently, with capital value charges at 48% and land
value at 1%. Our rates are shared across all properties
in the District. The majority of our rate income comes
from residential and rural properties which account
for 90% of the 19,000 properties in the District.
In the proposals outlined, we are indicating that we
will no longer use land value charges once we
remove the four existing targeted ward rates (which
are currently set on all properties in a ward) and replace these
with nine new targeted community board rates.
What’s changing?
When we reviewed our Revenue and Financing Policy we found that by and large, the way that we fund
most of our activities looked okay. We have made a few changes to the structure of our draft policy to
better explain the different funding sources and show how we have considered the different legislative
funding principles when making our decisions (refer Appendix 6 on page 31).
While we are not proposing any significant changes to our policy, we have identified a need to make some
adjustments to the way we rate for local activities that our nine community boards have responsibility for.
These activities include cemeteries, litter bins, local representation, playgrounds, parks, footpaths,
streetlights, streetscapes, halls and, in some areas, pools, airports, water facilities and electricity supply.
These activities make up around 7% ($4.2 million) of Council’s total rate ($56.7 million). More information
about these changes is explained under 1. Changing how we fund local activities from page 5.

At the moment, most of the rate funding for local activities comes from properties within certain rating
boundaries (shown in the maps below). These areas align with the eight previous community boards (yellow
shading in left map), nineteen previous community development areas (CDA) (green shading in left map)
and ward boundaries (blue lines right map).

Mararoa Waimea Ward

Waiau/Aparima Ward

Winton Wallacetown Ward

Waihopai Toetoes Ward

Stewart Island /
Rakiura Ward

With Council introducing new community board and ward areas in 2019, we wanted to look at how we
rate for some of our local activities going forward. Under the current approach there is a wide variation in
who is paying for these activities across the District depending on where the property is located and how
the rates in that local area are set, including:
•
•
•
•

some local targeted rates are only charged on properties in township areas (small green dots in the
maps above)
some local targeted rates cover large rural areas (large green and yellow areas on the map above)
some local targeted rates use commercial, urban and rural differentials (based on rating land use
categories) to charge some groups more or less than others (in Te Anau and Tuatapere), and
some township areas receive funding for selected local activities from the ward rate (blue
boundaries in right map above) and others do not.

In order to address these inconsistencies, we held a series of workshops with community boards to
consider in more detail who benefits from some of the local activities that boards provide, who should pay
for these activities and how they should pay.
As a result, we are proposing to make some changes to how some of these local activities are funded.
These changes are detailed below along with the reasons which came out of the earlier workshop
discussions.

Appendix 1 on page 12 also includes a table which shows a comparison of the current local rates for
community boards and CDAs and how the changes proposed in 1.1 to 1.3 below will be applied based on
the 2020/21 rates. In working through this process, we considered a number of other options for funding
these costs which included rating for these costs across the whole District, within community board areas
on a uniform basis and within urban areas only. Appendix 4 shows the other options that were modelled
for comparative purposes (noting that the figures in these tables may differ slightly from the proposals due
to changes in the number of rating units used in the final proposal).

There was general agreement at the workshops that all properties get some benefit from being able to
access local services. However, the level of benefit varies because people living in areas that are nearer the
services (typically urban/township areas) have easier access and, as such are more likely to use them, so get
a greater benefit compared to those in rural areas who have to travel to use the services.
It was recognised that different communities across the District are able to choose to have differing levels
of service for these local activities which supports an approach where each community board has its own
rating area to fund their preferences.
As such, our proposal involves having nine separate targeted local community board rates aligned with the
new community board boundaries to fund local activities including parks, playgrounds, footpaths,
streetlights, streetscapes and water facilities. These would replace the existing community board, CDA and
ward rates. A high-level overview of these areas is shown in Figure 1 on page 7. More detailed proposed
rating maps of specific towns and community board areas can be viewed here: 4. Proposed Rating
Boundaries
Each local community board rate would have an urban, semi-urban and rural differential (where
applicable) to reflect the different levels of benefit/service in these areas. Properties in urban areas1 would
pay a full charge compared to semi-urban2 properties who would pay a half charge and rural3 properties
who would pay a quarter charge.
The amount that properties in each community board area pays would differ depending on the facilities
and infrastructure in the area and levels of service to be provided. Using the current budgets this would
result in the following rates for each community board area:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ardlussa Community Board Rate - urban: $116; semi-urban N/A; rural $29
Fiordland Community Board Rate - urban: $206; semi-urban N/A; rural $52
Northern Community Board Rate - urban: $224; semi-urban $112; rural $56
Oraka Aparima Community Board Rate - urban: $215; semi-urban $107; rural $54
Oreti Community Board Rate - urban: $145; semi-urban $72; rural $36
Stewart Island/Rakiura Community Board Rate - urban $146
Tuatapere Te Waewae Community Board Rate - urban: $196; semi-urban $98; rural $49
Waihopai Toetoe Community Board Rate - urban: $196; semi-urban $98; rural $49
Wallace Takitimu Community Board Rate - urban: $217; semi-urban $109; rural $54

