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Ashburton District Council 

AGENDA 
 

 

 

Notice of Meeting: 

A meeting of the Ashburton District Council will be held on: 

 

 

Date:  Wednesday 28 July 2021 

Time:  1.00pm 

Venue: Council Chamber 

 

 

 

Membership 

Mayor   Neil Brown 

Deputy Mayor  Liz McMillan 

Members  Leen Braam 
Carolyn Cameron 

John Falloon 
Rodger Letham 
Lynette Lovett 

Angus McKay 
Diane Rawlinson 

Stuart Wilson 

 

 
 

https://www.ashburtondc.govt.nz/council/public-meetings-research-centre


 

Meeting Timetable 

Time Item 

1pm Meeting commences  
  

2.30pm ChChNZ Quarterly report – Loren Heaphy, Bruce Moffat [Item 11] 
  

2.55pm Welcome to new and long-serving staff 
  

3.30pm Logic Group – Shaun Pont  [Item 21] 
  

4pm Marsh Insurance – Jerard Cowburn  [Item 26]  
 

 

1 Apologies  

2 Extraordinary Business  

3 Declarations of Interest 
Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision making when a conflict 

arises between their role as an elected representative and any private or other external interest they 

might have. 

 

   

Minutes  

4 Council – 30/06/21 4 

5 Audit & Risk Committee – 23/06/21 15 

6 Ashburton Airport Authority Subcommittee – 30/06/21 17 

7 Town Centre Subcommittee – 6/07/21 18 
   

Reports  

8 Backflow Prevention Policy 20 

9 Treasury Report June 2021 28 

10 Natural and Built Environment Submission 37 

11 Christchurch NZ Quarterly Update 44 

12 Naming of Road 52 

13 5Ms Water Treatment Plant – Feasibility Study 56 

14 Mayor’s Report  90 

   

Business Transacted with the Public Excluded    

15 Council – 30/06/21 
 Emergency relief funding Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

 Sale of land 

 Freeholding of Glasgow lease 

 Land purchase 

[Now in open meeting] 

 Community grants & funding 2021/22 

 Plan Change 4 – Commissioner’s Decision 

 Art Gallery & Museum merger 

 Ashburton Water Zone Committee Refresh 2021 

 EA Shareholders Committee appointment 

 

PE 1  

16 Executive Committee – Emergency Relief Funding   
 Minutes 30/06/21  Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

 Minutes 12/07/21  Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

 

PE 5 



 

17 Airport Authority Subcommittee – 30/06/21     
 Skydiving activities   Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

 

PE 9 

18 Caring for Communities Welfare Recovery Group – 29/06/21 
Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

 

PE 11 

19 Town Centre Subcommittee – 6/07/21     
 CBD upgrade    Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

 

PE 13 

20 Library & Civic Centre PCG – 6/07/21 Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 
 

PE 16 

21 Ashburton Refugee Resettlement Steering Group 
 Minutes 30/06/21  Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

 

PE 23 

22 Ashburton Airport Skydiving  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities  

 

PE 26 

23 Freeholding Glasgow lease   
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities  

PE 61 

24 Freeholding Glasgow lease   
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities  

 

PE 78 

25 Insurance Arrangements 2021-22  
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 

 

PE 98 

26 Awarding of Contract Wate0153 – Methven Reservoir Upgrade Stage 1 
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities  

 

PE 193 

27 Awarding of Contract ROAD0205 – Sealed Road Rehabilitation Rural 
Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities  

 

PE 202 

   



 

Council  

30 June 2021 
 

4. Council Minutes – 30 June 2021  

Minutes of the Council meeting held on Wednesday 30 June 2021, commencing at 1.00pm, in 

the Council Chamber, 137 Havelock Street, Ashburton. 

 
Present 

His Worship the Mayor Neil Brown; Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan; Councillors Leen Braam, Carolyn Cameron, 

John Falloon, Rodger Letham, Lynette Lovett, Angus McKay, Diane Rawlinson and Stuart Wilson. 

In attendance  

Hamish Riach (Chief Executive), Paul Brake (GM Business Support), Jane Donaldson (GM Strategy & 

Compliance), Neil McCann (GM Infrastructure Services), Sarah Mosley (Manager People & Capability), Toni 

Durham (Strategy & Policy Manager), Ruben Garcia (Communications Manager) and Phillipa Clark 

(Governance Team Leader).   

Staff present for the duration of their reports: Richard Mabon (Senior Policy Advisor), Emily Reed (Corporate 

Planner), Mel Neumann (Policy Advisor), Rachel Sparks (Finance Manager), Ian Hyde (Planning Manager), 

Clare Harden (Community Administration Officer), Colin Windleborn (Commercial Manager) and Michelle 

Hyde (Property Officer). 

Methven Community Board Chair, Dan McLaughlin, and one member of the public. 

 
1 Apologies 
 Nil. 

  

2 Extraordinary Business  
 

That pursuant to Section 46A(7) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 

the following item be introduced as extraordinary business with the public excluded (item 25): 

 EA Shareholder Committee appointment   
Section 7(2)(a)  Protection of privacy of natural persons 

    McMillan/Braam    Carried 
  

3 Declarations of Interest 
 Nil. 

  

4 Confirmation of Minutes – 16/06/21 
 

That the minutes of the Council meeting held on 16 June 2021, be taken as read and confirmed. 

      McKay/Braam    Carried 

  

5 Methven Community Board – 14/06/21 

 That Council grants speaking rights to the Board Chairman, Dan McLaughlin. 

      McMillan/Wilson    Carried 

 That Council receives the minutes of the Methven Community Board meeting held on 14 June 

2021. 

     McMillan/Rawlinson   Carried 
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  Methven Strategic Plan 

Dan McLaughlin reported that the Plan was first adopted in 2009 and some changes were made 

when it was last reviewed in 2014.  More recently the Board has put effort into the ‘Igniting Change’ 

project, but it is now timely for a full review of all of the information in the Strategic Plan. 

It was suggested that the cost of the review should be met by Council and not the Board, however a 

contribution from the Board will be likely and this will be determined in the report. 

 

 That Council undertakes a review of the Methven Strategic Plan and reports back to the Board. 

      Braam/Lovett    Carried 

Cr McKay recorded his vote against the motion. 

  

6 Biodiversity Advisory Group 
 

That Council receives the minutes of the Biodiversity Advisory Group meeting held on 8 June 

2021. 

     McMillan/Lovett    Carried 

  

7 Youth Council 

 That Council receives the minutes of the Youth Council meeting held on 9 June 2021. 

     Rawlinson/Braam   Carried 

  

8 Long-Term Plan 2021-2031 

 The Strategy & Policy Manager tabled the Auditor’s report, noting minor wording changes to be 

made.  References to elected member appointments will be updated, where required. 

 
That Council adopts the Long-Term Plan 2021-2031. 

    Falloon/Braam    Carried 

  

9 Setting of the Rates 2021-2022 

 The Finance Manager was asked to confirm whether the amount charged to ratepayers on the 

Methven-Springfield water supply is correct (for water use in excess of 12,000 litres). 

 

 That the item of business being discussed lies on the table, pending clarification by the 

Finance Manager. 

     McMillan/Rawlinson   Carried 

  

10 Procurement Guidelines Review – ‘buying local’ 

 Council noted that for minor expenditure (less than $10,000), preference is to be given to local 

suppliers where the estimate obtained is within 5% of the most competitive estimate.  It was 

suggested that this principle should be applied to the higher cost levels.   

The Chief Executive advised that the implications of that would need to be assessed and staff 

couldn’t guarantee that Year 1 budgets would be adequate if Council amended the policy and 

added 5% to all purchasing less than 75k.   

Council acknowledged that altering the policy today would be at odds with adopting the new 

budget. 

  

 That Council rolls over the local procurement guidelines until the next review of the 

Procurement Policy in 2023. 

     Lovett/Braam    Carried 
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9 Setting of the Rates 2021-2022 

 That the rates resolution be uplifted. 

     Wilson/McMillan   Carried 
  Methven-Springfield water supply rate 

The Finance Manager confirmed that the two portions of the Methven Springfield water supply rate 

are correctly shown in the resolution – i.e. a fixed portion of $2,367.20 plus $197.30 / litres of water 

supplied in excess of 12,000 litres. 

  

 That Council sets the following rates under the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002 on 

rating units in the district for the financial year commencing 1 July 2021 and ending on 30 

June 2022. 

 
All section references are to sections in the Local Government (Rating) Act 2002.  

All amounts are GST inclusive. 

1. The definition of connected and serviceable is contained in Council’s Funding Impact 

Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

2. The definition of separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit is contained in Council’s 

Funding Impact Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

3. The definition for the amenity rating area is contained within Council’s Funding Impact 

Statement – Rating Policy and Schedule of Rates. 

 Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) 

 A uniform annual general charge of $640.00 per separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit, 

set under section 15. 

The Uniform Annual General Charge (UAGC) funds wholly or in part the following activities of 

Council 

 4. Recreation facilities 

5. Community development 

6. Public conveniences 

7. Civil defence 

8. Community grants 

9. Library 

10. Arts and culture 

11. Democracy and governance 

 General rate 

A general rate set under section 13 of $0.000361 per dollar of capital value on each separately used 

or inhabited part of a rating unit in the district. 

The general rate will be used to fund either wholly or in part the following activities of Council 

 12. Footpaths 

13. Stormwater 

14. Solid waste management 

15. Civil defence 

16. Community development 

17. Environmental services 

18. Cemeteries 

19. Water Resources 

20. Stockwater 
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21. Reserves and campgrounds 

22. Parks and reserves 

23. Democracy and governance 

24. Elderly Persons Housing 

25. Business development 

26. District promotion 

 Roading rate 

A targeted rate for road services set under section 16 of $0.000455 per dollar of capital value on 

each separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit in the district. 

 Water supply rates 

The following differential targeted rates are set under section 16 for each water supply area 

listed below. In each case the differential categories are: 

11. Connected rating units 

12. Serviceable rating units 

The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit. 

Rating units outside the defined water supply areas listed below, but which are nonetheless 

connected to a water supply scheme servicing a particular water supply area, will be charged the 

connected rate for that water supply area. 

 Connected Serviceable 

Ashburton urban $430.70 $215.40 

Lake Hood $430.70 $215.40 

Methven $430.70 $215.40 

Rakaia $430.70 $215.40 

Fairton $430.70 $215.40 

Hakatere $430.70 $215.40 

Hinds $430.70 $215.40 

Mayfield $430.70 $215.40 

Chertsey $430.70 $215.40 

Mt Somers $430.70 $215.40 

Dromore $430.70 $215.40 

  

 Water meters – Extraordinary supply 

In addition to the above targeted rates, a targeted rate for water supply, set under section 19, will 

apply for: 

11. Rating units which fall outside a defined water supply area, but which are nonetheless 

connected to a water supply scheme servicing a water supply area (except Methven-

Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

12. Rating units which are used for non-residential purposes and which are connected to a 

water supply scheme in a water supply area (except Methven-Springfield, Montalto, 

Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

The rate is 96 cents per 1,000 litres of water consumed in excess of 90 cubic metres consumed in 

the quarterly periods during each year. The quarterly periods are 1 July to 30 September, 1 October 

to 31 December, 1January to 31 March, and 1 April to 30 June. 
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Water meters –Residential D and Rural A supply 

In addition to the above targeted rates, a targeted rate for water supply, set under section 19, will 

apply for: 

A. Rating units which fall outside a defined water supply area, but which are nonetheless 

connected to a water supply scheme servicing a water supply area (except Methven-

Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and Barrhill). 

B. Rating units which are used for non-residential purposes and which are connected to a water 

supply scheme in a water supply area (except Methven-Springfield, Montalto, Lyndhurst and 

Barrhill). 

The rate is 96 cents per 1,000 litres of water consumed in excess of 438 cubic metres per annum. 

The period is 1 July – 30 June. 

 

 Methven-Springfield water supply rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $2,367.20 on all rating units connected to the Methven-

Springfield water supply scheme, plus $197.30 per 1,000 litres of water supplied in excess of 12,000 

litres to any rating unit within the Methven/Springfield water supply scheme. 

 
Montalto water supply rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $1,749.80 per rating unit in the Montalto water supply scheme, 

plus $56.80 per hectare of land in the Montalto water supply scheme. 

Lyndhurst water rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $173.20 on all rating units connected to the Lyndhurst water 

supply. 

Barrhill village water rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 of $430.00 on all rating units within the proposed scheme 

boundary for the Barrhill Village water supply. 

Wastewater disposal rates 

The following differential targeted rates are set under section 16 for wastewater (sewage) disposal 

for the Ashburton urban area, Methven and Rakaia townships, and a further loan rate in the Rakaia 

township, as listed below. In each case the differential categories are: 

A. Connected rating units 

B. Serviceable rating units 

The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per separately used or inhabited part of a rating unit. 

  Connected Serviceable 

Ashburton $449.10 $224.60 

Methven $449.10 $224.60 

Rakaia $449.10 $224.60 

Rakaia loan rate $149.50 $74.80 

The following additional targeted rates are set under section 16 for wastewater disposal on 

connected rating units within the Ashburton urban area, Methven and Rakaia townships as listed 

below. These rates are set differentially based on location and the number of urinals / pans in 

excess of three, in each rating unit, as listed below. 

 Urinal / pan charge from 4+ 

Ashburton $149.70 

Methven $149.70 

Rakaia $149.70 
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 Solid waste collection rates 

The following rates are set under section 16 for waste collection for each area to which the service 

is provided as listed below. The targeted rates are set as a fixed amount per separately used or 

inhabited part of a rating unit. 

  

Ashburton urban $224.60 

Ashburton CBD (inner) $432.80 

Methven $224.60 

Rakaia $224.60 

Hinds $224.60 

Mayfield $224.60 

Mt Somers $224.60 

Chertsey $224.60 

Fairton $224.60 

Lake Clearwater $125.70 

Rangitata $142.00 

Ashburton District 

extended 

$224.60 

  

 Stockwater rate 

A targeted rate under section 16 on all rating units within the general stockwater scheme. The rate 

is to be determined in accordance with the following factors: 

A. A rate of $159.90 where the total length of any stockwater races, aqueducts or water 

channels that pass through, along, or adjacent to, or abuts the rating unit does not exceed 

246 metres in length; and 

B. A rate of 65 cents per metre where the total length of any stockwater races, aqueducts or 

water channels that pass through, along or adjacent to, or abuts the rating unit exceeds 

246 metres in length; and 

C. A rate of $130.00 for each pond service, pipe sersvice, ram service, pump service, water 

wheel or windmill; and 

D. A rate of $65.00 for each dip service or extension pump service using water from the 

Council’s water race system. 

 Amenity rates 

Targeted rates for amenity services under section 16 are as follows. 

 Ashburton CBD (inner) footpath cleaning rate 

$0.000503 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the Ashburton 

CBD (inner) rating area (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District 

Council Rating Areas Map Book), for footpath services. 

 

 Ashburton urban amenity rate 

$0.000893 per dollar of capital value of every rating unit in the Ashburton urban area 

excluding Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District 

Council Rating Areas Map Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths and 

parks and open spaces funding. 
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Ashburton urban amenity rate – Lake Hood 

$0.000893 per dollar of capital value of every rating unit in the Ashburton (as more 

particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book) 

to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, and parks and open spaces funding. 

Ashburton business amenity rate 

$0.000286 per dollar of capital value of every business rating unit within the Ashburton urban 

area excluding Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton 

District Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district promotion and public 

conveniences. 

Ashburton business amenity rate – Lake Hood 

$0.000286 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the Ashburton 

urban area for Lake Hood (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton 

District Council Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district promotion and public 

conveniences. 

Methven business amenity rate 

$0.000321 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the Methven 

township area (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council 

Rating Areas Map Book) for the purposes of district promotion and public conveniences.\ 

Methven amenity rate 

$0.000672 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Methven township (as 

more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map 

Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, parks and open spaces and reserve 

board funding. 

Rakaia business amenity rate 

$0.000349 per dollar on the capital value of every business rating unit within the Rakaia 

township area (as more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council 

Rating Areas Map Book) for the provision of district promotion and public conveniences. 

Rakaia amenity rate 

$0.000848 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Rakaia township (as 

more particularly described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map 

Book) to meet the costs of stormwater services, footpaths, parks and open spaces and reserve 

board funding. 

