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Objective:

To support LG amalgamation decisions in Otago, whether or not a Head Start

proposal is submitted

Workstreams:

Workstream Outcomes

O]l M Ao 1 ee] e M Understanding what matters most to the community.

what matters What should be protected? What do we want the district to become?

Community voice, An engagement approach focused on understanding priorities and readiness for change.

early engagement Test community appetite to help inform the Head Start pathway.

p Focus on how elected members would navigate and manage the 95-day process.
rocess

Clear governance, decision making pathways, and programme structure.
Understand communities of interest and key partnerships.

Consider factors such as debt levels, relationships with mana whenua, growth pressures,
Head and heart regional alignment.

Council building profile and becoming self-aware of where council sits within wider

landscape.
Process:

Stage 1 Stage 2

e What is important to us? e How do the options

e What options shall we compare?
consider? e Which one(s) do we

select for our Head Start
Morrison Low proposal(s)?

Advisory

Scope:

Head and heart workstream
(Morrison Low Advisory):
Body of evidence to support
decision making:
Communities of interest
Council organisation and
Services
Financial modelling and
benchmarking
Representation options
Planning system alignment
Commentary on alignment
with government criteria

Stage 3

e Which proposal(s) shall
we submit?

e Approval to submit



Options
Option 1: One region-wide Otago unitary councils

Option 2: Two unitary councils, inland & coastal
« QLDC + CODC
 DCC, CDC,WDC

Option 3: Three unitary councils, urban & rural
 QLDC

« DCC

e CODC +CDC +WDC

Sub-options:

* Waitaki (in part or full) joins Canterbury

* Extending Option 3 to consider Gore & wider Southland
* Extending Option 3 to consider Waimate & Mackenzie
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Support for the new planning system

e Catchments
e Environmental limits
e Growth and infrastructure

Morrison Low
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Planning system alignment

Catchment management:

Does the option split catchments making
it harder to manage water quality,
freshwater allocation, flooding, and
environmental limits?

Management of environmental

limits:

Does the option support management of
land use and environmental limits?

Settlement and infrastructure:

Does the option support more effective
and/or efficient planning of transport
corridors, infrastructure servicing linked
to growth and demand?

Morrison Low
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New planning framework — Plans hierarchy

The new planning system has both regional
and local plans depending on the local

Planning Bill &
government structure. National legislation

Natural
Environment Bill

The plan hierarchy alongside represents a

I th i l R i lA th t d Regional level plans Regio.nal Natural District Land Regional
region witn a single negionat AUtNOrity an g P Combined Environment Use Plan Spatial Plan
Local Authorities (status quo).

Plan Plan

Under a Unitary Authority there would be no Local level plans

local Land Use Plans, only a District Land
Use Plan.

Morrison Low 9
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Growth pressures

Growth in one district can spill over into
neighbouring districts. Land use planning
and infrastructure provision needs to cross
boundaries too

e.g. Queenstown and Central Otago
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14%
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2%

0%

17.9%

Queenstown-Lakes
district

Projected population growth
(2023 to 2048, medium projection)

11.7%

3.9%
2.5%

Central Otago district

Clutha district

Waitaki district

3.4%

Dunedin city
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Planning assessment

Option Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:
One region-wide Otago unitary Two unitary councils, Three unitary councils, urban & rural
inland & coastal
Advantages * Mostcomplete catchment management. * Strong alignmentinland catchments. * Simplestintegration existing planning frameworks.
* (Coordinated spatial planning. * (Coherent growth and infrastructure planning for * Well suited to metropolitan planning, meeting
* (Consistent environmental limits across region. inland growth corridor. different needs of Dunedin and Queenstown.
* Reduces duplication and inconsistency. * (Coordinated planning for Dunedin and coastal  * Focused governance for fast-growing, tourism-
e Strong management of cumulative effects settlements, e.g. transport focused Queenstown.
across catchments and communities. * Simplerintegration existing planning e Rural authority has strong focus rural land use,
* Lessplansoverall. frameworks. primary production and natural resources.
* |Improved consistency across participating * Rural authority covers significant portions of
districts relative to status quo major catchments.
Disadvantages  Large geographic area * Splits catchment systems into upper and lower. * Weakest alignment catchment-based planning.
« Complexintegration existing planning * Requires significant coordination between * Narrow geographic scope for urban unitaries
frameworks. authorities e.g. freshwater management. * Disconnecturban and rural unitaries limits
* May initially slow implementation of planning * Infrastructure planning disconnect between strategic planning for growth and infrastructure.
reforms. inland and coastal areas, e.g. transport. * Requires extensive coordination between
* May transfer rather than eliminate planning authorities e.g. freshwater management.
boundary issues. * Fragmented spatial and environmental planning.
* Less effective in managing cumulative effects * May struggle to align rural management with
across catchments and communities. urban growth pressures and downstream effects.