Urban areas would consist of townships with all or a majority of local activities that are provided at scale and with larger
populations
2 Semi-urban would consist of townships with most of the activities provided but at a small scale with smaller populations
3 Rural areas would cover the remainder of the community board area where use of the “local” services requires some travel
1

Stormwater is the activity that deals with rainwater runoff to prevent flooding, mainly in urban areas. Like
other local activities, there is a level of benefit to the public generally from the provision of stormwater
because it prevents flooding and helps maintain access to urban areas during periods of wet weather.
The proposal is for stormwater to be funded through a separate targeted district-wide rate with a
differential for serviced areas (where stormwater infrastructure is provided) and unserviced areas to reflect
that everyone gets a benefit (including rural people when they visit or use township services), but those
living in urban areas serviced by stormwater receive a higher benefit because of their closer proximity to
the service. Properties in serviced areas would pay a full charge compared to unserviced areas who would
pay a quarter charge.
This is a change from the current approach where these costs are collected through the existing
community board, CDA and ward rates. The change is being proposed given that the nature of the benefit
provided by stormwater is similar across the District. Individual communities are also increasingly having
less discretion about how this activity can be operated or to what level, with changing environmental and
compliance standards which necessitate a more standardised approach.
Using the current budgets this would equate to $47 per property in serviced areas and $12 per property in
rural areas compared to retaining the current rating approach where properties pay between $0-$108
depending on which community board or CDA rating area the property is in. A high-level overview of
these areas is shown in Figure 2 on page 13. Previously if you were not paying a community board or
CDA rate you would not have contributed to stormwater costs. More detailed proposed rating maps of
specific towns and community board areas can be viewed here: 4. Proposed Rating Boundaries. The policy
extract on page 15 also provides more context around this proposal.

Council is looking at collecting the rates needed for cemeteries, litter bins and local representation (which
covers the costs of community boards and their meetings) from the district-wide general rate which every
property pays. Overall, these activities have relatively equal public benefit and consistent levels of service
across the District. This is a change from the current approach where these costs are collected through the
existing community board, CDA and ward rates and vary depending on the specific services and costs in
these areas. With the proposed approach, every property across the District would contribute through the
general rate. The table gives an idea of the rate amount which would be collected through the general rate
and an explanation of why we are looking at making this change. The policy extract on page 16 also
provides more context.

Local
Representation

$17

$11-$53

Cemeteries

$5

$0-$96

Litter Bins (part
of the open
spaces activity)

$17

$0-$121

Local community board representation now covers all
people/properties in the District, therefore providing
benefits for all properties within the District.
There is a relatively consistent level of service provided,
particularly for cemetery operations and maintenance across
the District. Residents are likely to travel to cemeteries in
different parts of the District to pay respects to family and
friends rather than just the cemeteries in their local area.
Litter bins are used by people travelling throughout the
District including visitors, tourists, local residents and rural
people who live outside of township areas.

* The current rate paid varies according to the specific community board, community development area (CDA) or ward rating
area that a property is located within.