 Hinds stormwater rate 

$0.000301 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the Hinds township area 

for the provision of stormwater services. 

Rural amenity rate 

$0.000035 per dollar on the capital value of every rating unit within the rural area, excluding 

the townships of Methven and Rakaia, for the provision of footpaths and parks and open 

spaces. 

 Methven Community Board rate 

A targeted rate to fund the Methven Community Board under section 16 of $93.40 per rating 

unit within the Methven township (as more particularly described by reference to the 

Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book). 
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Mt Hutt Memorial Hall rate 

A targeted rate to partially fund the Mt Hutt Memorial Hall under section 16 of $0.000000 per 

dollar on the capital value of each rating unit in the Methven township (as more particularly 

described by reference to the Ashburton District Council Rating Areas Map Book). 

Due dates for payment of rates 

The rates will be payable in four equal instalments due on: 

  20 August 2021 

 20 November 2021 

 20 February 2022 

 20 May 2022 

Where the 20th of a month in which rates are due does not fall on a working day, rate payments will 

be accepted without penalty up to and including the first working day after the 20th of that month. 

 Due dates for payment of water meter charges – Extraordinary Supplies 

That water by meter charges are due on: 

1. Quarterly period 2. Reading dates 

completed 

3. Invoice date 

4. 1 July to 30 

 September 2021 

5. 15 October 2021 6. 20 November 2021 

7. 1 October to 31 

 December 2021 

8. 15 January 2022 9. 20 February 2022 

10. 1 January to 31 

 March 2022 

11. 15 April 2022 12. 20 May 2022 

13. 1 April to 30 June 

 2022 

14. 15 July 2022 15. 20 August 2022 

  

 Due dates for payment of water meter charges – Residential D and Rural A supplies 

That water by meter charges are due on: 

Annual period Reading date completed Invoice date 

1 July 2021 to 30 June 2022 15 July 2022 20 August 2022 

  

 Penalties 

In accordance with sections 57 and 58, the Council authorises the Finance Manager to add the 

following penalties on rates unpaid by the due date. 

A 10% penalty will be added to instalment balances remaining unpaid as at the following dates: 

 21 August 2021 

 21 November 2021 

 21 February 2022 

 21 May 2022 

In addition a further penalty of 10% will be added to any unpaid rates and charges levied prior to 30 

June 2021, if still unpaid as at 31 August 2021. 

     Falloon/McMillan   Carried 
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11 Brothel Location Bylaw 

 That Council rolls over the current Brothel Location Bylaw with minor amendments. 

     Braam/Rawlinson   Carried 

  

12 Consultation – Disposal of Grove Street Park 

 That Council consults on the alternative options for disposal of 187 Grove Street under S.138 of 

the Local Government Act 2002, prior to making any decision on whether to dispose of this 

Park. 

     McMillan/Braam    Carried 

  

13 Mayor’s Report 

  District slogan review 

 The Mayor referred to Council’s discussion in a workshop this morning where it was agreed that a 

review of the slogan could be undertaken by a panel with Council and community representation.  

Officers have been asked to prepare a report that will discuss the process for the review. 

 

 That Council facilitates a review of the Ashburton District slogan. 

     Mayor/Falloon    Carried 

  Flood event 

Cr McKay commented that it would be useful for Council to consider how rivers and streams will be 

reinstated and whether or not they should be. He suggested that Council needs to have a ‘position’ 

that can be taken to the river rating districts.  

  

  LGNZ remits 

The Mayor asked Councillors to advise him if they have any particular views to share on the remits 

that will be addressed that the AGM on 17 July. 

  

 That the Mayor’s report be received. 

    Mayor/McMillan    Carried 

  

14 Councillor Reports 

 That the Councillor’ reports be received. 

     Rawlinson/Cameron   Carried 

  

15 Financial Variance Report  

 That Council receives the May 2021 financial variance report. 

     Falloon/Cameron   Carried 

  

  

Business transacted with the public excluded –  2.38pm 

 That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely – the general 

subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in 

relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under Section 48 (1) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:   

Item 

No 

General subject of each matter to be 

considered: 

In accordance with Section 48(1) of the Act, the 

reason for passing this resolution in relation to each 

matter: 
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16 Council 16/06/21 

 Library & Civic Centre PCG – 8/06/21 

 

Section 7(2)(h)  

 

Commercial activities 

17 Community Grants & Funding 2021/22 Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

18 Emergency Relief Funding Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

19 Proposed District Plan Change 4 –

Commissioner’s recommendations 

Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

20 Sale of Land Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

21 Freeholding Glasgow Lease Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

22 Land Purchase Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

23 Ashburton Museum Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

24 Ashburton Zone Water Management 

Committee Refresh 2021 

Section 7(2)(a) Protection of privacy of natural 

persons 

25 Extraordinary business – 

EA Shareholder Committee appointment 

Section 7(2)(a) Protection of privacy of natural 

persons 
 

 
     Braam/Cameron    Carried 

  

Business transacted with the public excluded now in open meeting 

  Proposed District Plan Change 4 – Town Centre revitalisation  

 
That Council adopts the Commissioner’s recommendations attached to this report in respect of 

Plan Change 4 to the Ashburton District Plan seeking to reinforce the primacy of the Business A 

zone for retail and office activities and to make associated changes to rules, policies and 

objectives. 

     Falloon/McKay    Carried 

  

  Ashburton Museum and Art Gallery merger 

 That Council: 

1. Approve the Art Gallery becoming an in-house Council activity and that it is jointly managed with 

the Museum activity as per Option 3 in this report; 

2. Create and appoint an Art Gallery and Museum Director, Deputy Museum and Art Gallery 

Director, and Art Gallery Curator and disestablish the Museum Director role (nett effect is one 

new position); 

3. Adopt the Delegation and Management Agreement with the Ashburton Art Gallery as included in 

Appendix 1 of this report; 

4. Delegate authority to the Chief Executive or his nominee for all other ancillary matters to give 

effect to the Art Gallery becoming an in-house Council activity. 

     McMillan/Braam    Carried 

  

  EA Shareholders Committee appointment 

 
That Council appoints Tony Potts to the EA Shareholders Committee for a period of three years 

until 2024. 

     Mayor/Letham    Carried 

  

  

The meeting concluded at 4.55pm. 

 

 

Confirmed 28 July 2021 
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____________________________  

        MAYOR 
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Audit & Risk Committee 

23 June 2021 
 

5. Audit & Risk Committee Minutes    

Minutes of the Audit & Risk Committee meeting held on Wednesday 23 June 2021, 
commencing at 1pm, in the Council Chamber, 137 Havelock Street, Ashburton. 

Present 

Mayor Neil Brown; Councillors Leen Braam (Chair), Carolyn Cameron, John Falloon, Liz McMillan and Stuart 

Wilson. 

Also present: 

Councillors Lynette Lovett, Angus McKay and Diane Rawlinson 

In attendance  

Hamish Riach (Chief Executive), Paul Brake (GM Business Support), Sarah Mosely (Manager People & 

Capability), Rachel Sparks (Finance Manager), Gordon Tupper (Information Systems Manager), Michael Wong 

(Building Services Manager) and Carol McAtamney (Governance Support). 

 

1 Apologies 
 Murray Harrington        Sustained 

  

2 Extraordinary Business 
 Nil. 

  

3 Declarations of Interest 
 Nil. 

  

4 Confirmation of Minutes – 13/05/21 

  That the minutes of the Audit & Risk Committee meeting held on 13 May 2021, be taken as read 

and confirmed. 

     Wilson/Falloon    Carried 

  

5 Earthquake-prone buildings 

  That the Audit & Risk Committee receives the earthquake-prone buildings report 2021. 

     Wilson/Cameron    Carried 

  

Business transacted with the public excluded – 1.06pm 

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely – the general subject of 

each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, 

and the specific grounds under Section 48 (1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the 

passing of this resolution are as follows:   

 
Item 

No 

General subject of each matter to be 

considered: 

In accordance with Section 48(1) of the Act, the reason for 

passing this resolution in relation to each matter: 

6 Audit & Risk committee 13/05/21 Section 7(2)(a) Protection of privacy of natural persons 

7 Cyber Security Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

8 Health & Safety Section 7(2)(a) Protection of privacy of natural persons 

9 2021 Annual Report Audit Plan & Fees Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 

10 Audit NZ Management Report for LTP  Section 7(2)(h) Commercial activities 
 

15



 

       Wilson/Falloon    Carried 

 

The Committee resumed in open meeting and concluded at 2.29pm. 
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Ashburton Airport Authority 
 

30 June 2021 
 

6. Airport Authority Subcommittee  

 

Minutes of the Ashburton Airport Authority Subcommittee meeting held on Wednesday 30 

June 2021, commencing at 9am, in the Council Chamber, 137 Havelock Street, Ashburton. 

 

Present 

Mayor Neil Brown and Councillors Leen Braam (Chair), Rodger Letham and Lynette Lovett. 

Also present 

Councillors Angus McKay and Diane Rawlinson. 

In attendance 

Paul Brake (GM Business Support), Colin Windleborn (Commercial Manager), Zane Adam (Property Officer) 

and Phillipa Clark (Governance Team Leader). 

 

1 Apologies  

Nil. 

  

2 Conflict of Interest 

Nil. 

  

3 Notification of Extraordinary Business 

Nil. 

  

4 Confirmation of Minutes 

 That the minutes of the Ashburton Airport Authority Subcommittee meeting, held on  

10 May 2021, be taken as read and confirmed. 

     Lovett/Letham    Carried 

  

Business transacted with the public excluded – 9.01am 

That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely – the general subject 

of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in relation to each 

matter, and the specific grounds under Section 48 (1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 

1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:   

 Item 

No 

General subject of each matter to 

be considered: 

In accordance with Section 48(1) of the Act, the reason for 

passing this resolution in relation to each matter: 

5 Skydiving activity Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 
 

 
     Lovett/Letham    Carried 

 

The Subcommittee resumed in open meeting and concluded at 9.34am. 
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Town Centre Subcommittee 

6 July 2021 

 

7. Town Centre Subcommittee   
 
Minutes of the Town Centre Subcommittee meeting held on Thursday 6 July 2021, 
commencing at 12.18pm, in the Council Chamber, 137 Havelock Street, Ashburton. 
 
Present 

Mayor, Neil Brown; Councillors Carolyn Cameron (Chair), Leen Braam, John Falloon and Diane Rawlinson. 

Also present 

Crs Lynette Lovett and Stuart Wilson 

In attendance  

Daniel Powell (Tru-line Civil Managing Director), Neil McCann (GM Infrastructure Services), Shyamal Ram 

(Projects & Operations Manager), Crissie Drummond (Support Officer – Infrastructure Services) and Phillipa 

Clark (minutes).  

 

Deputation – Ashburton Retailers  

Bob McDonald and Chris Redmond were present from 12.18pm to 1.20pm. 

 

1 Apologies 
 Nil. 

  

2 Extraordinary Business 

The Chair sought the Committee’s agreement to add other town-centre related matters to the 

agenda for discussion later in the meeting.  The Committee supported inclusion of town centre 

marketing, town centre (festive) lights, welcome to Ashburton signage and the role of a 

townsperson. 

  
3 Declarations of Interest 
 Nil. 
  
4 Confirmation of Minutes – 17/09/20 
 

That the minutes of the Town Centre Subcommittee meeting held on 17 September 2020, be 

taken as read and confirmed. 

     Falloon/Braam    Carried 

  

Business transacted with the public excluded – 12.21pm 
 That the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of this meeting, namely – the general 

subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the reason for passing this resolution in 

relation to each matter, and the specific grounds under Section 48 (1) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows:   

Item 

No 

General subject of each matter to be 

considered: 

In accordance with Section 48(1) of the Act, the 

reason for passing this resolution in relation to each 

matter: 

5 CBD Update Section 7(2)(h)  Commercial activities 
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 That Bob McDonald and Chris Redmond remain present for discussion on the CBD 

upgrade. 

     Cameron/Rawlinson   Carried 

  
  

The meeting concluded at 1.36pm. 
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Council 

28 July 2021 

  

8.  Backflow Prevention Policy 

Author Mel Neumann; Graduate Policy Advisor 

Activity manager Richard Mabon; Acting Strategy and Policy Manager 

 Andrew Guthrie; Assets Manager 

General manager Jane Donaldson; Group Manager Strategy and Compliance 

 Neil McCann; Group Manager Infrastructure Services  

Summary 

 The purpose of this report is to review the Backflow Prevention Policy (last reviewed 

in 2015). 

 A comprehensive review was considered, however officers recommend minimal 

changes due to the fast changing legislation relating to three waters. 

 While officers are only recommending small changes, Council can review this policy 

before the next review is due if it is determined that it would be appropriate, for 

example, following release of new legislation and/or guidance. 

 Council has options to: 

o Rollover the current policy with minor amendments (recommended) 

o Rollover the current policy without amendments – status quo 

o Remove the policy 

 

Recommendation 

1. That Council rolls over the current Backflow Prevention Policy with minor 

amendments, as attached in Appendix 1. 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 – Draft Backflow Prevention Policy 2021 
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Background 

Current situation 

1. Backflow is when water flows backward into the public water supply network. This is caused 

when water pressure drops in the water distribution system causing water to flow in the 

opposite direction, from residential or commercial premises, back into the public water 

supply network. Contaminants could be back-syphoned or injected by back-pressure into the 

public water supply; or a combination of both, where cross connections exist.  

2. Backflow is one of the biggest risks to the water supply. It is a potential source of 

contamination that can seriously affect the quality and safety of our drinking water, which 

could cause illness or death. 

3. Council’s policy, last reviewed in 2015, sets out the requirements of customers in regards to 

the installation of backflow prevention devices.  

4. Properties are assessed when building consent applications are received as being either low, 

medium or high risk. The risk level determines the type of backflow prevention device is 

required. 

5. Examples of high risk include hospitals, mortuaries, laboratories, wastewater treatment 

plants and pumping stations, chemical plants, beauty and hairdresser salon wash basins and 

commercial dishwashers, car and factory washing facilities and dental equipment. 

Options analysis 

Option one – roll over the policy with minor amendments (recommended) 

6. Under this option the current policy would be retained with minor amendments and an 

updated appendix. This option is recommended as the proposed appendix provides clear 

examples of what types of backflow prevention devices are accepted. A disadvantage is that 

we may need to amend the policy again before the next review is due, following the release of 

new legislation or guidance from central government. 

Option two – rollover the current policy without amendments – status quo 

7. Under this option the current policy would be retained. This option is not recommended, as 

Council would be missing an opportunity to update the policy with a new, clearer appendix. 

There are no advantages to this option.  

Option three – remove the policy 

8. There is no specific mandate to have a policy, however there are indirect legislative 

references which indicate a policy is necessary. Furthermore, having a policy ensures 
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Council’s commitment to protect the potable water supply from backflow is clearly outlined. 

This option therefore has no advantages and is not recommended due to the risks associated. 

Legal/policy implications 

9. Council’s Water Supply Bylaw 2016 - details customer responsibilities in relation to 

backflow prevention. To summarise, customers must take all ‘necessary measures’ on their 

side of the point of supply to prevent water which has been drawn from there returning to 

that supply. ‘Necessary measures’ include preventing backflow through adequate air gap 

separation, or the use of an approved backflow prevention device, and the exclusion of any 

direct cross connection between the water supply and any other water supply, water source, 

storage tank, or similar. 

10. Building Act 2004 - requires that buildings are safe and sanitary and the occupants are 

safeguarded from possible illness, that backflow preventers are installed at the source of 

possible contamination.  

11. Health (Drinking Water) Amendment Act 2007, s.69ZZZ - gives the network water supplier 

the powers to install backflow prevention devices on the network point of supply on any 

property that it considers there is a need to protect that networked system.   

12. Water Services Bill – was introduced to parliament in July 2020 and is currently with the 

select committee. If this bill is enacted, it will likely have a significant impact on the way the 

three waters services are provided and therefore the Backflow Prevention Policy may need to 

be reviewed before the next review is due.  

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Adopting the amended policy has no cost 

Is there budget available in 

LTP / AP? 

The cost of ensuring compliance with this policy is met from within 

existing budgets 

Where is the funding 

coming from? 

None required 

Are there any future 

budget implications? 