Overall Strongest catchment and region-wide planning with | Enables focus on specific inland and coastal Enables focus on specific urban and rural needs,

least duplication, but its large scale creates needs, but splits catchments and relies on strong but weakest catchment alignment and most
competing priorities. coordination between the two councils. fragmented, coordination-heavy planning.
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Communities of interest

« Community expectations and connections

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Communities of interest

Alignment of needs and expectations of council

Does the option group together communities with aligned needs
and expectations of council?

Can people agree on what council should do?

Community connections

Will this council make sense economically and functionally?

Do these areas complement each other?

Are we connecting where people live and work? Significant
industries with their supply and delivery chains? Housing
markets with employment opportunities?

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Population profile

Population Age Profile (2028 projection)
Queenstown-Lakes district _

Clutha isricr
Central Otago district _
waitaki district [

Dunedin iy
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Socioeconomic and Deprivation Profile

Queenstown-Lakes disrict.

Clutha district .

CentralOtago disrict |
Waitaki district -
Dunedin iy |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
]l m2 u3 "4 a5 u6 07 m8 w9 w10

Urban/rural split (by population)
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Maori population (%)

9.1%

Queenstown-Lakes district

Clutha district 13.5%

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0%
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20%
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Land Area (sg. km) Urban Pop. Rural Pop.

Population and growth emsemssome™ om ™ e i ™ v

Central Otago District 9,900 25,800 14,500 11,300

Clutha District 6,300 18,800 6,600 12,200

(2023 to 2048, medium projection) Dunedin City 3,300 132,800 122,200 10,600

17.9% Population per square kilometre
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Businesses and Visitor nights

12000

10000

8000

6000

4000

2000

Queenstown-Lakes
District

Visitor nights (000s)

Central Otago District

Clutha District

Waitaki District

Dunedin City

14,000

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

11,517

Queenstown-Lakes
district

Number of businesses

4,344

Central Otago
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Household income and home ownership

Average household income Homeownership (%)
$160,000 78%
76% /0%
(o)
$140,000 $135,432
74% 74%
$120,000 $117,254 72%
$111,808 72%
$108,649
$102,355
$100,000 70%
68%
68%
$80,000
66%
$60,000 64% 63%
62%
$40,000
60%
$20,000
58%
$- 56%
Queenstown-Lakes  Clutha district Central Otago Waitaki district Dunedin city Queenstown-Lakes Clutha district Central Otago Waitaki district Dunedin city
district district district district
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Top three industries by GDP

Queenstown Lakes District Clutha District Central Otago District

Construction, 12% Manufacturing, 12%

Construction, 14%

Accommodation and food LEgeImligf:E T REEIR- E] (!
services, 16% services, 9%

Agriculture, forestry and [Rental, hiring and real estate
fishing, 16% services, 7%

Agriculture, forestry and fishing,
31% Construction, 8%

Dunedin City Waitaki District

Agriculture, forestry and
fishing, 14%

Education and training, Health care and social [{®fe]gigifeiife]g¥ Electricity, gas, water and

Morrison Low 11% assistance, 11% 8% Mining, 27% waste services, 7%
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Commuter movements

Live and work in same district

100%
99% 99%
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96% °0%
(0]
94% o4
(0]
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Queenstown-Lakes district Clutha district Central Otago district Waitaki district Dunedin city
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[Labour movements
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Communities of interest

Option Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:
One region-wide Otago unitary Two unitary councils, Three unitary councils, urban & rural
inland & coastal
Advantages  (Connected communities remain together  Keeps connection between Queenstown and * Rural communities that are similar remain
the parts of Central Otago that are similar to it together e.g. size of their economies are similar
e Separates Queenstown from Dunedin, two * Queenstown and Dunedin, while both urban, are
distinctly different towns different and remain separated
Disadvantages  Two urban centres, Dunedin and Queenstown, ¢ Splitsinland rural communities from coastal * Splits Central Otago from its connection to
under one authority, but they are distinctly ones, diluting the rural voice Queenstown
different * Rural communities that are part of Dunedin or
* Interests of smaller, different communities (e.g. Queenstown are disconnected from similar rural
urban, rural) struggle to be heard in region-wide communities in Clutha, Waitaki and Central
decisions Otago.