The Stewart Island/Rakiura Community Board has delegated responsibility for six jetties including Ulva
Island, Millers Beach, Port William, Little Glory, Fred’s Camp and Golden Bay (in the process of being
transferred to Council).
As part of the Stewart Island/Rakiura Service Sustainability Study presented in February 2020, Council
resolved to specifically consider the issues and options that might exist in relation to the delivery of
services to the Stewart Island/Rakiura community as it progresses its review of the Revenue and Financing
Policy and to specifically consider options for the funding of the jetties activity as part of the policy.
The report identified that we face a number of service sustainability challenges in providing and funding
the delivery of services, particularly local activities, to the Stewart Island/Rakiura community. The island’s
small population (408), limited ratepayer base (500) and relative isolation are compounding factors.
The report identified that as part of the review of its Revenue and Financing Policy we should consider
options available for the funding of each of its activities on the island given these challenges including:
considering the relative merits of a mix of district-wide and local funding for each activity including
jetties and Stewart Island Electricity Supply Authority (SIESA)
• a review of the distribution of benefits for locally funded activities and the extent to which activities
such as jetties might have a broader public good through, for example, the provision of access
• consideration of the extent to which other external funding sources, including government grants,
Environment Southland marine levy and the visitor levy might constitute appropriate funding tools for
some activities.
As such, as part of the policy review we have worked with the Stewart Island/Rakiura community board
to better understand the public good and private benefits of the jetties as shown in the table and used this
information to help inform decisions of how the activity should be funded.
•

Jetties are critical infrastructure like roads that link the
various parts of the island as well as the island with the
rest of New Zealand for both local residents (some of
whom depend on jetties for access to their residence),
businesses and visitors
Jetties enable people from the wider Southland area and
national/international visitors to access different parts
of the island for recreation (boating/tramping/hunting)
and to appreciate the conservation estate with flow-on
social, cultural and economic benefits.
As an important tourism destination in New Zealand,
Stewart Island/Rakiura attracts a range of visitors to the
southern part of New Zealand and likely results in
visitors travelling to other parts of the Southland region
providing flow-on economic benefits.
Jetties enable conservation staff to access the
conservation estate to carry out conservation activities
which ultimately provides wider environmental benefits
It is difficult to exclude people from using jetties (noting
that in the majority of cases users must have access to a
boat).

Jetties provide a direct benefit for commercial
users who operate businesses transporting
visitors and goods/services around the island
as well as businesses who use the jetties for
their workers to access locations for their work
(e.g. fishing/aquaculture)
There is a limit to the number of boats/users
who can physically use a single jetty at any one
time which indicates that jetties have an aspect
of private benefit.

We have also considered the fact there is likely to be an increase in the costs for operating and maintaining
the jetties. These additional costs are expected to place a larger and likely unaffordable burden on the local
community either via the fees that are charged to commercial users or the level of local rates needed to
fund part of the costs, compounding sustainability concerns. As such, we are proposing to provide some
funding from the general rate (which all ratepayers pay) as well as the local community board rate to assist
with these costs and to reflect the wider public benefits associated with the activity.
We are proposing to use a mix of sources to fund the jetties as part of the wider water facilities activity.
The table below outlines the broad funding bands that will apply to the activity, with the specific
contributions from each source to be determined as part of the LTP 2031 once expenditure has been
confirmed. The policy extract on page 17 also provides more context.

Local targeted rate
Fees and charges
Grants and subsidies
District-wide general rate

0%

0-10%

100%
None fixed

60%-70%
0-20%

0%

0-30%

Stewart Island/Rakiura Community
Board ratepayers
Commercial wharf/jetty users
Visitor levy (subject to discussions) or
from other sources
Ratepayers in Southland District