No 

Reviewed by Finance Not required 
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Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 

significant? 

No 

Level of significance Low – not significant 

Level of engagement 

selected 

1. Inform – one-way communication 

Rationale for selecting level 

of engagement 

The changes proposed do not alter current practice therefore, this policy 

is not likely to receive community interest. The community will be 

informed of the decision to adopt the policy through the publication of the 

meeting minutes. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 

Policy 

Richard Mabon; Acting Strategy & Policy Manager 
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DRAFT Policy 
 

DRAFT BACKFLOW PREVENTION POLICY  
 

DEPARTMENT: Assets 

RESPONSIBILITY: Assets Manager 

ADOPTED: XXX  

REVIEW: Every 5 Years (or earlier if required) 

CONSULTATION: Not Applicable  

RELATED DOCUMENTS: Health Act 1956,  Taumata Arowai – the Water Services Regulator Act 
2020, Building Act 2004, Local Government Act 2002, New Zealand 

Building Code, Compliance Document for New Zealand Building 
Code: Clause G12 Water Supplies, AS/NZS 2845, Fees and Charges 

Schedule, Form 12A, Section 108(3)(C), Building Act 2004, Water 
Supply Bylaw 2016 

Policy Objective 

To mitigate and minimise the risk of backflow contamination of the Ashburton District Council 
drinking water supply networks. 

Policy Principles 

The following principles underpin the intent and responsibilities of Council regarding backflow 

prevention: 

 Ensuring safety of the public water supply system. 

 Ensuring control of cross-connections and minimise backflow risk. 

 Ensuring any premises served by the public water system are inspected to determine if 

cross-connections and/or risk of backflow exist, whenever deemed necessary. 

 Ensuring re-inspections are carried out when necessary. 

 Ensuring backflow prevention devices installed under the Building Act 2004 and New 
Zealand Building Code are included within the Building Warrant of Fitness. 

 Taking appropriate action to ensure that hazardous conditions are eliminated whenever 

possible. 

 Maintaining records of inspections, testing and maintenance of backflow prevention. 

Definitions 

Backflow: The unplanned reversal of flow of water or mixtures of water and contaminants into the 
water supply system. 

Backflow prevention device: A device that prevents backflow. 
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Building Warrant of Fitness: A statement signed by the building owner (or manager) stating that 

the requirements of the building’s compliance schedule have been fully met in the previous 12 

months.  

Cross-connection:  Any actual or potential connection between a potable water supply and a 

source of contamination or pollution. 

Independently Qualified Person (IQP): A person approved by Council as qualified to inspect, 
maintain and report on certain specified systems. ‘Independent’ means that the person has no 

financial interest in the building. 

Risk: Risk categories are aligned to the hazard classification of the Compliance Document for New 

Zealand Building Code Clause G12. 

High Risk: Any condition, device or practice which, in connection with the potable water 

supply system, has the potential to cause death. 

Medium Risk: Any condition, device or practice which, in connection with the potable water 

supply system, has the potential to injure or endanger health. 

Low Risk: Any condition, device or practice which, in connection with the potable water 

supply system, would constitute a nuisance, by colour, odour or taste, but not injure or 
endanger health. 

Policy Statement 

1. Risk Categories 

Risk categories for backflow prevention are aligned with the degrees of hazard as defined in the 
New Zealand Building Code. The three categories of risk are high risk, medium risk, and low risk.  

2. Level of Protection to be provided 

Council requires all high, medium and low risk properties to provide containment at the boundary 
appropriate to their level of risk. Boundary containment device selection, design and installation 
must be approved by Council. All backflow prevention devices must be maintained and fully 

functional. 

3. Requirements to Install and Maintain Backflow Prevention Devices 

Council will identify premises where backflow prevention devices are required to be installed and 

notify the property owners of the risk category of the property and the need to install a backflow 
prevention device.   

4. Non-residential Building Consents 

Where applicable non‐residential building consents will require a risk assessment and backflow 
protection statement, incorporating a survey, completed in accordance with the compliance 

schedule requirement for a specified system under the Building Act 2004. The statement will be 
undertaken by a Council approved backflow surveyor to determine risk category and backflow 
protection requirement and will be at the property owners’ expense. Form 12A, Section 108(3)(C), 
Building Act 2004 must be completed. 
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5. Responsibilities of Property Owners 

The owner(s) of any premises that contains a cross connection or a potential cross connection with 
the resulting risk of contamination of the water supply by backflow is responsible for:  

 A duty of care to avoid any action which could result in the contamination of drinking water 
supplies. 

 Having suitable arrangements in place so that inspections can be made at any reasonable 
times by an IQP. 

 Obtaining the necessary consents prior to carrying out any plumbing alterations or changes 
of use. 

 Ensuring the testing, installation and maintenance of all backflow prevention devices by an 

IQP.  

6. Prohibition of Cross Connections 

No water service connection shall be installed by Council unless the water supply is protected as 

required by the Health Act 1956, Building Act 2004 and Backflow Prevention Policy. 

The supply of water to any premises may be restricted if a backflow prevention device required is 

not installed, tested and maintained, or if it is found that a backflow prevention device has been 
removed, or bypassed, or if an unprotected cross-connection exists on the premises. Repairs and 

replacement of backflow prevention devices shall be completed within a reasonable period notified 
by Council.  

The water supply shall not be fully restored until any such conditions or defects are corrected. 

7. Testing of Backflow Prevention Devices 

Testing Procedures 

All testing will be undertaken by an IQP who has been approved by Council. The testing procedures 

shall be carried out by an IQP in accordance with AS 2845.3.  The results of these tests shall be 

submitted to Council.  

High Risk Situations 

In some particularly high risk situations, or for some types of devices, or where there is a history of 

devices failing test(s), Council may require testing more frequently.  

Building Warrant of Fitness  

Council requires testing of each backflow prevention device annually. Testing of devices installed 

under the Building Act 2004 will be carried out annually as part of the Building Warrant of Fitness.  
In certain high risk applications, or if tests fail, frequent testing may be required by Council.  

Maintenance Work 

Testing is required after any maintenance work has been carried out. Certified evidence of all 

maintenance work carried out shall be provided to Council. 

8. Costs of Installing and Testing Backflow Prevention Systems 

All related costs, annual fees, disconnections, consent and permit costs are decided by Council 
within its Fees and Charges Schedule.  

9. Register and Record Keeping 

The backflow preventer records shall be available in accordance with legislative requirements. 
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Appendix one – hazard types and acceptable devices 

Type of hazard Examples Type of device Examples 

High – processes 

on the property 

have the 

potential to cause 

serious illness or 

death  

Hospitals, mortuaries, laboratories, 

wastewater treatment plants and pumping 

stations, chemical plants, beauty and 

hairdresser salon wash basins and 

commercial dishwashers, car and factory 

washing facilities, dental equipment 

Reduced pressure zone backflow device (RPZ) 

Two independent action non-return valves 

arranged to be force loaded to the closed 

position, with a relief valve positioned between 

the non-return valves arranged to be force-loaded 

to open to the atmosphere. 

 

Medium - 

processes on the 

property have the 

potential to cause 

sickness and 

endanger health 

Commercial laundries, garden irrigation 

systems, drink dispensers with 

carbonators and rainwater tanks connect 

to household plumbing, swimming pools, 

spas and fountains 

Testable double check valve backflow device  

(DCV)  

Two independent action non-return valves 

arranged to be force loaded to the closed 

position. 

 

Low - processes  

on the property  

have the 

potential  

to constitute a  

nuisance by  

colour, odour or  

taste 

Residential properties  

 

Drink dispensers (except carbonators) 

Non-testable dual check valve backflow device  

(DuCV)  

Dual check valves in a manifold for services up to 

25mm. Connections larger than 25 mm to have  

stand alone non-testable dual check valve 

backflow prevention containment devices 

 

Note - the examples given are not an exhaustive list. Where there is doubt comparison must be made to the hazard definitions
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9. TREASURY REPORT

 

 

FOR 

 

 

 

 

 

 

AS AT 30 JUNE 2021 

 

 

 

 

 

AUCKLAND     •     WELLINGTON     •     CHRISTCHURCH 
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This document has been prepared by Bancorp Treasury Services Limited (“BTSL”).  Whilst all reasonable care has been taken to ensure the facts stated are accurate 
and the opinions given are fair and reasonable, neither BTSL nor any of its directors, officers or employees shall in any way be responsible for the contents.  No 
liability is assumed by BTSL, its directors, officers or employees for action taken or not taken on the basis of this document. 
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1. MARKET OVERVIEW 

1.1 GLOBAL MARKETS OVERVIEW (FOR THE JUNE 2021 QUARTER) 

Every asset class was a winner in the June quarter. US share markets hit record highs, commodity 

prices extended their rally to levels not seen since 2011, and bond yields finally slipped after nine 

months of steepening. Central bankers have altered their tune and adopted a more hawkish stance, 

calling for rate hikes earlier than previously expected as several Q1 GDP results exceeded 

expectations and inflationary forces that were deemed ‘transitionary’ could be here to stay.  

 

In the US, the Federal Reserve (“Fed”) left its Fed Funds target range unchanged at 0.0-0.25% at the 

June meeting, although policymakers signalled that rate hikes could come as soon as 2023 after the 

inclusion of the so-called ‘dot plot’ of expectations suggested there will be two hikes in 2023. 

Furthermore, the central bank now forecasts US GDP to grow at 7.0% in 2021. This more optimistic 

outlook saw the fixed income markets take the ‘dot plots’ at their projections, although Chair, 

Jerome Powell, played down the projections saying, “the dots are not a great forecaster of rate 

moves. Dots to be taken with a big grain of salt.” 

 

US CPI rose 5.0% in the May year from a year earlier, which was the largest 12 month increase 

since September 2008. Core inflation came in at 3.8%. The report showed sharp increases in 

transitory prices for items such as fuel and second-hand motor vehicles, but there was also a residual 

firmness in core inflation from the likes of rents and hotels that is hard to ignore.  

 

Despite rising inflation across the globe, the US 10 year Treasury Bond yield has fallen around 

0.30% since the last report and finished the quarter at 1.47%. This fall in long term yields is a result 

of the Fed hikes that are forecasted for 2023, as the market believes these hikes reduce the 

inflationary pressures in the long term. 

 

In China, the National People's Congress announced an annual GDP growth target of “above 

6.0%,” and pledged to keep the unemployment rate below 5.5%, while the Chinese Premier, Li 

Keqiang, reiterated that “economic growth this year could exceed 6.0%. We need to seek a balance 

between growth, income, and employment, and we cannot pursue economic growth based on 

high energy consumption and heavy pollution. China needs growth in employment and income 

and will have to work more on boosting domestic demand and consumption.”   

 

For all of the comments from members of the Fed over the month, the European Central Bank 

(“ECB”) has been conspicuous by its absence.  ECB President, Christine Lagarde, is focussing on a 

‘green’ recovery stating “we need to add another element to our post-pandemic recovery plan with 

what I have termed a green capital markets union -- a truly green European capital market that 

transcends national borders.”  The German 10 year bund remains entrenched in negative territory, 

trading in a range between -0.07% to -0.35% during the quarter, finishing June at -0.20 
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1.2 NEW ZEALAND MARKET OVERVIEW (FOR THE JUNE 2021 QUARTER)  

   OCR 90 day 2 years 3 years 5 years 7 years 10 years 

31 Mar 2021 0.25% 0.35% 0.48% 0.66% 1.10% 1.54% 1.91% 

30 Jun 2021 0.25% 0.33% 0.78% 1.00% 1.36% 1.62% 1.88% 

Change   0.0% -0.02% +0.30% +0.34% +0.26% +0.08% -0.03% 

The tone of the Reserve Bank of New Zealand’s (“RBNZ”) May’s Monetary Policy Statement 

(“MPS”) was no doubt more optimistic, with the RBNZ pointing to several areas for upside, it also 

emphasised that it would maintain its stimulus “until it is confident that consumer price inflation 

will be sustained near the 2 percent per annum target midpoint, and that employment is at its 

maximum sustainable level. The Committee agreed it will take time before these conditions are 

met.” 

 

The most interesting aspect of the MPS was the inclusion of the RBNZ’s OCR projections beyond 

12 months. These projections suggest the OCR may start rising in the second half of 2022, topping 

out near 1.75% in mid-2024 as the RBNZ gains greater confidence in its outlook for the economy 

with “reduced risk of extreme downside shocks.” Following the MPS, New Zealand interest rates 

climbed between 0.10% and 0.14% across the yield curve.  

 

The economic recovery in New Zealand continues which was confirmed by the sensational March 

quarter 2021 GDP print. Quite simply, no one predicted the 1.6% print for the quarter, nor the 

year on year growth at 2.4%. The RBNZ was projecting a contraction of -0.5% for the quarter, 

while the banks were calling for +0.5%, highlighting the ‘surprise’ of this print. On a sector level, 

the strong housing market, domestic spending, and construction offset the losses from tourism and 

international students. This saw some of the local banks bring forward their OCR hike projections 

by a quarter or two.  

 

The unemployment rate and participation rate outperformed market expectations in the first 

quarter, however underlying weakness might be starting to appear. The unemployment rate 

decreased to 4.7% and the participation rate increased to 70.4%, while expectations were 4.9% 

and 70.2%. Overall, the initial labour market recovery has been impressive, however absorption 

of the remaining slack may be more gradual, resulting in muted wage and inflation pressures for 

some time. 

 

Offshore bond movements drove down yields in New Zealand. The 10 year swap rate tested the 

2.00% mark before declining 0.20% due to offshore drivers, although some of this downward 

movement has been reversed, finishing the quarter at 1.88%. The 3–5 year swap rates are looking 

the most expensive after the release of the RBNZs MPS which illustrated that the OCR projection 

will reach 1.75% by 2024. The New Zealand 10 year swap rate has bounced off a long term trend 

line, testing the level of resistance twice within the last few months, both times being rejected and 

subsequently falling, suggesting that swap rates have found a trading range. The graph on the 

following page shows the changes in the shape of the yield curve over the past 12 months.  
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1.3 LOCAL AUTHORITY SECTOR 

Listed below are the credit spreads and applicable interest rates as at 30 June for Commercial 

Paper (“CP”), Floating Rate Notes (“FRN”) and Fixed Rate Bonds (“FRB”), at which Ashburton 

District Council (“ADC”) could source debt from the Local Government Funding Agency 

(“LGFA”).  

Maturity Margin FRN (or CP) Rate FRB 

3 month CP 0.20% 0.50% N/A 

6 month CP 0.20%  0.58% N/A 

April 2022 0.17%  0.67% 0.62%  

April 2023 0.19%  0.69% 0.99%  

April 2024 0.21%  0.71% 1.16%  

April 2025 0.27%  0.77% 1.42%  

April 2026 0.31%  0.81% 1.66%  

April 2027 0.39%  0.89% 1.80%  

April 2029 0.44%  0.94% 2.15%  

May 2031 0.52% 1.02% 2.40% 

April 2033 0.62%  1.12% 2.57%  

April 2037 0.64% 1.14% 2.92% 

Margins for LGFA debt continued to decrease over the June quarter as the favourable conditions 

in the credit markets continued. The margin for the April 2026 declined by 0.14% and for the 

April 2037 by 0.10%. For fixed rate debt outright yields increased at the short to medium end of 

the curve, the April 2023 up 0.16% to 0.90% and the April 2026 up by 0.10% to 1.66%. At the 

longer end of the curve outright yields decreased with the April 2033 declining by 0.19% to 

2.57% and the April 2037 declining by 0.23% to 2.92%.    
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2. FIXED INTEREST AND TERM DEPOSIT PORTFOLIOS 

2.1 FIXED INTEREST PORTFOLIO  

As at 30 June, ADC’s Fixed Interest Portfolio (”FIP”) had a nominal value of $1,000,000 and a 

market value of $2,105,636. The FIP consisted of one FRB with a nominal value of $1,000,000. 

During the June quarter, there was one maturity in the FIP, the $1.0 million May 2021 ASB bond. 

The makeup of the FIP as at 30 June, including its valuation, is shown in the following table. 

 

 

2.2 TERM DEPOSITS  

As at 30 June, ADC had no term deposits. For reference purposes below are the rates available for 

corporate bonds which ADC would be able to invest in under the parameters of its Treasury Policy 

and which can be compared to term deposit rates.    