Reduces influence of different communities when | Recognises differences between the two urban A stronger rural voice and a recognition of
combined unitary tries to meet all needs. centres and their surrounds, but rural voice is differences Dunedin and Queenstown, but a loss

diluted. of connection between rural communities and
urban centres they use.

Morrison Low 23
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Representation, governance and delivery

* Will representation feel fair?
* How similar are current approaches?
* Alignment with current arrangements

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Optimisation
challenge

Centralisation supports:

 Resource efficiency and
maximised outputs

Decentralisation supports:

* Meeting customer needs
and enabling local influence
over levels of service and
costs

Decentralised
Local responsiveness;
local accountability

Local
Influence
over level of
service and

costs

Morrison Low
Advisory

Meeting
customer
expectations

Optimised
local
authority
that

balances...

Maximised
outputs

Enhanced
resource
efficiency

Centralised
Economies of scale;
shared experts; equity;
few externalities




Current representation

|
|

ueenstown . .
Q Central Otago DC Clutha DC Waitaki DC Dunedin CC
Lakes DC
1 Community 4 Community 2 Community 2 Community 6 Community
Board Boards Boards Boards Boards

| | -

Otago Regional

Council

General Wards Yes (3) Yes (4) Yes (8) Yes (4) No (at large) Yes (4)
Maori Wards No No No No No No
Community Boards Yes (1) Yes (4) Yes (2) Yes (2) Yes (6) No
Committees 9 5 3 4 2 0
No. of Councillors 11 10 9 10 14 12
Population / 4,900 2,600 2,100 2,500 9,500 21,300
Councillor

Compared to other parts of the country, similar governance arrangements across the region

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Comparison of representation

Option 1: region-wide Option 2: Option 2: Option 3: Option 3: Option 3: Existing Existing TAs Auckland
inland coastal QLDC DCC rural unitary pop Council
authorities >100,000
. 50,000- 110,000-
Population 256,000 79,000 176,000 53,800 132,800 69,200 60,000 420.000 1,800,000
Current wards 19 7/ 12 4 At large 16 1-5 2-16 12
Current 54 21 33 11 14 29 12-14 9-16 20
councillors
Current population 4,700 3,800 5,300 4,900 9,500 2,400  3,600-4,400 9,000-26,000 140,000
per councillor (av.)
Current | 15 c 10 . 5 5 0-2 0-6 21 (local
community boards boards)

Less reduction in wards,
Changes as a Likely to see a reduction in councillors and community QLDC and DCC remain unchanged.

wards, councillors and boards than Option 1. Coastal Rural authority likely to see a reduction in
_ community boards, based on | likely to have more consolidation wards, councillors and community boards
amalgamation similar sized authorities than inland, based on similar (based on similar sized authorities)
sized authorities

result of

* Avreduction in wards and councillors could be offset by having a more empowered second tier of governance like Auckland Council’s local boards or something new.

Morrison Low 27
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Community boards vs Local boards

* Both are governance only, neither set rates and neither have dedicated delivery organisations
« Community boards = Authority delegated by council of the day (variable)
* [ocal boards = Authority defined in legislation, not by council (fixed)

Community Boards Local Boards (Auckland Model)

Legal basis Local Government Act 2002, Part 4, Subpart 2 I(_:tjslil(a3r?:j/e(r}r;Tr?Qitl)A:c;[t22OOOOz9(Pa t4, Subpart 14) + Local Government
Status in governance Subordinate to council Part of formal governance structure (shared governance)
Core purpose Representation, advocacy, local input Enable democratic decision-making at local level
Strategic role Limited, advisory Recognised role in shaping local priorities and outcomes
Decision-making powers Only what is delegated by council Statutory decision-making responsibilities + delegated powers
Durability of powers Delegations can be changed or removed at any time More stable — embedded in governance model
Budget control May be given a delegated budget (revocable) Allocated local board budgets as part of council planning framework
Ability to influence LTP / plans Provides submissions and advice only Has formal input rights into regional strategies and plans
Service delivery responsibility None Decide on local services, delivery by council staff / CCOs
Revenue raising None Not directly, but can influence targeted rates and budgets
Asset ownership / control None Not directly, but can influence local asset use
Staff / contracting authority None None directly (via council systems)