The Stewart Island/Rakiura Service Sustainability Study also identified a need for Council to consider how
SIESA is funded. SIESA is responsible for the generation and supply of electricity to consumers on
Stewart Island. The authority is owned and operated by Council on behalf of Stewart Island/Rakiura
electricity consumers and is governed by the Stewart Island Community Board.
The majority of the funding for this activity currently comes from user charges. These are a mix of fixed
monthly charges, a standard consumption charge per kilowatt of power and a night consumption charge
(currently $87.55, $0.5894 and $0.5126 respectively, including GST).
A number of factors over the years have seen the cost of the activity increase, largely related to the
increase in the price of diesel and also the regulatory requirements around health and safety. This has
meant, in recent times, the current fees are not adequate to cover the cost of the activity and asset
renewals. As a result, the activity has been operating in deficit with the short-fall funded from reserves.
The use of reserve funds in this way is unsustainable longer-term. We are proposing to eliminate the
deficit and recognise the benefit to properties of being able to connect to a power supply by introducing a
new separate targeted rate for properties on Stewart Island/Rakiura to fund a portion of the fixed costs of
the supply, as well as increasing both the electricity monthly fixed charge and consumption charges as part
of the LTP 2031.
The addition of the local targeted rate is a change from our current policy and will be used to offset
further increases to the fixed charge and consumption charge that would otherwise be needed.
The rating boundary will be aligned with the current supply network and we are proposing to set the new
rate on a differential basis depending on whether the property is either connected to the electricity
network (full charge at $200 per annum) or able to be connected and is not connected to the electricity
network (half charge at $100 per annum). This reflects the fact that there is a wider public benefit and cost
to providing electricity infrastructure on the island and having electricity lines running past houses that
properties can connect to, even if they are not connected. The policy extract on page 18 also provides
more context.

This is expected to generate an additional $95,000 with around 380 properties connected to the network
currently and 200 properties not connected.

The Fiordland Community Board have requested that general rate funding be provided for future4 capital
expenditure and possibly operating expenditure related to the Te Anau Airport Manapouri activity.
The airport is located between Te Anau and Manapouri and helps facilitate access by air to Fiordland
National Park, the Te Anau community, its businesses and the surrounding natural environment. The
facilities at the airport were upgraded in 2009 and are currently funded by income from the airport users as
well as a local targeted rate on properties in the Fiordland area.
In making this request, the community board has suggested that:
•
•

•

the whole community benefits from the airport in that it provides an important transport alternative in
emergency events, particularly to assist in evacuations in flooding events; and
the airport is of strategic importance for Southland – particularly in terms of its future potential as a
transport hub for Southland and as an alternative to Queenstown as a staging post and access point for
Milford and Fiordland in the longer term (as per Southland Murihiku Destination Strategy); and
the airport is currently listed as a Council strategic asset in the Significance and Engagement Policy
which suggests that the whole District has an interest in it and should possibly also be contributing
towards its cost.

The draft Revenue and Financing Policy identifies that the while the airport delivers the most benefits to
the Fiordland community, there is also a benefit to the community as a whole. The draft policy quantifies
this wider community benefit at between 0-15% (refer to policy extract page 15). We could use this range
as the basis for determining a level of general rate funding that may be appropriate to provide towards the
airport activity.
As such we are interested in hearing from the community about this issue and whether there is support for
providing district-wide general rate funding for the Te Anau Airport Manapouri and if so, what portion of
the costs should be funded from the general rate.

Council currently collects a separate district-wide targeted rate for waste management. This rate is used to
fund part of the solid waste activity which relates to the operation of transfer stations, greenwaste sites and
recycling drop-off centres. It also involves dealing with litter and illegal dumping and waste minimisation
activities.
We are proposing to remove the waste management targeted rate, with funding to be taken from the
general rate. This is because we do not believe that there is a need for separate funding, particularly given
the public good element of the activity and the similar way that the rate is set in line with the general rate.
The change will also help to reduce ratepayer confusion with the rubbish and recycling wheelie bin rates.
The policy extract on page 20 also provides more context.

The community board has suggested that the existing loan related to the original airport development should continue to be
paid solely by properties in the Fiordland area.
4

Council also discussed whether there was a need to change the way other activities were funded during the
review. Overall, we felt that our current approach is generally appropriate, however we did consider some
specific changes to the way wastewater is funded as detailed.
During the review of the policy, we considered changing the approach to funding wastewater services.
Our current funding approach for wastewater is as follows:
•

a full charge per Separately Used or Inhabited Part of a Rating Unit (SUIP)5 for any residence that is
connected or able to be connected but not connected,

•

a half charge for any non-contiguous vacant land within the boundary which are able to be connected
but are not connected, and

•

a full charge per pan/urinal for all other property that is connected or able to be connected but not
connected.