Security Maturity Coupon Rating Yield 

Chch Airport  04-Oct-21 6.25% BBB+ 0.79% 

Spark Finance  25-Mar-22 4.50% A- 0.61%  

Bank of China (NZ) 17-Oct-22 4.09% A 0.96%  

Genesis 08/-Mar-23 5.81% BBB+ 1.23% 

BNZ 16-Nov-23 3.65% AA- 1.08%  

Chch City Holdings 27-Nov-24 3.58% AA- 1.54%  

Auckland Council  24-Mar-25 4.18% AA 1.41%  

Fonterra  14-Nov-25 4.13% A- 1.93%  

Housing NZ 05-Oct-26 2.25% AA+ 1.58%  

 

Ashburton District Council 30-Jun-21

Security Rating Maturity Date Coupon (%) Nominal Yield (%) Value

BNZ AA- 15-Jun-23 4.10 $1,000,000 0.95 $1,062,672

$1,000,000 $1,062,672
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3. DEBT AND HEDGING PROFILES  

As at 30 June, ADC had total external debt of $70.6 million. The debt, all of which was sourced 

from the LGFA, is detailed in the table below. 

Instrument Maturity Rate Margin Amount 

LGFA CP 15-Oct-21 0.535% 20 bps $10,000,000 

LGFA FRN 17-Jan-22 0.855% 52 bps $2,000,000 

LGFA FRN 14-Apr-22 0.91% 59 bs $5,000,000 

LGFA FRN 15Apr-23 0.98% 64 bps $5,000,000 

LGFA FRN 15-Apr-24 0.89% 55 bps $5,000,000 

LGFA FRN 15-Apr-25 0.6758 37 bps $7,000,000 

LGFA FRN 15-Apr-26 0.97% 63 bps $10,000,000 

LGFA FRB 15-Apr-27 1.23% 76 bps $5,000,000 

LGFA FRB 15-Apr-27 0.97% 69 bps $5,000,000 

LGFA FRB 15-May-28 2.01% 60 bps $16,600,000 

   TOTAL $70,600,000 

ADC has a committed bank facility from Westpac Bank ("Westpac") for $2.0 million, with a line 

fee of 0.30%, and a margin of 1.15%. As at 30 June, ADC had no drawings under the Westpac 

facility. 

 

ADC’s debt maturity profile incorporating all its debt (excluding the bank facility) is depicted in 

the following graph. ADC’s funding maturity profile complies with the guideline in the Liability 

Management Policy (“LMP”), that states “To avoid a concentration of debt maturity dates, where 

practicable no more than 50% of total debt can be refinanced in any rolling  

12 month period.” As at 30 June ADC was complying with this guideline.  
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The debt maturity profile based on calendar years is depicted in the following graph. The graph 

shows a spread of maturities between 2021 and 2028. 

 

As at 30 June, ADC had four interest rate swaps, all of which were current, details as follows:  

Start Date  Maturity Date Rate Amount 

28-Jun-16 28-Dec-23 3.495% $5,000,000 

30-Jun-15 28-Jun-24 4.305% $5,000,000 

17-May-21 17-Feb-25 3.83% $5,000,000 

17-May-21 15-May-26 2.85% $10,000,000 

  TOTAL $25,000,000 

To manage its interest rate exposures, ADC’s LMP incorporates fixed rate hedging percentages that 

specify the minimum and maximum amount of fixed rate cover to which ADC shall adhere. These 

parameters are as follows: 

Fixed Rate Hedging Percentages 

 Minimum Fixed Rate Maximum Fixed Rate 

0–2 years 40% 100% 

2–4 years 20% 80% 

4–8 years 0% 50% 

ADC’s hedging profile as at 30 June, incorporating the swaps and the FRBs on issue, is depicted in 

the graph on the following page. The graph shows that as at 30 June, ADC was policy compliant.  

35



 

 
Page 7 

 

As at 30 June, ADC’s weighted average cost of funds, including the line fee on the $2.0 million 

Westpac facility, was 2.24%, down from 2.42% as at 31 March.  

 

ADC’s cost of funds remains lower than a large majority of its peers in the local government sector, 

which indicates the success of its funding and interest rate risk management programme over the 

last several years. The cost of funds going back to June 2014 is depicted in the following graph. 

 
 
 
 

This document has been prepared by Bancorp Treasury Services Limited (“BTSL”).  Whilst all reasonable care has been taken to ensure the facts stated are accurate 
and the opinions given are fair and reasonable, neither BTSL nor any of its directors, officers or employees shall in any way be responsible for the contents.  No 
liability is assumed by BTSL, its directors, officers or employees for action taken or not taken on the basis of this document. 
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Council  

28 July 2021 
 

10. Natural and Built Environment Bill – 
Exposure Draft July 2021 - Submission 

Author Ian Hyde; District Planning Manager 

GM Responsible Jane Donaldson; GM Strategy and Compliance   

Summary 

 The purpose of this report is for Council to consider a submission to the Exposure 

Draft for the Natural and Built Environment Bill (the Bill) which is part of central 

governments stated intention to reform environmental legislation and replace the 

Resource Management Act (1991). 

 The submission has focused on the key points available from the information released 

to date.  

 The submission is due Wednesday 4 August 2021.  

 

Recommendation 

That Council: 

1. Receives the report. 

2. Approves the submission to the Parliamentary Select Committee for the 
Environment on the Exposure Draft for the Natural and Built Environment Bill. 

 

 

Attachment 

Appendix 1  Ashburton District Council draft submission 
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Background 

1. The Natural and Built Environments Bill (the Bill) has been drafted by central 

government as part of a review of the effectiveness of the Resource Management Act 

(1991). The stated intention of the Government is to replace the Act with three new acts, 

the Housing and Building Bill being one of these.   

2. Information on the Bill can be found here. 

3. The Bill proposes significant changes to the way that the environment is regulated and 

administered through legislation. While information that has been released to date has 

been limited, the proposed Bill includes matters which may affect the level of control 

local government has in the administration of local affairs. 

4. It has been indicated that the Mayoral Forum, or its subgroup the Canterbury Planning 

Managers Group may submit on behalf of Canterbury Councils as a group, however the 

timeframe for submissions is short and it is unclear what the scope or extent of 

submissions from the group will be. Given this, staff recommend that Council makes it’s 

own submission rather than relying solely on a joint process. 

Options analysis 

Option 1 – Do nothing 

5. This is not the recommended option. Council may decide to stay silent and not make a 

submission on the Bill. This could result in Council missing an opportunity to advocate 

on behalf of the district. This decision would also confirm to staff that the Council did not 

wish to participate in any joint Canterbury submission on the Bill. 

 

Option 2 – Approve the submission as attached in Appendix One (recommended 

option) 

6. This option would see Council officers lodge the appended submission to the 

Environment Select Committee. This decision would give clarity to staff on the extent 

to which the Council would participate or support matters in a joint submission, were 

it to be lodged by Canterbury Councils as a group. 

Legal/policy implications 

7. The lodging of a submission does not breach or trigger any statutory or legal duty of the 

Council. 

Financial implications 

8. There are no financial implications in making this submission.  
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Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Officer resource in preparing the submission. This has been met from 

within existing operating budgets. 

Is there budget available in 

LTP / AP? 

Yes 

Where is the funding 

coming from? 

District Planning 

Are there any future 

budget implications? 

No 

Finance review required? No 

 

 

Significance and engagement assessment 

9. The overall significance level in regards to the preparation of this submission is considered 

low. 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 

significant? 

No 

Level of significance Low 

Level of engagement 

selected 

2. Inform – informal one-way communication 

Rationale for selecting 

level of engagement 

The timeframe for response to the exposure draft has precluded 

public engagement on the content of the Council’s submission. 

Members of the public may choose to make their own submissions 

and interest groups are expected to submit on the exposure draft. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 

Policy 

Richard Mabon; Acting Strategy & Policy Manager 
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Appendix 1 

Submission 
Hīkina te Kohupara – Transport emissions pathways to achieve net zero emissions by 

2050 
 
  

PREPARED BY: Ashburton District Council  

PO Box 94 
ASHBURTON 7774 

SUBMITTED TO:      Committee Secretariat 

Environment Committee 
Parliament Buildings 
Wellington 

 District Planning Manager 
ian.hyde@adc.govt.nz 

 

 en@parliament.govt.nz 

 

  

 
Introduction 

 

1. Ashburton District Council (Council) welcomes the opportunity to submit on the 
Natural and Built Environments Bill Exposure Draft. 

 

2. Council understand that there may also be submissions from the Canterbury 

Mayoral Forum on this matter and will provide support on these where appropriate, 

however this submission reflects matters of emphasis for the Ashburton District 

Council. 

3. Located an hour’s drive south of Christchurch, more than 35,3001 residents live in the 

district, with the main town of Ashburton accounting for over 50% of residents. The 

rest of our residents live rurally or in smaller towns or villages. 

 

4. Ashburton district has experienced moderate and sustained population increase 

since the mid-1990’s, increasing by 23% between 2006 and 2013 (a 3.3% increase per 

year). This growth, however, is now slowing, with an average growth of 1.3% per year 

since 2013. The expansion of irrigation and agricultural diversification on the 

Canterbury Plains have been major factors in this growth. 

 

5. The majority of the income of this District is derived directly or from the support of 

agricultural activities. 

 

6. Ashburton District Council recognises the shortcomings of the Resource 

Management Act as has been detailed in the report of the Resource Management 

Review Panel and subsequent publications. Furthermore it supports the overall 

holistic intention to protect the environment while better enabling development. 

                                                                 
1 Source: Statistics New Zealand Population Estimates 30 June 2020 
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That said, it respectfully offers the following comments for the consideration of the 

Committee. 

 

 

 

 

Environmental Limits 

 

7. While Council generally supports the provision of environmental limits, it has 

become clear through other regulation (particularly the NPS on Freshwater) that 

“one size fits all” regulation is not always the best solution to an issue.  

 

8. Furthermore, while the intention to adopt a more spatially based system for 

planning is supported, Council would note that the natural environment does not 

always conform with defined parameters or cadastral boundaries. Examples of this 

locally to Ashburton are water takes and the changing behaviour of braided rivers 

which are rarely static or follow a single channel over long periods of time. Council 

respectfully requests that provision is made for sufficient flexibility within legislation 

to respond to local conditions which may vary between areas and specific situations. 

 

9. Council understands that a spatial planning framework is likely to result in more 

permitted and prohibited activities than under the current system. Plan making is an 

important part of democracy as it provides the public the opportunity to comment 

on proposed documents and a spatial process makes this stage even more 

important. It is unclear to Council what level of public involvement will be provided 

within the plan making process but would advocate for public participation to be an 

important part. 

 

Local Democratic Participation 

 

10. Improved affirmation is needed of the local councils’ policy/plan role. The exposure 

draft limits the involvement of local elected members in decision making and 

therefore appears to be a lacking ensuring local democratic input. Council 

respectfully suggests that the Bill should specify that councils remain consent 

authorities and have proportionate roles in the planning committees in relation to 

sections of the NBA plans that address issues in their districts. There may not be a 

meeting of the minds on all issues in a region and councils should have the ability to 

continue to pursue outcomes through submissions, hearings and appeals that are in 

the interests of their communities. Territorial authorities should be the consent 

authority for all types of resource consent, including those currently administered by 

regional councils.   

 

11. Furthermore, it is unclear from the published documents whether Councils would be 

able to apply for plan changes. Given the local knowledge of a District or area and 

the representation of its ratepayers. Council would advocate for Councils to retain 

this ability and that a process be provided for it.  
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12. Additionally, it is somewhat unclear what if any involvement local elected officials 

would have on setting limits or controls as opposed to Joint Committee or national 

processes. Council considers that potential limits and provisions which would affect 

the economy and environment of the District should be able to be consulted on at a 

local political level and would respectfully request that this is considered when 

developing provisions for environmental limits. 

 

Environmental Outcomes 

 

13. While noting and supporting the aspirational desire for Councils to “contribute to 

the affordability of housing” in part 8(l)(ii) it is respectfully suggested that in a 

market led environment the market will dictate the volume and price of housing. 

While Councils have a role to play, central government intervention is seen as being 

the best way to leverage affordable housing and to compel lower cost 

accommodation.  

 

14. More generally, Council considers that Section 8 considers competing priorities, in 

increasing environmental outcomes while also enabling further development. It may 

be that this seeming conflict is addressed as more detail of the legislation and in 

particular the National Planning Framework is released and would hope that this 

area provides strong direction and clarity for administrators. 

 

15. As a farming district, Council supports the protection of highly productive land from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development. Land fragmentation is of concern 

to Council and its explicit protection under part 8(m)(iii) is supported. 

 

Transitional Arrangements 

16. The Bill is silent on transitional arrangements. These are of particular interest as the 

NBA and RMA have explicitly different purposes. Clarity on these matters is 

important for authorities so that they can make the appropriate preparations. 

17. We understand that NBA plans are intended to be consistent with and give effect to 

regional spatial strategies (developed under the Strategic Planning Act). This in turn, 

raises questions around how to address the timing and sequencing of developing the 

new plan framework. Development of spatial strategies in advance of NBA plans 

would be the most efficient way to ensure strategic integration across the region.  

18. If planning committees throughout New Zealand are expected to deliver NBA plans 

on the same timeframe, there is likely to be a shortage of resource and funding 

throughout the planning industry. There are also likely to be capacity implications 

for other sectors which are expected to engage in the planning process. 

 

General Questions and Comments 

 

19. While Council generally supports the intentions of the document regarding 

recognition of Treaty issues and Maori involvement in planning processes, it is noted 

that this will require considerable resource by Councils and Runanga/Iwi for full 

42



 

 

participation. Council would be grateful for clarity on how participation is expected 

to be resourced. 

 

20. In relation to Section 23, it is unclear who constitutes an “Independent Panel” and 

whether members would be required to attain appropriate accreditation prior to 

sitting on such a panel. Council would advocate for accreditation and would also 

respectfully request further clarity on participation.  

 

 

 

 
 

 Ngā mihi 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Hamish Riach 

Chief Executive 
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Quarterly Update – July 2021 

Mid Canterbury Promotion 

 

Mid Canterbury has received extensive media, industry and trade exposure as a result of high-profile media 
opportunities instigated by ChristchurchNZ These include: 

 

• The Mid Canterbury and Selwyn Tourism Mega Meet regional tourism event in the South Island 
connecting tourism operators from two neighbouring regions, and it was a great success. This event 
was a joint venture between Mid Canterbury and Selwyn Districts, with the financial and logistics 
support of ChristchurchNZ. It was held the event at the newly reopened Terrace Downs Resort on 14 
April 2021.  
 
The Mega Meet was a business-to-business tourism event providing a unique opportunity to grow 
business capability by connecting operators in the region and building partnerships for package 
creation and product development. 
 
A total of 38 businesses from across two regions participated in the event, and the feedback from the 
event was incredibly positive, with many creating new partnerships and exploring new business 
opportunities. 
 
Fig 1. Post-event survey  
 

 
 

• ChristchurchNZ represented Mid Canterbury at the ANZCRO Webinar on 22 April to showcase 
new/existing products to the Australian travel trade. ANZCRO is a wholesaler that focuses solely on 
the New Zealand market. We had 47 travel agents attend this event. 

 
 
 
 
 

11. Christchurch NZ Quarterly Update
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• TRENZ Hui was held in Ōtautahi Christchurch at the Christchurch Town Hall. Mid Canterbury region 
had a vital presence at the 2-day Hui, the first since 2019. At the time of the TRENZ event, it was the 
largest gathering of people in New Zealand. ChristchurchNZ hosted two VIP events for Inbound Tour 
Operators (ITO's) and Tourism New Zealand as the event's sponsor. As the representative of Mid-
Canterbury, I attended both. 
 

• ChristchurchNZ attended the Australian Snow Travel expos in Melbourne and Sydney on 16th and 
23rd May. Mid-Canterbury attended, with a focus on promoting Ski in Mid Canterbury and 
understanding the consumer sentiments around travelling to New Zealand for the 2021 winter, which 
includes: 

o In both New South Wales and Victoria, the concerns raised were not about the virus but the 
logistics of getting stuck in New Zealand if there was a lockdown in either country. Many 
people advised that their jobs and businesses would be impacted if there was a lockdown 
whilst travelling. 

 
o Victorians indicated they were lucky to travel in July & August, where Sydneysiders were 

more risk-averse and planned to travel in September for Spring ski. 