Morrison Low 28
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Local representation is not limited to formal
boards

Alternatives:

1. T3 rgeted engagement with affected groups Provides issue-specific expertise and representation
* |wiand hapuengagement
* |Industry, sector, and community group input

* Advisory committees and working groups

). Statutory consultation ProCesses Provides formal, open public input at key decision points
* Long-Term Plan, Annual Plan, bylaw consultations

* Resource management and plan processes

3. Deliberative democracy approaches (emerging) Provides deep but narrow insight into community values and trade-offs

 (Citizens’ panels, juries, and assemblies

* Representative residents engaged in informed, structured deliberation

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Local representation options

Deliberative Community Local Boards

democracy Boards

Something New

(local body)

Could be a hybrid between community
board and local board

Could have more responsibility than
local boards

*Could™ have delivery responsibility

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Local body delegation should be effective

The decisions on the LHS of the graph
have a much larger impact on the
community.
* They setdirection
* Theydecide what shapes the
community
* They are the ‘What’ questions

Decisions on the RHS of the graph
* Deliver the outcomes
* They are the ‘How’ questions

Impact on long
term benefit to
community

Community Board
and Local Board
area of influence

. >
Strategy Level of Asset Network Project Service

Service Management  Management  Management Delivery

Governance functions Delivery functions 31



Delegation to local bodies

Governance + Service

Governance only Delivery Responsibility

Current community boards
and local boards sit here

—

* Governance only, no delivery * Less local bodies

* Feasible to have a higher number of local bodies * Each represents a larger area (e.g. existing district)

* Each represents a smaller area * Role is similar to existing district council, less anything
* Input and responsibility is highly targeted determined to be regionalised

The entity becomes
larger (staff,
responsibility,
decision-making,
contracts etc)

It becomes less Accountability
feasible to have lots of between the local body
them (inefficient, and the Council

inconsistent) becomes unclear

Once delivery is

delegated

Morrison Low 32
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Creating clear accountability

You cannot manage risk without having the
ability to make decisions and raise the funds
to address it (e.g. Wellington Water)

RISI( When these three things do not sit in one
responsibility

organisation, you create unclear
accountability.

Relevant when considering:

* Whatis delegated to local body level

* The arrangement between a unitary
council and any external entity

* How the regional functions are
delivered

Funding Decision-
ability making ability

A funding entity without responsibility has no A~ EERISIONE N S o

mEERTvE e UnE ek redlueran responsibility may prioritise spending

according to ‘want’ not ‘need’

33




One unitary council with local bodies involved
in governance only (Option 1)

Otago Unitary Council

* Local bodies could be community boards, local boards or
something new

Morrison Low 34
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Two or three Unitaries (Option 2, Option 3)

Otago

| . Otago
, . Joint Council , ,
Unitary Council 1 oversight Unitary Council 2

Entity delivering regionally-
oriented activities

Local bodies Local bodies

An entity delivering regionally-oriented activities is recommended when there are
two or more unitary authorities to:

* Avoid duplication of effort and resourcing capability gaps
Enable efficient spatial planning and cohesive catchment management

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Representation

Single Unitary Two or Three Unitaries

| |
| | | | | | | [ [ [ | | | |
* Simpler governance structure, but less flexibility in local design * Localbodies have targeted influence over regional entity and their

respective unity councils
* Determined once at the unitary council level:

—  Whether local bodies exist or not * Determined by each unitary council:

— The population each local body represents - Whether local bodies exist or not

— Leveland scope of delegation — The population each local body represents

— Function defined in legislation or determined by unitary council - Iwiinvolvement and/or representation on local bodies
—  Governance only or governance plus service delivery - Leveland scope of delegation

. _ — Function defined in legislation or determined by respective OUC
* Potentially, room to explore setting at the local body level:

— Governance only or governance plus service delivery
- lwiinvolvement and/or representation on local bodies

Morrison Low 36
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Hybrid model

Community Council
elected members on RUC

Community Council
Regional Unitary Council elected members on RUC

Community Council 1

Local - Delivers local activities
rates

Local bodies?

- Delivers regional activities

Community Council 2

- Delivers local activities

Local bodies?