We looked at varying the charges for multiple pans for other property as well as increasing the wastewater
charge for vacant land. However, after considering all of the factors and the impact of the different
options, we decided to retain the current approach. More information about each of the options
considered is detailed in Appendix 5 on page 28.

SUIP – includes any portion inhabited or used by the owner/a person other than the owner, and who has the right to use or
inhabit that portion by virtue of a tenancy, lease, license or other agreement. For the purposes of this definition, vacant land
which is not used or inhabited is not a SUIP.
5

(*based on 2020/2021 budget/rates data)

The maps below provide an overview of the proposed rating areas. More detailed maps showing specific towns and
community board areas are available here: 4. Proposed Rating Boundaries
Figure 1: Community Board Rating Areas – Urban (purple shading), Semi-Urban (green shading), Rural (red border)

Figure 2: Stormwater Rating Area – Serviced (yellow shaded areas), Unserviced (blue border for remainder of district)

The following tables have been taken from the individual Activity Funding Analysis for each activity in the draft Revenue and Financing Policy where
Council is proposing to make changes to how the activity is funded. These tables provide more information about how we have considered each of the
legislative funding principles and its reasons for the proposed funding mix.
Stormwater

Cemeteries

Representation and Advocacy (including Local Representation)

Water Facilities

Stewart Island Electricity Supply

Te Anau Airport Manapouri

Waste Services

Wastewater

The tables on the following pages show the different approaches that Council considered for how
some local activities could be funded using the 2020/2021 Annual Plan budget information. This
information represents the other approaches we considered during the review.
Our preferred option is shaded in red with white writing e.g.

.

•

Column (yellow) shows current rates for the activity for the properties in each CB/CDA area
and what the rate would be if the existing rates were combined across the new community board
area and the District (bottom row)

•

Column (grey) shows what the rate would be if the costs were shared out evenly among all
properties in the new community board area or across the District (bottom row)

•

Column (pink) shows what the rate would be if the costs were shared out evenly among urban
properties only in the new community board area or across the District (bottom row)

•

Column (green) shows what the rate would be if the costs were shared out using a differential
for all urban (RIGHT) and rural (LEFT) properties in the new board community area or across the
District (bottom row).

The bottom row shows what the rate would be if it was collected across all properties in the District
(district-wide rate or funded through the general rate).
The highlighted rows within the table are what the rate would be if it was collected across all properties
in the new community board area as a new community board rate to replace the existing
CB/CDA/ward rates.

Table 1: Stormwater Rate Modelling Options

Table 2: New Community Board Rate Modelling Options (Parks, Playgrounds, Footpaths, Ward Costs) with combined impact of local representation, cemeteries and litter bin activities being funded from the General rate and Stormwater funded as a separate District-wide rate

Table 3: Local representation/elected members options

Table 4: Cemetery options

Table 5: Litter Bins options

Council’s current funding approach for wastewater is as follows:
• A full charge per Separately Used or Inhabited Part (SUIP)6 for any residence that is connected or
able to be connected but not connected,
• A half charge for any non-contiguous vacant land within the boundary which are able to be
connected but are not connected, and
• A full charge per pan/urinal for all other property that is connected or able to be connected but
not connected.
In considering the options for residences, a fixed charge per SUIP or rating unit is common practice
across New Zealand. Given that a number of rating units in Southland have multiple dwellings on them,
we believe it is more appropriate to rate based on SUIP as each of these residences puts additional demand
on the wastewater assets/services and therefore receives additional benefit.
In considering the options for non-contiguous vacant land, the majority of local authorities across the
country charge 50% of the full rate, however some charge as much as 75%. The higher availability charge
can be appropriate where there are significant capital investment/fixed costs involved with delivery of the
service, for example where there has been a significant upgrade of a wastewater system. However, we
believe that the current half charge is appropriate and reflects the relative benefit that vacant properties
derive from having a wastewater system available to connect to.
In considering the options for all other property, there are multiple approaches to wastewater rating that
could be taken. In Southland, the majority of the properties in this category are commercial operations and
typically have multiple pans. In reviewing how other councils rate for wastewater we noted that many are
currently also rating on a per pan/urinal basis for other property. However, a number of councils charge a
minimum number of full charges and then apply a percentage of the full rate for each pan/urinal
thereafter. In considering the cause and benefit aspects of this activity and the users, consideration was
given to the occupancy of the commercial properties and the impact this has on the level of impact on the
assets/services and also the benefit received and hence what is paid. Based on this we believe that our
current approach continues to be appropriate in the long-term.
The information on the following pages outlines the other options that we considered for setting
wastewater rates.