 

• As a result of attendance at the Snow Travel expos, ChristchurchNZ has engaged in a marketing 
agreement with established Australian wholesaler SkiMax, promoting Mid Canterbury and the 
McKenzie region during the 2021 season. We have commenced training the SkiMax core sales team 
on Mid Canterbury's on and off-piste products. 

 

• ChristchurchNZ launched the second in a series of ExploreCHC initiatives titled "Do Winter Different". 
The marketing campaign collaborates with Kaikoura, Hurunui, Waimakariri, Selwyn, and Timaru 
districts to drive consumer behaviour to travel to Canterbury to take a winter break this year. 
Statistics at the time of writing this report are encouraging and include: 
 

o 15,456 Website impressions mentioning Mid Canterbury 
o 33,085 Eyes on the Mid Canterbury billboards in Auckland and Wellington  
o 35,000 estimated impressions with the Herald video content 
o 90,000 estimated impressions with the TV on demand 
o 500,000 impressions on the Stuff Mid Canterbury stories. 
o As a bonus, local journalist Mike Yardley wrote 2 800 word stories on winter in Mid 

Canterbury 
▪ Mike Yardley: Mid-Canterbury Winter Magic 
▪ Winter magic in Mid-Canterbury 

• On 9 June, ChristchurchNZ attended the Agritourism Symposium held in Kaikoura. ChristchurchNZ is 
meeting with Marjke, Managing Director of AgritourismNZ, in August to help create a series of 
capability activations for the farming community of Mid Canterbury that may consider adding a visitor 
component to their business. 
 

• ChristchurchNZ attended the Virtual Australian Trade Show on 16 June, an event designed to meet 
the Australian travel trade to update and upskill their knowledge on Mid Canterbury. We met with 14 
agents in the 4-hour online initiative. 
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• ChristchurchNZ hosted Channel 9's Today Show live with weatherman Tim Davies on Mt Hutt on 21 
June to an estimated audience of 1.3 million viewers across five Australian metro areas and an 
Estimated Advertising Value (EAV) of $2.85 Million. 

 

Mid Canterbury's tourism performance data. 
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Marketing and Promotional Activity against KPI 

Activity Date Related KPI Outcome 

Mid Canterbury Tourism 
Advisory Group (MCTAG) 

28 May Industry Partnerships 
and Engagement 

MCTAG met Friday 28 March  

Agenda points discussed: 

• The event funding strategy outcomes 

• Economic Recovery Strategy – 

Common themes were more signage, 

more events and collaborative 

packaging from business partners 

• Marketing plans for Domestic and 

International markets –e.g. 

ExploreCHC  

• Update on the Cycleway plans from 

the previous trust and developing a 

Mid-Canterbury wide cycleway. 

MCTAG have adopted the previous 

cycleway project and will start 

working on this in October 2021 

Capability Series  June Industry Partnerships 
and Engagement 

Business capability training with Mid 
Canterbury Tourism operators,  

Training topics: 

• Search Engine Optimisation (SEO), 
ensuring their business websites are 
using the correct search words to 
maximise exposure. 

• Mt Hutt Season launch 

• Mega Meet 
 

Explore CHC  June Destination recovery Phase 2 production of ExploreCHC, which 

will focus on the winter activity in 

Canterbury. The key focuses of the 

campaign are showcasing on and off-

mountain experiences across Canterbury. 

The campaign will capture Mt Hutt, 

Opuke Thermal pools, and non-snow 

sports activities across the wider 

Canterbury area. The campaign will be 

targeting domestic visitors and Australian 

visitors once we understand the border 

openings and requirements.  
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Target Audience:  

• Broad Reach North Island 

• Broad Reach South Island 

• Dinks – Promoting romance and 

luxury to those with high disposable 

income 

• Young Families – Showcasing the 

magic and convenience of travel for 

families 

• Adventure Seekers – Highlighting 

genuinely unique experiences to 

those wanting the next thing 

Social Media  Jan - Mar Destination recovery Continuous posting on Mid Canterbury 
social media platforms, building into the 
winter season, supported broader 
communications during the Mid 
Canterbury storm.  

 

 

ChristchurchNZ Mid-Canterbury KPIs 2021-2022 Tracking 

KPI Strategic 
Priority 

Activity Target Measure Progress 

Target 
Domestic 
Visitors 

Destination 
recovery 

Domestic 
campaigns: 

2 x Mid-
Canterbury 
specific  

1 x Explore CHC 
(Canterbury 
campaign 
inclusion) 

Resident 
households in 
Christchurch, 
Canterbury, 
Wellington and 
Auckland with 
HHI above 
$100,000   

Reach:  

Canterbury – 
365,000 digital 
impressions 

Auckland – 
500,000 digital 
impressions 

Grow domestic 
GDP spend – 
establish a 
baseline 

ExploreCHC 
content and 
launch. 

Industry 
Partnerships 
and 
Engagement 

Destination 
alignment 

Create cohesion 
within the local 
tourism industry 
through regular 
engagement 

Mid Canterbury 
Tourism 
Advisory Group 
meetings x 4 
annually 

All-of-industry 
networking x 2 
annually 

Delivery of 
planned 
engagement 

MCTAG meetings 
ongoing four 
meetings held 

 

All of the industry 
networking – Met 
during Mega Met 
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District 
Media 
exposure 

Domestic & 
local 
marketing, 
media and 
brand 
development 

Host media famils 
to showcase Mid 
Canterbury in 
target markets 

Domestic and 
Australia 

International 
long-haul if 
Covid-19 
restrictions 
allow 

$4,000,000 EAV 
in 12 months 

 

We hosted 
Channel 9' 
Today Show 
with live 
broadcasts from 
the Mt Hutt 
Base. EAC 
$2.85m 

District 
Trade 
Exposure: 
Domestic & 
International 

Converting 
campaigns 
into visitation 
to Ashburton 
District 

IBO Trade Famils 

 
Australian 
wholesale 
training 

 

Domestic 
packaging to 
generate sales 

2 x inbound tour 
operator famils 

2 x Domestic 
Travel famil. 

2 x Australian 
travel 
wholesaler famil 

2 x domestic 
package 
inclusions 
(House of Travel 
and Flight 
Centre) 

Establish 
baseline 

Generate 
revenue 
through 
packages 

Grow domestic 
GDP spend – 
establish a 
baseline   

Hosted first 
domestic event. 

Will host 
Australian Trade 
and media when 
COVID19 
restrictions allow 
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Covid19 Marketing strategy aligned to the alert levels:  

Below is the ChristchurchNZ strategy and marketing plan, which we have aligned to the government COVID 
alert levels. Many of these actions are already in place at the time this report was drafted. 

Alert Level 4 - Eliminate: Contain pandemic, entire country lockdown. The central government advises that No 
visitor promotional activity permitted ChristchurchNZ's focus instead of supporting the local industry, 
operator training, and advocacy.  

 Alert Level 3 - Restrict: Contain pandemic, partial lockdown, minimal movement allowed, Retail and 
hospitality possibly still closed, ChristchurchNZ will promote and encourage local online shopping, some social 
media of inspirational imagery to the local market only, e.g., Selwyn, Timaru District. "Explore our backyard" 
Travel is still highly restricted. 

Alert Level 2 - Reduce: Heavy Border restrictions and events and more than 500 people at an event not 
permitted; internal movement within the country is allowed. Retail and hospitality allowed. – ChristchurchNZ 
to restart promotions to local and South Island active considers only. We will be releasing a collaborative 
campaign, "Explore CHC" which is designed to get people to travel to Christchurch & Canterbury to explore our 
backyards. Maintain South Island visitors, plan for the next level for domestic visitors and possibly a Trans – 
Tasman bubble. We will also be engaging with Tourism New Zealand, launching a national campaign to drive 
domestic travel. 

Alert Level 1 - Prepare: Some border restrictions and mass events more than 500 not permitted, but internal 
movement with the county allowed. Retail and hospitality allowed. – ChristchurchNZ will focus on 
Domestic, VFR (Visiting friends and relatives) and maybe the Trans-Tasman. If the public health policy allows, 
ChristchurchNZ will reinstate the events calendar to increase community well-being and drive domestic 
visitation. Continued content creation and digital engagement with our offshore travel trade partners and NZ 
based Inbound tour operators. We will continue the campaigns with the Canterbury collaborative, which will 
sit under the national Tourism New Zealand campaign. At Alert level 1 – Air New Zealand will be able to start 
domestic operations, but the process will be slow. (2-3 Months) 

Alert Level 0 – There are two scenarios at Alert Level 0. (12 – 15 Months away) 

• Limited International markets and economies still at risk: some border protection may always be in 
place, but mostly COVID 19 has been eradicated through a vaccine. Global impact is now more 
economical than health. EMC to focus still on Domestic and Trans-Tasman and buoyant economies, 
such as China and the USA. 

• International markets stable and travelling: Business As Usual - when a vaccine is in place. Probable 
shift in what key visitor markets look like, possible reduced flights and cruise connectivity – Industry 
rebounds. Timing, type and level of activity may vary by sector and market. (Premium and 
backpacker). Diversification of markets critical for long-term success. 
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Below is a graph that will help understand the Alert Levels and ChristchurchNZ's Phased Plans as above. 

 

 

 

 

51



 

 

Council 

28 July 2021 
 

12. Naming of Road – 181 Archibald Street, 
Tinwald 

Author Ian Hyde, District Planning Manager  

Activity manager Ian Hyde, District Planning Manager  

Group manager Jane Donaldson, Group Manager Strategy and Compliance 

Summary 

 The purpose of this report is to name two roads to vest in Council under Sub20/0035 

(approved) and SUB21/0047 (currently being processed). These consents relate to 

the creation of multiple business use allotments on the former saleyards site in 

Tinwald. A plan which identifies the roads now proposed to be named is attached. 

References within this report to Road 1 relate to the road running between Hassal 

Street and the Hinds Highway and Road 2 is the cul-de-sac running centrally within 

the site. Both are labelled with the applicant’s preferred names. Appendix 1 

 

The applicant has provided three name options for the roads, with the names: Carr, 

Salesyard, Winslow or Sheep Pen. “Salesyard Road ” was subsequently amended to 

“Saleyards Road”.  

 

The names have been checked against the Council’s adopted Naming Policy and the 

Australian/ New Zealand Addressing Standard and are compliant with the 

exception of Winslow Road which is the name of an existing road in Hinds. 

 

 

Recommendation 

That the two roads to vest in Council as part of the development of 181 Archibald Street as detailed 

within Subdivision Sub21/0047 and as identified on the attached site plan shall be named 

Saleyards Road and Carr Street. 

 

Attachment 

Appendix 1 – Application Site Plans  
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Background 

The current situation 

1. The area in question forms part of a subdivision development. 

2. The justifications for the proposed names proposed by the applicants are as follows: 

Road One  

Salesyard Road (Preferred option), Winslow Road or Sheep Pen Road 

The applicants have noted that the primary choice (Salesyard Road) and Sheep Pen 

Road pay homage to the main activity (the Tinwald Saleyards) which occurred on this 

site for several decades prior to redevelopment.  

Winslow Road is not considered an acceptable option as it is already in use in the Hinds 

area of the District. 

Road Two  

Carr Street (Preferred option), Winslow Road or Sheep Pen Street. 

The applicants justify the primary choice by explaining that Carrfields is the developer 

and the Carr name is synonymous with the Ashburton District.  

Both secondary choices have been considered above.  

3. It is considered that the preferred names demonstrate a suitable relationship to the 

District and its history as expected within the Council’s naming policy. It is however 

noted the more common phrasing of “Salesyard” is “Saleyards” with the “s” being 

relocated to the end of the word. This may seem a minor change, however the former 

could conceivably cause problems for address lookups or direction finding for the 

general public. As such it is recommended that the Road be named “Saleyards Road”. 

The applicant has accepted this modification. 

Options analysis 

Option One - Do nothing 

 This is not a practical option as there is currently no adopted name for the roads. . 

 

Option Two - Name the roads – (Preferred option) 

 It is recommended that the proposed preferred names be adopted.  
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Legal/policy implications 

Legislation (Statutes & Regulations) 

 The Local Government Act 1974 Clause 319(j) which relates to the powers of councils 

in respect to roads and includes naming responsibilities. 

 Accordingly, there are no statutory implications other than to inform LINZ and other 

affected stakeholders of the new name. 

Council Strategies, Plans, Policies, Bylaws 

 Ashburton District Council has adopted a policy on road naming, the relevant 

sections of this policy can be found here. 

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Costs will be paid by the applicant.  

Is there budget available in 

LTP/AP? 

No budget required. 

Where is the funding 

coming from? 

The developer 

Are there any future 

budget implications? 

No 

Finance Review Required? No – there are no financial implications for Council. 

Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 

significant? 

No  

Level of significance Low 

Level of engagement 

selected 

Inform – 1-way communication 

Rationale for selecting 

level of engagement 

Because the proposal does not require changes to existing 

addressing details for any neighbour or other party who might be 

affected, further engagement is not considered to be required. 
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Appendix 1: Application site plans. 
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Council 

28 July 2021 

  

13. 5Ms Water Treatment Plant – Feasibility 

Study 

Author Andy Guthrie, Assets Manager 

Activity manager Andy Guthrie, Assets Manager 

General manager Neil McCann, Group Manager Infrastructure Services 

Summary 

The purpose of this report is update Council on the results of the work undertaken to 

confirm the feasibility of a single centralised water treatment plant to service five district 

water supplies, and to seek approval to proceed on basis to combine two treatment 

facilities.  

 Beca consultants were asked to investigate the feasibility and viability of a single 

treatment plant serving multiple schemes. 

 In essence, the concept required the development of a new deep groundwater bore 

field (say mid-district), construction of a single water treatment plant and buffering 

reservoir, and construction of pipelines to convey treated water to each of the target 

water supplies. 

 The schemes that are the subject of this work are Methven, Mount Somers, Methven 

Springfield, and Montalto. 

 If the concept was successful, and due to the likelihood that any treated water being 

conveyed to Montalto would pass close to the Mayfield Township, this scheme was 

also included in the study.  

 Mayfield’s inclusion was not to address water quality issues, but due to previous 

concerns around the viability of the supply bore. 

 The investigation has now been completed and is presented in the report titled “5Ms 

Water Treatment Plant Feasibility Study Report, July 2021, Beca Limited”. Appendix 1 

(distributed separately). 

 The investigation has confirmed that a single centralised treatment plant is a 

feasible option, but is not financially viable in comparison to building separate 

plants for each scheme.   

 The exception, to this is in regard to Methven and Methven Springfield where there is 

clear operational and financial benefit in building a single water treatment plant to 

service both schemes.  

Recommendations 
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1. That Council receives the report titled 5Ms Water Treatment Plant Feasibility Study 

Report, July 2021, Beca Limited; and 

2. That no further work be undertaken on the larger 5Ms water treatment Plant concept; 

and 

3. That detailed design of a treatment upgrade solution for the Methven and Methven 

Springfield schemes proceeds on basis of a single treatment facility. 

4. That the physical works budgets for the Methven, and Methven Springfield water 

treatment upgrades be brought forward to the 2021/22 financial year. 

 

Attachments 

Appendix 1: 5Ms Water Treatment Plant Feasibility Study Report, July 2021, Beca Limited 
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Background 

1. The first three years of the LTP capital work programme includes a number of water 

treatment upgrades scheduled to address ongoing compliance issues with those 

schemes.   

2. The combined total of these projects is $14.15M. 

3. The schemes that are the subject of this work are Methven, Mount Somers, Methven 

Springfield, and Montalto. 

4. If the concept was successful, and due to the likelihood that any treated water being 

conveyed to Montalto would pass close to the Mayfield Township, this scheme was 

included in the study.  

5. Mayfield’s inclusion was not to address water quality issues, but due to previous 

concerns around the viability of the supply bore. 

6. Officers carried out a very coarse desktop level analysis of a centralised water treatment 

plant concept.  This lead officers to the view that it might be worthy of further 

investigation. 

7. Following their work on the investigations to address ongoing compliance on these 

water supplies, Beca consultants were asked to investigate the feasibility and viability 

of a single water treatment plant serving the multiple schemes. 