Orange triangle instead of green to demonstrate accountability potentially unclear
RUC may have separately elected Mayor/Chair, other RUC members selected from
elected members of CCs

RUC also has a delivery organisation for regional functions

Each CC can decided whether to have further local governance layer

Local
rates

Morrison Low
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Regional counecil
functions

Example (from ORC):

* Flood protection is a chain of interdependent functions:
* monitoring tells you what the river is doing now;

* science tells you what it will do next;

* engineering translates that understanding into physical infrastructure;

* maintenance keeps the system working over decades.

* [fthat sequence is disrupted across multiple administrations, the links stop
informing each other.
* Decisions about stopbank height and pump station capacity

* Depend on understanding how water moves through the whole
catchment; and

* That knowledge cannot be disaggregated to a district level without
losing the coherence that makes it useful.

Governance &
Community Engagement

Regional Planning

Regulatory /
Environmental Regulation

Environmental Monitoring
and Science

Biodiversity & Biosacurity

Matural Hazards &
Climate Adaptation

Flood Protection,
Drainage & River
Management

Emergency Management

Transport

Activity Areas Scope of work

Council meestings, aorganisational strategy, iwi partnership, public

communications, financial planning, legal services, and risk managemant.

(no specific explainar on this as it is similar to TLA functions)

Regional Policy Statement, regional plans for air, coast, and water, spatial
planning suppart for territorial authorities, and AMA implementation.

Resource consenting, compliance monitoring, enforcement, 2447 pollution
response, harbourmaster services, and public education on environmental rules.

Environmental monitoring (350+ sites), freshwater, groundwater, 2oil, air and
rmarine scianca, air guality monitoring, catchment managamant, community
engagameant and education, and supporting territorial authorities with
environmeantsl data and information.

Pest managemeant (51 pest spacias), biodiversity monitoring, community
conservation funding, and marine biosecurity programmes.

Hazard mapping, flood forecasting and warnings, LiDAR surveys, climate
adaptation planning, and technical support to territorial authorities.

Operation and maintenance of flood schemes (218km flood banks, 14 pump
stations, 535km drains), river management, and post-flood rapairs.

Leading tha Otagn CDEM Group, coordinating emergancy rasponse across

territorial authorities, 24/7 amergancy capability, and community preparadnass,

Orbus bus and ferry services (5.3 million trips per year), regional transport
planning, fleat management, and Total Mobility schemea.

Morrison Low
Advisory

38



Existing Council Controlled Organisations

Otago Regional Council

Port Otago Limited

Queenstown Lakes DC

Queenstown Airport Corporation Ltd
(/5% share)

Queenstown Events Centre Trust
(dormant)

Dunedin City Holdings Ltd

City Forests

City Treasury

Aurora Energy

Delta Ultilities

Dunedin Ventures Management
Dunedin Stadium Property
Dunedin Railways

Dunedin International Airport Ltd
(50% share)

Waitaki DC

Tourism Waitaki

Wiaitaki District Council Services Ltd
Whitestone Contracting

Waitaki Whitestone Geopark Trust
Omarama Airfield (50% share)

Options for how these are combined under

unitary models can be decided during
transition

The benefits of some CCOs can be ringfenced

to particular communities

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Financial benchmarking

:. Morrison Low
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Current state comparisons - debt

» Compares net debt to book value of non-current Debt to asset ratio excluding three waters

25.0%
assets.
CDC WDC DCC ORC

* Ahigher debt to asset ratio could mean:

— The council has relied more heavily on debt to fund asset
Investment than other councils (for example this may be
due to not funding depreciation in the past)

20.0%

15.0%

— The council has older or fewer assets than the other
councils

— The council has used debt to fund costs that are not
related to asset investment

e Structurally, will not change following
amalgamation. However debt servicing costs
can be ringfenced through targeted rates if future 0
council agrees to do so. e cone

5.0%

Debt to asset ratio - higher means more debt or older assets

Morrison Low 41
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Current state comparisons — non rates revenue

i i Non-rate revenue as percentage of total operating revenue
* Compares the extent to which each council excluding thyee waters
relies on rates as a source of revenue o0

WDC DCC ORC

* Ahigherratio means that the council relies
less on rates revenue to cover its costs. This
could relate to iIncome from investments such
as Ports of Otago or Queenstown Airport.

50%

* Could change post amalgamation as revenue
and financing policies are reviewed.

40%
20%

(o)
(0]

(0)
(0]

(0)
(0]

0%

* Port ownership is a matter that would need to QLDC cope ene
be resolved.