SUIP – includes any portion inhabited or used by the owner/a person other than the owner, and who has the right to use or
inhabit that portion by virtue of a tenancy, lease, license or other agreement. For the purposes of this definition, vacant land
which is not used or inhabited is not a SUIP.
The following are additional examples of rating units with more than one separately used or inhabited part:
•
Single dwelling with flat attached
•
Two or more houses, flats or apartments on one Certificate of Title (rating unit)
•
Business premise with flat above
•
Commercial building leased to multiple tenants
•
Farm property with more than one dwelling
•
Council property with more than one lessee.
6

Current Approach - Charge residences a full charge, vacant land a half charge and others units
pay a full charge on every pan.

^

*Residential includes land use categories of residence, lifestyle, dairy and farming
^Other includes commercial, industrial and other

Charge residences a full charge, vacant land a half charge and others pay one full charge for the
first two connections then a half charge for every pan after the second pan.

*Residential includes land use categories of residence, lifestyle, dairy and farming
^Other includes commercial, industrial and other

This would result in an increase in the full charge of $50.12 and $25.06 for vacant land. The other units with more than
two pans would have a decrease of $193.79 per pan for additional pans.
Charge residences a full charge, vacant land a half charge and others on a sliding scale depending
how many connections they have as below.

*Residential includes land use categories of residence, lifestyle, dairy and farming
^Other includes commercial, industrial and other

This would result in an increase in the full charge of $43.56 and $21.78 for vacant land. The other units would have a
decrease of $52.68 per pan for between 2-10 pans, $148.92 per pan or between 11-20 pans and $245.16 per pan for over
20 pans.

Charge residences a full charge, vacant land a three-quarter charge and others units pay a full
charge on every pan.

^

*Residential includes land use categories of residence, lifestyle, dairy and farming
^Other includes commercial, industrial and other

This would result in a decrease to in the full charge of $8.93 and an increase $102.71 for vacant land.
The table below shows the impact of the different options on properties with more than one pan/urinal.

Council is required by legislation to adopt and include a Revenue and Financing Policy in its Long Term
Plan 2021-2031. This policy must be consulted on (either separately or in conjunction with the Long Term
Plan) and must be adopted before the Long Term Plan is adopted. The objective of the policy is to
provide the community with predictability and certainty about sources and levels of funding that we will
use. The policy describes how Council will fund the operating and capital expenses for each of its activities
from the various funding sources and the levels of funding provided from each source.
The Revenue and Financing Policy sets the framework for the Funding Impact Statement in the Long
Term Plan and in turn the Rates Resolution; the three cascading down to provide legal compliance for
setting and assessing the rates each year.

In developing its funding policy, Council must follow the following process:

Activities
identified
and
grouped.

Consideration of:
• council’s objectives/outcomes & how funding supports them
• the distribution of benefits between community as a whole,
identifiable parts and individuals
• the period over which benefits occur
• the extent to which the actions or inaction of some contribute to
the need for the activity/expenditure
• the costs/benefits of funding separately for transparency and
accountability

Consideration of the overall
impact of the proposed
selection of funding
mechanisms for all activities on
the social, economic,
environmental and cultural
well-being of the community
now and in the future.

We are required to give equal weight to each of the five factors identified in section 101(3). An assessment
of each activity relative to each of the above factors is currently included in the “Activity Funding
Analysis” section of the draft Revenue and Financing Policy.