8. The investigation has now been completed and is presented in the report titled “5Ms 

Water Treatment Plant Feasibility Study Report, July 2021, Beca Limited”. Refer page #. 

9. The investigation has confirmed that a single centralised treatment plant is a feasible 

option, but is not financially viable in comparison to building separate plants for each 

scheme.   

10. The exception, to this is in regard to Methven and Methven Springfield where there is 

clear operational and financial benefit in building a single water treatment plant to 

service both schemes. 

11. The cost comparison between 5Ms Concept and construction each upgrade separately 

is set out in the executive summary of the Beca report. 

12. The scale of cost for the single plant option was much higher than officers predicted by 

some magnitude, with the key differences being in range of the treatment system itself 

and the very large costs associated with pipelines. 

13. Officers challenged the draft report costings and these were revisited and revised lower 

for the final report, but not substantially enough to alter the final conclusion.  
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Options analysis 

Option one – All upgrade projects proceed separately 

14. Under this option Council formally receives the report, but officers will take no further 

action in relation to the centralisation concept. 

15. Officers will instead proceed with detailed design of the plants required for Methven 

and Mount Somers in accordance with the LTP.  

16. Note-: Under this option, no consideration will be made to supply Methven Springfield 

from the Methven facility. 

Advantages Disadvantages Risks 

Alignment with stated 

direction of LTP. 

Clear determination of where 

costs lie for each project. 

 

Potential savings from 

combining infrastructure are 

lost. 

Less efficient undertaking 

multiple separate projects. 

Council may receive adverse 

feedback for unnecessary 

duplication of infrastructure. 

 

Option two – Combined upgrade project for Methven & Methven Springfield 

[Recommended Option] 

17. Under this option Council formally receives the report, but takes no further action in 

relation to the wider centralisation concept. 

18. Officers will proceed with detailed design of the plant required for Mount Somers in 

accordance with the LTP. 

19. The treatment upgrade solution for Methven shall be designed in order to also supply 

the requirements of Methven Springfield. 

20. Given the ongoing issue with these supplies, officers will be taking steps to expedite 

design of the new facility with a view to advancing construction at the earliest 

opportunity. 
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Advantages Disadvantages Risks 

Partial alignment with stated 

direction of LTP. 

Potential savings and project 

efficiencies are maximised. 

Opportunity to combine other 

scheme elements e.g. intake 

gallery. 

Less clarity around where costs 

lie between Methven (a group 

rated scheme), and Methven 

Springfield (rated separately). 

Lack of clarity (around costs) 

may lead to community 

distrust. 

 

Legal/policy implications 

Local Government Act 

21. In performing our role, Council “must act” in accordance with a number of prescribed 

principles (refer Section 14 for full list).  The relevant ones are: 

(g) a local authority should ensure prudent stewardship and the efficient and effective use of its resources in 

the interests of its district or region, including by planning effectively for the future management of its assets; 

and 

(h) in taking a sustainable development approach, a local authority should take into account— 

i. the social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities; and 

ii. the need to maintain and enhance the quality of the environment; and 

iii. the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. 

22. The recommended option proposes to combine relatively expensive infrastructure in 

order to reduce overall costs.  On this basis it is considered that we are meeting our 

obligations in regard to sustainable development and economic well-being of people as 

far as possible. 

Health Act 1956 

23. At this time, the Health Act still contains Part 2A in relation drinking water.  The primary 

matter of relevance is: 

69V Duty to comply with drinking-water standards 

i. Every drinking-water supplier must ensure that the drinking water supplied by that supplier 

complies with the drinking-water standards. 

ii. A drinking-water supplier complies with subsection (1) if the supplier implements those 

provisions of the supplier’s approved water safety plan relating to the drinking-water standards 

to the satisfaction of a drinking-water assessor. 

iii. Subsection (2) does not limit the ways in which a drinking-water supplier is able to comply with 

subsection (1). 

24. The purpose of the capital upgrades is to comply with the current drinking water 

standards and avoid the need to issue periodic boil water notices on the schemes. 

Water Services Bill (Water Services Act 2020) 

The Water Services Bill is still making its way through parliament but it is worth noting the 

duties placed on water suppliers is much stronger and comprehensive. 
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21 Duty to supply safe drinking water 

(1) A drinking water supplier must ensure that the drinking water supplied by the supplier is safe. 

(2) If there is a reasonable likelihood that a supplier’s drinking water is or may be unsafe, the supplier must— 

(a) take immediate action to ensure that public health is protected; and 

(b) notify Taumata Arowai that the drinking water is or may be unsafe; and 

(c) investigate the source or cause of the problem; and 

(d) take remedial action to rectify the problem; and 

(e) identify and implement measures required to ensure that the problem does not reoccur; and 

(f) take all practicable steps, to the satisfaction of Taumata Arowai, to advise affected consumers that drinking 

water is or may be unsafe and how it should be treated (for example, by boiling). 

The purpose of the capital upgrades is to comply with the current drinking water standards 

and avoid the need to issue periodic boil water notices on the schemes. By extension 

the water will be safe. 

Financial implications 

Requirement Explanation 

What is the cost? Nil. 

Constructing a combined treatment facility to supply both Methven 

and Methven Springfield will result in some savings. These are 

estimated to be in the order of 30%.  

Is there budget available in 

LTP / AP? 

Yes. 

The budgets to construct each treatment upgrade as separate 

projects are included in the approved Long-term Plan. 

Where is the funding 

coming from? 

Not applicable, already funded. 

Are there any future 

budget implications? 

Yes. 

Depending on the final construction timing it may be necessary to 

adjust timing of capital expenditure (i.e. Methven’s physical works 

budget is in Y2, and Methven Springfield physical works budget is in 

Y3).   

Any adjustments if required, can be dealt with in conjunction with 

annual plan development. 

There may also be potential operational efficiencies arising from 

combining the upgrade project.  The scale of these operational 

efficiencies cannot be determined until a plant design has been 

finalised, but again these changes can be reflected in budgets during 

annual plan development. 

Reviewed by Finance Rachel Sparks, Finance Manager. 

Rating / Affordability 

As Methven is part of the water supply group it will be impacted far less when compared to 

Methven Springfield which is funded through a separate targeted rate.  
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It may be appropriate to seek advice on how best to address the funding split between the 

two communities of interest e.g. should the water group receive equal benefit from 

savings accruing from combining the treatment upgrade?, or should all savings be 

provided to the Methven  Springfield scheme to assist affordability.    

This issue can be revisited at a later date.  

Significance and engagement assessment 

Requirement Explanation 

Is the matter considered 

significant? 

No 

Level of significance Medium 

Level of engagement 

selected 

Comment – In formal two-way communication. 

Rationale for selecting 

level of engagement 

Council wrote to the Methven Springfield advising that if the 5Ms 

WTP was determined non-viable, we would go back to seek their 

views. 

Reviewed by Strategy & 

Policy 

Toni Durham, Strategy & Policy Manager 
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Executive Summary 

The Methven, Mount Somers, Methven Springfield and Montalto Water Treatment Plants (WTPs) have all 

experienced long periods of high turbidity and low Ultraviolet Transmittance (UVT) which the existing 

treatment has not been able to cope with.  

For this reason, Ashburton District Council (ADC) has commissioned Beca Ltd (Beca) to investigate the 

feasibility of constructing a single centralised WTP at a location in the district where a deep groundwater 

source could be developed, centralised treatment could be provided and treated water could be conveyed to 

the existing reservoirs and reticulation.  A centralised treatment plant although expected to have higher initial 

capital costs would be expected to have lower long-term costs of operation. 

The Mayfield scheme has also had water quantity issues and given its location could also be included in the 

centralised treatment scheme. Therefore, the new WTP that is being considered would be called the 5Ms 

WTP.  

The purpose of this study is to compare the feasibility of:  

● Option 1: New bore water source and centralised 5Ms WTP  

● Option 2: Existing surface water sources and individual WTP upgrades for Methven, Mount Somers, 

Methven Springfield and Montalto WTPs 

A third option to construct a new borefield to supply Mayfield, Montalto and Mount Somers with Methven and 

Methven Springfield using their existing surface water source was also considered as there would be 

considerably less reticulation installation required. However, this option was ruled out as groundwater 

availability near Mayfield appears to be limited and the existing Mayfield bore already has capacity issues.  

A desktop assessment of possible bore sites for a centralised 5Ms scheme was completed and a preferred 

site on land already owned by ADC was selected. It is also recommended that a 5Ms WTP be located on this 

same site. The type of treatment required for the new bores is dependent on the raw water quality obtained 

and sufficient testing of the bores would have to be completed to understand this. For the purposes of this 

study, two raw water qualities have been assumed to provide a range of treatment requirements. A number 

of conveyance networks have also been considered to select the preferred configuration.  

The table below summarises the capital cost estimates for the 5Ms WTP compared to upgrades of the 

individual schemes. The table also summarises a traffic light comparison of these options for a number of 

other factors. 
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 Option 1: New bore water source 
and centralised 5Ms WTP 

Option 2: Existing surface water 
sources and individual WTP 
upgrades for Methven, Mount 
Somers, Methven Springfield and 
Montalto WTPs  

Capital Cost   

Borefield $2.9M - 

WTP $6.2M - $11.1M $13.9M (assuming Methven and 

Methven Springfield are combined) 

Conveyance $26.3M  - 

Total $35.4M – $40.3M  $13.9M 

Reliability and 

Resilience 

One source and WTP means that the 

entire supply can be interrupted 

however redundancy and improved 

resilience can be built into the design to 

counteract this 

Multiple treated water sources allows 

for tankering between supplies if 

required in an emergency however it 

makes it more difficult to justify 

redundancy within each WTP 

Operability and 

Maintainability 

Simpler operations as only one site to 

service 

Five separate WTPs to operate and 

maintain 

Constructability  Simpler construction as a new WTP 

would be constructed before 

decommissioning existing. WTP site 

expected to have adequate space for 

simpler construction. 

Staging required to keep existing 

WTPs online. Available land (likely to 

require procurement for all sites) may 

result in construction challenges.  

Ability to Meet 

Future 

Requirements 

Easier to complete future treatment 

upgrades i.e. nitrate treatment 

Provides opportunity to connect private 

water supplies along the pipework if 

required in the future. 

Costly to upgrade each WTP if needed 

in the future 

Recommendation 

This study has shown that there is a significant cost premium required for a centralised 5Ms WTP, 

irrespective of the benefits associated with centralising treatment.  Although there would be expected longer 

term operational savings, these are expected to be of a value that does not bridge the capital cost premium 

and hence we do not consider this cost premium to be justified. 

A number of key risks have been identified in this study including the risk of unsuccessful groundwater 

investigations, unforeseen costs and cost escalation due to Covid-19 and construction market constraints, 

changes in raw water quality, changes in regulation, and difficulties with land procurement and/or 

consenting. 

The option of smaller scale amalgamation may be justified, and we recommend considering amalgamating 

supplies into: 

▪ Methven and Methven Springfield supply 

▪ Montalto and Mount Somers supply (further investigations required) 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

The Methven, Mount Somers, Methven Springfield and Montalto Water Treatment Plants (WTPs) are all 

surface water supplies that have experienced long periods of high turbidity and low UVT1 which the existing 

cartridge filters (Methven and Mount Somers) and UV disinfection (all) have not been able to maintain 

Drinking-water Standards for New Zealand 2005 (revised 2018) (DWSNZ) compliance. For this reason, 

Ashburton District Council (ADC) has commissioned Beca Ltd (Beca) to investigate the feasibility of 

constructing a single centralised WTP at a location in the district where a deep high quality groundwater 

source could be developed, centralised treatment could be provided and treated water could be conveyed to 

the existing reservoirs and reticulation.  

Mayfield water supply does not currently have water quality issues, however there are concerns over the 

ongoing viability of the supply bore, having almost failed in 2016, and getting very low again this year. Given 

that a treated water trunkmain network could also provide an augmented supply to the Mayfield scheme, this 

scheme has been included in the supply concept as well. Therefore, ADC have asked Beca to investigate 

the feasibility of a supply for treated water to Methven, Methven Springfield, Mount Somers, Mayfield, and 

Montalto. This new treatment plant would be called the 5Ms WTP. 

1.2 Previous Investigations 

Beca has previously investigated the options and feasibility of upgrading each of the Methven, Mount 

Somers, Methven Springfield and Montalto WTPs individually to provide more robust treatment that can cope 

with the poor water quality events (i.e. membrane treatment). This option, including high level costing, is 

described in the Beca Report titled Water Supply Treatment Upgrades and Optimisation - Issues and 

Options Report delivered 21st October 2019 (the previous issues and options report). 

As part of this work, Beca also prepared a report titled Assessment of Potential Groundwater Source Options 

which was dated 5 August 2019. 

Following these two Beca reports, ADC has completed a high-level study to consider the cost of a 

centralised 5Ms WTP. This study is described in the Excel spreadsheet titled Water Solution Musings which 

includes an indicative WTP location, reticulation network and high-level costing. This investigation expands 

on this initial work. 

1.3 Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to assess the feasibility of a centralised 5Ms WTP instead of upgrading each of 

the individual WTPs. Cost is a key consideration, however other factors such as operability and resilience 

have also fed into the decision. Note that the previous investigation into upgrading each of the individual 

WTPs did not include Mayfield.  

 

1 Turbidity relates to the number of solid particulates (sediment, dirt, etc.) suspended in water. High turbidity 

therefore is indicative of high number of particulates, which is detrimental to water treatment performance as 

it causes filters to block prematurely. UV Transmittance (UVT) is the ability for UV light to pass through and 

inactivate waterborne bacteria. When the turbidity is high, this results in low UVT as there is a high number 

of solid particulates ‘blocking’ the UV from contacting and inactivating bacteria. Turbidity and UVT are two 

criteria that must be within permitted ranges for compliance under DWSNZ. 
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1.4 Scope 

The scope of the feasibility study includes:  

● Review the ADC desktop analysis 

● Identify a general geographic area where a deep groundwater source could be investigated with high 

probability of locating water 

● Within this geographic area, identify an optimal location/s to site a single treatment facility 

● Identify potential pipe routes to supply treated water from the treatment facility to the existing reticulation 

networks 

● Prepare rough order construction and operational cost estimates 

● Compare the feasibility of a centralised 5Ms WTP to upgrading Methven, Mount Somers, Methven 

Springfield and Montalto WTPs individually 

● Provide conclusions and recommendations for future direction 

2 Basis of Design 

2.1 Introduction 

This Basis of Design was presented in the letter titled ADC 5Ms Water Treatment Plant Basis of Design and 

dated 12 April 2021. 

2.2 Design Horizon 

The 5Ms WTP plant is to be sized for the design horizon to year 2055 (approx. 30 year from construction). 

Note: this is WTP and reticulation capacity not asset life.  

2.3 Design Flows 

The 5Ms WTP and reticulation infrastructure are to be sized for the flows described in Table 2-1 These have 

been derived from either the current consented maximum daily flows or from the prior five years’ flow data 

(when a daily maximum flow is not provided in the consent or it is not considered realistic). This was defined 

by ADC. Growth over the design horizon (as provided by ADC) has also been included in the total design 

capacity.  

The basis on which flows and additional growth in the five supply areas has been determined is described 

below: 

● ADC do not expect ECan will grant any further increases to stock water allocation. It can therefore be 

assumed that all increases in demand can be attributed to the domestic supply.  

● Per capita rate of consumption is assumed to remain constant (or otherwise the rate of fixing leaks, water 

metering etc. will offset the increased consumption per household). Therefore, only growth from new 

household connections being made in the reticulation are allowed for.  

● Methven Springfield and Montalto are not permitted to have any additional stockwater connections, 

therefore no additional future capacity has been allowed for. Household connections are permitted 

however as the additional demand on the network is comparatively less hence was considered negligible. 

Further connections may be possible with a 5Ms WTP which  should be considered in concept design.  

The design flows included in Table  are approximate but are adequate for the main purpose of this study; 

comparing individual WTP upgrades to a centralised 5M WTP. It is recommended that the flow rates are 

revisited before physical groundwater investigations and further design occurs.
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Table 2-1. Design Flows for the centralised WTP 

Township Daily Maximum Flow 
(m³/d) 

Consent # % Growth Allowance 
(p.a.) 