* [nvestmentincome would be expected to stay
“where it lies”

% of non rate revenue (higher means less reliance on rates)
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Current state comparisons — operating costs

Shows differences in existing cost of services
across councils

Highlights that there are existing differences
among the councils which may impact on the
future share of costs under amalgamation
options.

QLDC has the highest operating cost per ratable
property (reflective of high growth and visitor
nights), while CODC has the lowest.

There should be no expectation that these costs
would be spread evenly under an amalgamation
proposal. We would expect liberal use of
targeted rates in the early years.

$6,000

$5,000

$4,000

$3,000

$2,000

$1,000

$0

Total operating costs (excluding depreciation) per rateable
property excluding three waters

QLDC CODC CDC

WDC DCC ORC
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Based on national benchmarking, and actual
costs from each of the councils. Actual costs at
a subregional level are based on high level
allocations provided by ORC

Considers what a reasonable cost base would
be for a council with equivalent attributes as the

AppI‘OaCh tO new unitary authority

eStlmatling Detgrmined at a.f.unctional .level t.)asedoon
cConoinies Of Scale statistically significant relationships using

regression analysis

Assumes “baseline” operating costs are the
equivalent of the largest territorial authority in
the group and then adjusts for additional scale

Morrison Low
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Interpreting the data

Morrison Low
Advisory

The costs and potential efficiencies presented
here are at an organisational total or average

level

Actual distribution of these costs or benefits

may dif

This wi

‘er between regions

L be determined by future elected

members

We would expect liberal use of targeted rates,
aligned to differences in levels of service for at
least the first few years

All costs exclude public transport
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Considering model fit

* Compares costs produced from benchmarking exercise
with actual costs for each council to test fit of the model.

* QLDC, DCC and WDC had actual costs exceeding the top
of our estimated band, all other councils were within the
cost band.

e Atacombined level (not shown due to impacts on chart
scale) combined costs were 3% lower than the top of our
price band.

* This may indicate that either:

— Service delivery in QLDC, DCC and WDC is inherently more
expensive than elsewhere in the country and any future model
including these councils will likely cost closer to the top end of
our bands.

— There is additional scope for efficiencies within those councils.

e Based on review of literature and for conservatism our
view is that the former is more likely to be correct.

Testing fit — benchmarked costs versus actual costs for included

councils
., $250,000.00
o)
5
3 5% above
= top of band
$200,000.00 .

- 4% above
$150,000.00 top of band
$100,000.00

149% above
top of band
$50,000.00 —
— a— —
$0.00
WDC CDC CODC DCC QLDC ORC

Cost range —Avg =—Actual
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[
O ptl O n 1 Option 1 comparison of existing cost per rateable property versus

benchmarked projection

$6,000
* Efficiencies between 0% — 7% compared to actual
combined costs
 Assumes no efficiencies on DCC’s existing costs, 2L
and costs increased only for additional scale
* The lowest costrange 41000
* (Costs would not be likely to be spread evenly )
* Benchmarked costs are between 0 — 16% lower §$3000
than actual costs, but efficiencies beyond 7% are §
considered unlikely S
$2,000
$1,000
$0
Otago Unitary Actual combined - Otago Unitary
Regional functions cost (low estimate) =~ ®mTA costs (low estimate) Interest  mDepreciation  ®Unlikely efficiency band  @Likely efficiency band
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Option 2

Option 2 comparison of existing cost per rateable property versus

benchmarked projection

$7,000
Between 4% more expensive and 1% more
efficient compared to actual combined costs for
; $6,000
Inland unitary
Between 1% more expensive and 4% more 000 .
efficient compared to actual combined costs for
Coastal unitary
£ $4,000
Assumes no efficiencies on DCC’s or QLDC’s i
existing costs, and costs increased only for §
additional scale g $2,000
Assumes a shared regional entity for delivery
$2,000
Benchmarked costs are between 4% higher and
/% lower for an Inland Unitary, and 1% higher to o1 000
11% lower for a Coastal Unitary
$0
Inland Unitary Actual combined Inland Unitary Coastal Unitary Actual combined - Coastal Unitary
Regional functions cost (low estimate) =~ ®TA costs (low estimate) Interest mDepreciation  &Unlikely efficiency band  @Likely efficiency band
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Option 3

 (Costs for a Rural Unitary are between 2% higher
and 6% lower than the actual combined costs.