Additional Future Capacity 
Allowance (m³/d) 

Total Design Capacity 
(m³/d) 

Methven 2,189* CRC011923 1.1% 792 2,981 

Methven 
Springfield 

1,328 CRC002108 Nil Nil 1,328 

Mount Somers 280** CRC022026 1.1% 81 361 

Montalto 1,195 CRC052628 Nil Nil 1,195 

Mayfield 300 CRC120547 1.1% 87 387 

Total 6,300 (rounded) 

*Only peak instantaneous flows provided in consent (36 L/s). This equates to 3,110m³ daily. This is not considered realistic (as it is too high), therefore the 

peak flow from prior five years has been assumed as daily maximum consented flow (as provided by ADC). 

** Only peak instantaneous flows provided in consent (4.9 L/s). This equates to 423m³ daily. This is not considered realistic (as it is too high), therefore the 

peak flow from prior five years has been assumed as daily maximum consented flow (as provided by ADC). 

Note that these design flows are significantly less than was assumed in the previous issues and options report. Therefore, the previous cost estimates for 

individual WTPs have been revisited to provide a fair comparison.   
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3 Upgrade Options 

The scope of this study is to compare the following two options:  

● Option 1: New bore water source and centralised 5Ms WTP  

● Option 2: Existing surface water sources and individual WTP upgrades for Methven, Mount Somers, 

Methven Springfield and Montalto WTPs 

As discussed in the previous issues and options report, if individual WTP upgrades were to be completed 

there would likely be savings in combining Methven and Methven Springfield due to their close proximity. 

Both intakes may continue to be used to provide adequate capacity. It is expected that combining these sites 

may reduce the capital expenditure by approximately 30% however raw and treated water pipework changes 

would also need to be made. For the purposes of this study it has been assumed that these WTPs would be 

combined. 

A third option to construct a new borefield to supply Mayfield, Montalto and Mount Somers with Methven and 

Methven Springfield using their existing surface water source was also considered. However, this option was 

ruled out as groundwater availability near Mayfield appears to be limited and the existing Mayfield bore 

already has capacity issues. This is discussed in Section 4.1.  

4 Groundwater Options 

4.1 Desktop Assessment 

A desktop review was conducted to identify groundwater bore sites for the centralised 5M’s WTP, Option 1. 

This involved collating and reviewing existing data to assess locations suitable for developing a water supply 

bore field that could meet current and forecasted water demands.  

In the area of interest, groundwater generally flows from north-west to south-east from the foothills to the 

coast. The gravelly sediments (up to 600m thick) of the Canterbury Plains host significant quantities of 

groundwater which is generally suitable for drinking water purposes.  It should be noted that water quality 

has been impacted by land use activities in the area, including increases in nitrate nitrogen in groundwater 

which may require further investigation prior to establishing new bores and/or additional treatment 

considerations.  

The groundwater table is within a few meters of the ground surface across most of the plains, but where 

ground level rises in the upper parts of the plain the groundwater level may be much deeper (Aitchison- Earl 

and Ritson, 2013). Permeability of the gravel strata generally decreases with distance from the coast and 

from the rivers (Wilson, 1976 & 1979 and Scott, 1980).  

Based on this information we have reviewed three potential sites for establishing new water supply bores, 

shown in Figure 1. These sites contain land that is currently owned by Ashburton District Council (ADC) and 

are reasonably central to all the towns to be serviced by the 5M’s Scheme (Option 1).   
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Figure 4-1: Location map and sites reviewed for bore depth and yield. 

Environment Canterbury (ECan) records of bores within 2km’s of each of the ADC owned sites for Option 1  

were reviewed to assess the expected yields in the area, shown in Figure 2, which indicates several deep 

bores in the vicinity of Sites 2 and 3 with high yields (up to ~80 L/s).  The ECan records indicate bores 

around Site 1 tended to be shallower, have lower yields and no deep bores, which may reflect a lack of 

groundwater yield or bore development in that area.   

One of the key risks with establishing new bores is drawdown interference a new bore may have on existing 

bores. Interference can be minimised by spacing the bores away from existing bores and conducting 

pumping and drawdown testing to provide aquifer hydraulic information to improve estimates of drawdown at 

neighbouring bores.  ECan have set thresholds about when a party may be considered potentially affected 

when applying for resource consent.  We have conducted some initial checks of interference for the 3 sites 

using the ECan WQN10 tool and assumed aquifer parameters (which are subject to change).  The initial 

interference review indicates some interference with neighbouring bores at all sites and potential for adverse 

effects at Site 12.  Additional drilling and testing would be required to more fully assess the scale of the well 

interference at the sites and identify potentially affected parties as part of a resource consent application. 

 
2 Turney Farms Limited have consent CRC160032 which authorises yet to be drilled bores K36/0839 and 

K36/0840 in very close proximity to the ADC parcel at Site 1.   
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Figure 4-2: Yield vs Depth Plot of Bores in the vicinity of Sites 1-3 considered for Option 1 (source: Environment 
Canterbury Wells Database). 

An expanded bore source at Mayfield to supply Mayfield, Montalto, and Mt Somers was also reviewed with a 

similar methodology to that undertaken above. Bores within 2km’s of the existing groundwater take were 

reviewed, and similar to above there was limited data in terms of yields and water quality. The ECan yield 

information indicated between 0L/s and 15L/s and mostly shallow bores, with the only deep bore in the 

search area indicating a yield of 6L/s (which is the current ADC supply bore). Potentially many bores may be 

required to meet the combined demand of the three supplies and there is elevated uncertainty about the 

feasibility of additional deep bore sources in this area. 

4.2 Key Groundwater Risks 

One of the key risks is the nature of the strata in terms of suitable yield to meet demands. To address this 

risk, preliminary investigations are recommended to get a better understanding of the aquifer system in the 

area. The design to date has been done based on information from surrounding bores and may be refined as 

testing is done. 

Water quality must also be suitable for treatment and potable consumption. The existing bores in the area 

have limited water quality data. To better understand risks associated with water quality, water sampling 

needs to be undertaken. A catchment risk assessment may also be required to assess contamination risk. 

Expansion of farming and other land-use changes over time may eventually result in increases in the 

presence of conservative compounds (such as nitrate and nitrite) in groundwater. This may then result in the 

requirement for additional treatment of groundwater prior to use in the future, or surface water could prove 

more economic to treat. Contamination is likely to be problematic in shallow groundwater takes. It is 

considered that groundwater abstracted from the deeper aquifer is likely to be hydraulically “isolated” from 
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the potential effects of land-use change (Hanson and Abraham 2010) however this would need to be 

confirmed for any new well sites, via a robust pumping test programme, undertaken in the completed well. 

Bores in the area of the proposed sites were reviewed and there is insufficient information on contaminants 

to rule out certain sites or confirm others. A bore with a similar depth is proposed and should be tested at 

each site to examine the levels of contaminants.  

Discharge of dairy effluent and human effluent to land is consented in several locations within 1km of each 

site. The dairy effluent is not treated and is applied to the land after being diluted with water. The human 

effluent is treated and shall not be discharged into stormwater and groundwater as part of the permitted 

activity.  

Risk to boreheads due to flooding can be managed with appropriate design such as erosion protection and 

setting air vents above flood levels. Floods generally induce high turbidity levels in the water which may 

impede water supply and/or treatment in shallow bores but is not normally an issue for deep bores.  

Land access can be a risk, so we recommend that ADC own the land where the bores are. Of our suggested 

sites, Site 1 is somewhat constrained for 3 bores may interfere with one another more than is desirable.  The 

neighbour of Site 1 also has consent to take groundwater from undrilled bores directly across the road which 

may constrain ADC’s ability to gain resource consent.  Site 2a appears to have pivot irrigators running 

across the site and therefore current site use will need to be further investigated. 

Finally, understanding the environmental effects of establishing new groundwater supply in the area are 

critical to obtaining a water take consent from the Environment Canterbury. The next stage will require 

aquifer testing to be undertaken to characterise stream depletion effects, long-term suitable yields and bore 

interference. Combining several takes from several catchments into a fully allocated groundwater allocation 

is likely to present regional council (ECan) RMA consenting challenges.  ADC’s current consents are spread 

over three zones, and a centralised groundwater take would require all the water to be extracted in one 

zone. To centralise the WTP’s we will have to apply for a new groundwater consent or transfer the existing 

allowance into one consenting zone. A consenting strategy should be prepared to work through these 

challenges. 

4.3 Recommendations 

For option 1 we recommend that Ashburton District Council (ADC) install bores at Site 2b, with the 

secondary at Site 3 (see Figure 4-1). This is based on proximity to the pipeline route and the yield indicated 

in the nearby deep bores, with two duty bores achieving 40-50 L/s each and a standby bore.  A nominal 

target depth range between 120m - 180m depth is recommended. Targeting 120m – 180m depth is more 

likely to provide source water which is less vulnerable to surface influences than that drawn at a shallower 

depth and is likely to have lesser hydraulic connection with surface water bodies. Should the gravels at depth 

not be suitable then ADC could consider a depth where the ground conditions are more favourable.  

Testing will be required to confirm the suitability of the sites presented in this report based on water quality, 

well interference and the expected performance of the bore. We recommend water quality tests are done on 

existing bores that have a similar depth and are in close proximity prior to drilling exploratory or production 

bores.  
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5 Water Treatment Plant Options 

5.1 Water Treatment Plant Site 

For Option 1, it is assumed that the 5Ms WTP can be located on a greenfield site that does not require 

significant earthworks or ground improvement and has sufficient space for construction and operations of the 

proposed WTP. The bore field would also be located on the same site as this allows infrastructure to be 

grouped together. The possible sites shown on Figure 4-1 are large and so this is considered a reasonable 

assumption. We understand that these sites are already owned by ADC. 

Upgrading each of the WTPs individually (Option 2) will require land procurement as all sites are small and 

do not have adequate space for expansion. It is assumed that adjacent land can be procured from the 

current land owner rather than needing to completely relocate the site. This is a key risk and needs to be 

considered further before progressing with design of these plants. The cost of this land procurement has not 

been included in the capital cost estimate. 

Suitable locations will also need to be identified for waste discharge. Consenting these discharges will need 

to be considered in the programme and overall project cost. 

5.2 Raw Water Quality 

5.2.1 Surface Water 

The raw water quality at the existing surface water supplies is well known due to years of monitoring data. As 

described in the previous issues and options report these supplies have experienced long periods of high 

turbidity and low UVT which the WTPs have not been able to cope with. We understand that since this 

previous report was prepared, the raw water quality at these WTPs has been somewhat improved. However, 

we have not revisited the previous raw water quality assessment as part of this study as the improvement in 

water quality is not deemed to be due to any permanent change. Any improvement that has occurred is likely 

due to a reduction in rain event duration, intensity or frequency over the last few years. Therefore, the 

turbidity and UVT design basis reproduced in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 has been assumed for Option 2.  

Note that there were some inaccuracies in the UVT data received and so the comments column notes any 

data that was excluded. ADC have confirmed this to be due to instrument losing calibration. These low UVT 

results also indicate that the raw water may have high levels of organics which will result in disinfection by-

products when chlorinating.  
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Table 5-1: Summary of turbidity at the existing surface water sources and after the treatment process (data from 2015 – 
2019) 

Site Water Maximum 
Turbidity 
(NTU) 

Longest 
Consecutive 
Days over 1 
NTU 

Longest 
Consecutive 
Days over 2 
NTU 

Longest 
Consecutive 
Days over 4 
NTU 

Dates of 
Data 

Methven Raw water 71 31.56 3.17 0.77 3/06/15 – 

28/02/19 

Treated 

water 

10* 2.19 0.90 0.67 01/07/15 – 

28/02/19 

Mount 

Somers 

Raw water 10* 4.1 4.1 2.3 3/06/15 – 

28/02/19 

Treated 

water 

10* 2.90 2.56 1.88 01/07/15 – 

28/02/19 

Methven 

Springfield 

Raw/Treated 

water (no 

filtration) 

10* 185.2 8.63 3.96 22/05/17 – 

28/02/19 

Montalto Raw/Treated 

water (no 

filtration) 

99 11.19 4.88 2.71 01/02/18 – 

28/02/19 

* Upper limit of the turbidimeter data recorded. It is set at this value as higher limits leads to decreased 

resolution at lower turbidity ranges.  

 

Table 5-2: Summary of UVT using the existing surface water sources  

Site Minimum UVT (Design Basis) Comment 

Methven (post filter) 45%, typically above 70% Obvious error values removed. 

UVT as low as 45% is possibly 

an instrument error 

Montalto 10% A number of very low UVT values 

are seen and these are believed 

to be real as turbidity can be as 

high as 100 NTU. 

5.2.2 Groundwater 

Generally speaking, groundwater is of better quality than surface water, and is of more consistent quality and 

therefore requires less treatment. However, this is not always the case and can only be proven once testing 

and analysis has been completed. Nitrate in particular can be more elevated in groundwater than surface 

water and is a parameter of growing concern. 

For the purposes of this investigation, two reasonable scenarios for the quality of groundwater have been 

considered. These are: 

● Scenario 1: High quality raw water is sourced with negligible variation in quality through seasonal or 

flooding events (and suitable for lower cost treatment) 

● Scenario 2: Raw water quality that can deteriorate (high turbidity, low UVT) in seasonal or flooding 

events (and requiring more expensive treatment) 
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Both of these scenarios assume that an adequate quantity of water is sourced as it is assumed that the 

project will not go ahead if the physical investigations do not yield a high enough flow rate to meet 

requirements. If deep groundwater can be sourced than it is likely that raw water quality will be as described 

in Scenario 1. 

A third groundwater quality scenario has not been included in this study. The groundwater sourced may have 

contaminates such as nitrates, iron and manganese or there may be risks associated with neighbouring land 

use. This would likely result in an increased treatment requirement, catchment protection or source blending. 

If this is the case, then it would be unlikely that the groundwater source would be preferred over the existing 

surface water sources. 

5.3 Treatment Solution 

5.3.1 Surface Water Treatment  

The previous issues and options report summarised the advantages and disadvantages of a range of 

upgrade options for the existing surface water sources. This included a comparison of: 

● Improvements to water source or intake structure  

● Selective abstraction 

● Cartridge filtration, including improvements to existing filters 

● Conventional treatment 

● Membrane treatment 

● Combining treatment sites 

● Alternative water sources 

The previous report should be referred to for a comparison of these options however the assessment 

concluded that the most technically feasible upgrade solution for each of the individual WTPs was either 

conventional treatment, membrane treatment or an alternative water source such as groundwater. It was 

also noted that if conventional or membrane treatment was to be used, then the benefit of combining 

supplies with centralised treatment increases, it would be logical to combine sources where possible. 

Combining Methven and Methven Springfield is the most obvious option and has been included in Option 2. 

To understand the order-of-magnitude cost for these upgrades, membrane treatment was assumed and we 

have continued on this assumption for this study. As discussed in the previous report, we recommend that 

ADC consider further the advantages and disadvantages of membrane versus conventional treatment before 

further design is carried out. The costs are expected to be similar, conventional treatment could be slightly 

less but there are other advantages in selecting membrane treatment for remote sites such as these. 

Due to the low UVT seen in the existing surface water, we have included coagulation and a flocculation tank. 

This will reduce the formation of disinfection by-products. We have assumed clarification prior to membrane 

filtration is not necessary, however, if turbidity was found to exceed 100-200 NTU in peak events clarification 

would need to be considered. 

The membrane process would need periodic chemical cleaning to maintain the permeability of the 

membrane, and these cleaning wastes would also be disposed via localised treatment. There is no 

reticulated sewer network to discharge to. . Approximately 5% of the treated water production would be lost 

as wastewater for a low turbidity source.  

Validated membrane treatment is capable of providing 4 log protozoa credits. This means UV disinfection 

currently installed at these sites could be decommissioned and relocated if there is another site suitable. 

Alternatively, non-validated membranes could be used to reduce capital investment however the existing 

treatment would remain downstream to provide DWSNZ compliance. 
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5.3.2 Groundwater Treatment 

The treatment of groundwater will depend on the quality sourced. It has been assumed that high quality 

groundwater (Scenario 1) could be treated with UV and chlorination while variable groundwater quality 

(Scenario 2) would require treatment similar to the existing raw water sources (coagulation, flocculation, 

membranes and chlorination).  

These two raw water qualities and resulting treatment requirements provide a reasonable range for the 

possible scenarios however there are a number of scenarios that could be considered: 

● Coagulation and flocculation may not be required if turbidity is only slightly elevated and organics are low 

● Conventional treatment may be preferred due to improved treatment of iron and manganese or taste and 

odour 

● Treatment of other contaminates such as nitrates, pesticides, etc could be required but this would likely 

make the source unfeasible 

Further assessment of groundwater quality and treatment requirements should be completed after the bores 

have been tested. 

5.3.3 Treatment Summary 

Table 5-3 summarises the treatment method that has been assumed for each option and raw water source. 

These assumptions have been carried through to the cost estimate and options comparison. 

We understand that ADC do not plan on implementing fluoridation at any new sites unless required to. 

However, it is also assumed that ADC do not plan on removing fluoridation in Methven which is currently the 

only fluoridated supply. Therefore, we have not allowed to install fluoridation at any new sites for Option 2 

but have allowed to install storage and dosing equipment for Option 1. Regardless of whether ADC plan to 

add fluoridation to any WTP in the coming years we recommend that provision is allowed for it to be installed 

in case required in the future. 

No allowance has been made for more advanced treatment such as the removal of nitrates, iron and 

manganese, taste and odour, etc. 
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Table 5-3: Summary of treatment solutions for each upgrade option and raw water source 

 Option 1 Option 2 

Townships 

Supplied 

All 5Ms Four Ms (not Mayfield) 

Raw Water 

Source 

Scenario 1: High 

quality 

groundwater 

Scenario 1: Variable 

quality groundwater 

Existing surface water 

Treatment 

Method 

● UV 

● Chlorine 

residual 

● Fluoridation  

● Coagulation 

● Membranes 

● pH correction 

● Chlorine residual 

● Fluoridation  

● Coagulation 

● Membranes 

● pH correction 

● Chlorine residual (reuse existing) 

● Fluoridation (reuse existing, Methven 

only) 

6 Conveyance 

To facilitate a centralised 5Ms WTP, a new watermain network would be required to convey bore water to the 

treatment facility and treated water on to the existing reservoirs.  The network would be for conveyance 

purposes only and would not be used for reticulation; all customers would remain serviced by existing 

networks that draw from the reservoirs.  

Various options for the network were considered, with the pipeline alignments devised primarily based on 

existing road links between the sites, giving consideration to bridge locations and with an aspiration to 

minimise length and cost.  

Simplified hydraulic analyses have been undertaken to determine initial pipe sizing and pumping 

requirements to enable an assessment to be undertaken. Further assessment including detailed hydraulic 

modelling would be required if the project were to progress. 

The preferred alignment is shown in Figure 6-1 and schematically in Figure 6-2. This option yielded the lowest 

capital and operational expenditure, based on total network length, the distribution of pipe sizes, and the 

pumping head requirements.   

The network is based on bore Site 2 as selected in Section 4.3.  
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Figure 6-1: Alignment Plan  

 

Figure 6-2: Schematic 
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Note that Mayfield was included in the 5Ms WTP for potential additional gains but as the proposed alignment 

would require a separate pipe to Mayfield, it may be appropriate to consider the inclusion of Mayfield 

independently with comparison with upgrades and individual sites.   

A summary of the pipeline properties for the network options is shown in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Preliminary Network Sizing (km’s) 

  

OD 140 PE100 PN12.5 13.6 

OD 200 PE100 PN12.5 3.8 

OD 225 PE100 PN12.5 17.6 

OD 250 PE100 PN12.5 2.5 

OD 280 PE100 PN12.5 2.1 

OD 140 PE100 PN16 1.5 

OD 250 PE100 PN16 11.6 

OD 280 PE100 PN16 14 

Total (km’s) 66.7 

Based on a six-pump arrangement the total power consumption for the proposed network is 276.2kW.   

 

7 Cost Estimate 

7.1 Estimate Summary 

Capital cost estimates have been completed to compare the 5Ms WTP with upgrading each of the existing 

WTPs using their current raw water sources. The expected capital costs are summarised in Error! R

eference source not found.. Further breakdown of these estimates including assumptions is included in 

Appendix A. 

 

Table 7-1: Capital cost estimate for 5Ms WTP and individual WTP upgrades ($ million) 

 5Ms WTP Individual WTP Upgrades 

New borefield $2.9M - 

WTP $6.2M - $11.1M $13.9M (assuming Methven and 

Methven Springfield are 

combined) 

Conveyance $26.3M  - 

Total $35.4M – $40.3M  $13.9M* 

* Note that the cost estimates for the upgrade of the individual WTPs with their existing sources have been 

revised from our estimates made in the previous issues and options report (2019). The value of the 

estimates made in this report are greater than those made in the 2019 report. Changes include:  

● revised design capacities of the supplies,  

● additional on-cost allowances for investigations,  

● planning and consenting,  

● client-owned project-related costs,  
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● and general cost inflation since 2019. 

The estimates show that the capital cost of the 5Ms WTP would be significantly greater than the cost of 

upgrading each of the WTPs individually.  The largest proportion of the costs lies in the new conveyance 

network, which is driven by the large lengths of pipeline required.  Further refinement at a design stage could 

yield lower costs but the outcome is not sensitive to changes in pipe and pumping arrangements. Significant 

efficiencies would need to be gained in the pipe lay rate with pipes needing to be laid below market rates to 

achieve a cost comparable option.  

Operational costs for the two options were also considered however these costs have not been quantified at 

this stage. Although there will be some savings in operating one centralised WTP (reduction in overall 

labour, maintenance and consumable costs) this will not make up for the difference in pumping costs within 

the conveyance. Given the significant difference in capital costs the operational costs are unlikely to change 

the overall whole of life cost comparison significantly. 

7.2 Cost Estimate Assumptions and Exclusions 

These estimates have been completed for comparative purposes and are considered order of magnitude 

estimates. Concept or preliminary design should be completed in order to prepare cost estimates to confirm 

estimated capital and operational costs.  

Costs are based on a combination of factored budget quotes, tender prices from previous similar project and 

historical data escalated to current rates. Where information is available, quantities and costs have been 

calculated on an elemental basis, and where appropriate on bulk quantities or budget estimate for individual 

items. The project currency is NZD. No allowance has been included for fluctuations in currency exchange 

rates.   

The following assumptions were made:  

● The new borefield would consist of three bores (duty/duty/standby) each at 180 m 

● Replacement of Methven reservoir has not been included in the cost estimate as it is understood that this 

has already been budgeted in the LTP. 

● Membrane has been sized for 75% n-1 redundancy (i.e. can provide 75% of maximum capacity with one 

train out of service) for treatment processes. 

● Decommissioning or the existing intakes, WTPs and other no longer used infrastructure has not been 

included. 

● Land purchase, leasing or other land use arrangements have not been included and this could be a 

substantial cost required for the upgrade of each individual site. 

See additional assumptions and exclusions in Appendix A.  
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8 Options Comparison 
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Table 8-1 summarises a comparison of the three upgrade options. This traffic light comparison uses orange 

to signify factors that are similar between the two options, green for more favourable factors and red for less 

favourable factors.  

Although there are a number of advantages with combining to a centralised supply, in this case the large 

distances of conveyance network mean that this solution comes as a much higher cost. A centralised WTP 

means that there is simpler operations and maintenance, construction on a greenfield site would likely be 

simpler and there are improved opportunities to meet future requirements either with treatment upgrades or 

with the connection of additional private supplies. 

Programme has not been included in the comparison table below but may be of significance to ADC. For 

options where a new raw water source is used, there will be a significant length of time required in the initial 

stage to establish the source and to test the water quality and quantity. It is generally recommended that 

monitoring is completed for a year to understand seasonal variations or until a significant rainfall event is 

captured.  This will add a significant length of time to the overall upgrade programme. It is difficult to say 

which option would have the shortest overall programme as factors like land procurement and consenting 

can add significant lengths of time and are largely unknown at the stage. 
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Table 8-1: Options comparison 

Option Criteria Option 1: New bore water 
source and centralised 5Ms 
WTP 

Option 2: Existing surface 
water sources and individual 
WTP upgrades for Methven, 
Mount Somers, Methven 
Springfield and Montalto WTPs 

Capital Cost $35.4M – $40.3M  $13.9M 

Reliability and Resilience One source and WTP means that 

the entire supply can be 

interrupted. However, the existing 

storage can be retained at the 

endpoints and further redundancy 

and improved resilience can be 

built into the design to counteract 

this 

Multiple treated water sources 

allows for tankering between 

supplies if required in an 

emergency however it makes it 

more difficult to justify 

redundancy within each WTP 

Operability and Maintainability Simpler operations as only one 

site to service 

Five separate WTPs to operate 

and maintain 

Constructability  Simpler construction as a new 

WTP would be constructed 

before decommissioning existing. 

WTP site expected to have 

adequate space for simpler 

construction. 

Staging required to keep existing 

WTPs online. Available land 

(likely to require procurement for 

all sites) may result in 

construction challenges.  

Ability to Meet Future 

Requirements 

Easier to complete future 

treatment upgrades i.e. nitrate 

treatment 

Provides opportunity to service 

private communities along the 

pipelines if required in the future.  

Costly to upgrade each WTP if 

needed in the future 
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9 Risks and Opportunities 

There are a number of key risks that should be considered and mitigated as this project progresses. These 

include: 

● Groundwater investigations are unsuccessful – This may be because either the required quantity of 

water is not located or the quality of this water is such that expensive treatment is required (i.e. high in 

nitrates, iron and manganese, etc). 

● Unforeseen costs – this is a high-level study and there are bound to be items not specifically allowed for 

in the capital cost estimates. A contingency has been included to allow for this however significant 

additional cost could include: 

– Additional treatment i.e. for nitrates 

– Unfavourable ground conditions requiring significant improvements to achieve desired seismic rating 

– Significant cost to connect to waste discharge (run to waste, membrane backwash, site stormwater) 

● Changes in water quality – land use changes in the catchment may result in a deterioration of water 

quality after a new source has been established and the treatment process has been designed. If limited 

water quality sampling of a new source is completed, then seasonal variations in water quality may not be 

well understood. However, even if more than a year of data is collected, deterioration of raw water may 

still occur over time. The likelihood of seasonal variation will be significantly reduced if deep groundwater 

can be sourced. A key risk in this region is increasing nitrate levels. 

● Changes in DWSNZ – A process is underway to replace the existing DWSNZ with a new framework. To 

date, exposure drafts for the Drinking Water Supply Operational Rules and Standards have been 

released however further updates are underway and consultation is still to occur before requirements are 

published. Generally, it is not expected that these changes will have a significant effect on the selection of 

a raw water source or the design of a new WTP however changes to requirements should be monitored. 

It is possible that nitrate limits may be reduced in the future which would have a significant effect on 

treatment requirements. 

● Consenting the new WTP intake and discharge – Any new sources will require water take consents 

which can add significant time and cost to a project. In addition, WTPs with membrane treatment would 

require a discharge consent for membrane backwash water. Assuming that there is adequate space 

available, backwash ponds would be included in these WTPs and the waste material discharged would 

be relatively clean and similar to the abstracted water source. If a discharge consent could not be 

obtained then tankering of waste may be required which would add a significant operational cost. 

● Cost and availability of land – Land procurement for the 5Ms WTP is not required as ADC land has 

been proposed. However, upgrading the individual WTPS will require land procurement at all sites. There 

is a risk that land owners will be unwilling to sell which may cause project delays, increase the cost of the 

land or mean that the existing WTPs cannot be expanded and a new site is required. This should be 

investigated early in the design of any upgrades. In addition, easements and land procurement may be 

required for the pipelines and pump stations. The cost of land procurement including legal costs has not 

been included in the cost estimates. 

● Escalations in cost of construction – There is considerable uncertainty in the cost of water 

infrastructure construction at the moment due to global market changes as a result of Covid-19 and 

because of the heightened demand on contractors in the New Zealand market. A Covid-19 cost 

escalation has not been included in these estimates as it is currently too difficult to predict.  

● Opportunity to connect new consumers – new connections along the proposed pipeline routes have 

been assumed to not be required.  This could provide an additional benefit, allowing growth, which may 

weight the selected option toward a centralised design. 
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10 Next Steps 

This study has shown that there is a significant cost premium required for a centralised 5Ms WTP and 

although there are a number of benefits associated with centralising treatment, it is unlikely that ADC will be 

willing to pay the premium in this instance.  

Alternatively, ADC could investigate combining Mt Somers and Montalto WTPs as well as Methven and 

Methven Springfield WTPs. The distance between Mt Somers and Montalto may be too great to be 

considered feasible however Methven and Methven Springfield are likely to be economic to combine. Our 

previous assessment of potential groundwater source options could also be reconsidered although there is 

risk associated with investing in these investigations and not finding suitable groundwater. 
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Council  

28 July 2021 
 

14. Mayor’s Report 

1. Ashburton Flood – Community Stakeholder Meetings 

Community meetings were held on Tuesday 13 July at Green Street Hall, Winchmore 
Hall and Mt Somers Hall.  The purpose of the meetings was to enable stakeholders 

(Council, MPI, ECan, Rural Support, Insurance Council, EQC, Fed Farms – Farmy Army, 

and Waitaha Health) to communicate the latest information following the floods 
directly to the affected residents and also to enable stakeholders to hear from 
affected properties of any critical issues or concerns. 

 

2. LGNZ Conference 

Myself, Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan, Crs Leen Braam and Carolyn Cameron along with 
CE Hamish Riach attending the LGNZ Conference in Blenheim, 15/17 July.   

 

 Three Waters Reform 

A lot of discussion was had with many elected members out of the official conference 
timetable and feelings are mixed with some expressing keen interest to join the 
scheme whilst others are vehemently opposed and are making their views known to 

Ministers.   

 

Council are planning a workshop to enable a well-informed discussion to be 
undertaken so we can share the information with our community to gauge their 

feelings prior to a final decision being made , if we are allowed. 

 

At the Conference an announcement was made that a further $1.5 billion was to be 
committed to the scheme, with Ashburtons ‘share’ being just under $17 million. .This 

raises the issues of where is this money coming from and who has to repay it, if it needs 
to be repaid. 

 

At the time we were in Blenheim the rain came down similar to the intensity our 
district experienced in late May.  This caused problems for the Buller and Marlborough 
Councils with a Civil Defence emergency being declared. 

 

Our thoughts are with the people of these districts as to what they are going through 

especially those who have been severely affected 

 

3. Meetings 

 Mayoral calendar 

June 2021 

 28 June: EA Shareholders Appointments Committee 
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 28 June: Flood affected farm visits with MP Jo Luxton 

 29 June: Tinwald School visit 

 29 June: Flood Recovery meeting 

 29 June: Three Waters webinar 

 30 June: Executive Committee – Emergency Relief Funding 

 30 June: District slogan workshop 

 30 June: Council meeting 

 

July 2021 

 1 July: M. Bovis Advisory Group 

 2 July: Future for Local Government workshop 

 2 July: Pye Group - Official Cool Store opening 

 5 July: Health review and Future for Local Government 

 5 July: Ashburton Society of Arts 57th Annual Exhibition 

 6 July: Library & Civic Centre Project Control Group 

 6 July: Town Centre Subcommittee 

 6 July: Richard Bowman 

 7 July: John Driscoll farewell function 

 8 July: Three Waters webinar 

 9 July: Hokonui Radio Interview – Deputy Mayor Liz McMillan deputized  

 9 July: Minister Michael Woods re: Ashburton Rail Hub (via Zoom) 

 10 July: Hon. Judith Collins – meeting and visit to bridge and flood affected 
farms 

 11 July: Plains Railway Museum - Family day for flood affected families and 
farm workers  

 12 July: Executive Committee – Emergency Relief Funding 

 12 July: John Skevington 

 13 July: Ashburton Floods – Community Stakeholder meetings 

 14 July: Flood event strategic issues discussions 

 15-17 July: LGNZ Conference and AGM, Blenheim 

 16 July: Mayors Taskforce for Jobs AGM 

 18-27 July: Annual leave 

  

 
 

Recommendation 

That Council receives the Mayor’s report. 

 

 

 

 

Neil Brown 

Mayor 
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