 Costsfor DCC and QLDC Unitary authorities are
essentially the same as the status quo, with some
uncertainty regarding the regional council
functions

e Assumes no efficiencies on WDC’s, DCC’s or
QLDC’s existing costs, and costs increased only
for additional scale

* Assumes a shared regional entity for delivery

* Benchmarked costs for a rural unitary are between
2% higher and 17% lower than actual costs, but
efficiencies beyond 6% are considered unlikely

Cost per property

Option 3 comparison of existing cost per rateable property versus

benchmarked projection
Actual combined Rural Actual combined QLDC

Actual combined DCC
Unitary

$8,000

$7,000

$6,000

$5,000

$4,000

$3,000

$2,000

$1,000

$0

Rural Unitary DCC Unitary QLDC Unitary

Regional functions cost (low estimate) = ®TA costs (low estimate) Interest mDepreciation  ®&Unlikely efficiency band  @Likely efficiency band
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Rural unitary
without shared
regional functions ..

Comparison of Rural unitary authority options

* Without shared regional functions, costs for a $4,000
rural unitary authority could be between 9%

greater or 1% lower than actual current costs per *§
rateable property §$3,ooo
* Costs would be 5% -6% higher than with a g
regional shared entity.
$2,000

* Difference may also reflect differences in cost of
delivering local services — even with a regional
entity, a rural unitary may pick up a greater share $1,000
of the costs.

$0
Rural Unitary Actual combined Rural Unitary Rural without shared RC functions

Regional functions cost (low estimate) = mTA costs (low estimate) Interest mDepreciation  @Unlikely efficiency band  mLikely efficiency band
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All options compared

Mid point efficiency Range

Otago Unitary /.4% reduction 0% - (16%)
Coastal Unitary 4.3% reduction 1% - (11%)

Inland Unitary 1.1% reduction 4% - (7%)

Rural Unitary 5.8% reduction 2% - (17%)

DCC Unitary No material change No material change
QLDC Unitary No material change No material change
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Waitaki considerations

 \Waitaki River catchment straddles Waitaki, WWaimate and Mackenzie districts
* Env. Canterbury delivers catchment management functions for the river
* The Waitaki catchment portion of the district is a separate ward

* Southern parts of Waitaki affiliate with North Otago

a )
- -’
i
- l,l ’
% "

N
VAITAKI
}; DISTRICT
' COUNCIL

¢
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Options excluding

Waitaki

Exclusion of Waitaki results in costs per rateable
property that are:

-  between 1% - 3% higher than an Otago unitary that
includes Waitaki.

- between 3% - 6% higher than a Coastal unitary that
includes Waitaki.

- between 2% higher - 3% lower than a Rural unitary
that includes Waitaki.

The difference in costs between options may not
be evenly distributed.

Assumes a shared regional entity for delivery

$7,000

$6,000

$5,000

$4,000

$3,000

$2,000

$1,000

$0

Options excluding Waitaki

Otago Unitary Otago Unitary excl WDC Coastal Unitary Coastal Unitary excl Rural Unitary Rural Unitary excl WDC
WDC
Regional functions cost (low estimate) =~ ®TA costs (low estimate) Interest mDepreciation  @Unlikely efficiency band  @Likely efficiency band
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Assessment against government criteria

* These are not Morrison Low Advisory criteria nor those
of the Otago mayors or councils.

* Rather, this assessment seeks to demonstrate how
aligned the options are with what the government has
sald they see as important.

* Aligning with the government’s criteria does not
necessarily mean the option is recommended.

Morrison Low
Advisory
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Government

Option 1:
one region-wide Otago unitary

Option 2:
two unitary authorities,
inland and coastal

Option 3:
three unitary authorities,
urban and rural

Criteria

Sli[eJolels CRUEIEVYA © One regional combined plan. * Oneregional combined plan, but covering ¢ Same as option two but further complexity

planning system

* Fewer plans overall.

* One council making planning decisions.

* Catchment management mostly
contained within the region’s boundary.

* Waitaki catchment in Canterbury region
would require special catchment
management arrangements (like occurs
now) or a boundary change.

two councils.

Increased number of steps to make
regional planning decisions amongst two
councils.

More plans overall.

This options connects Queenstown Lakes
with supporting growth areas in Central
Otago.

Catchment management crosses council
boundaries, requiring decisions amongst
two councils.

While catchment centred around upper
Clutha possible with some boundary
changes, downstream effects would
require decisions amongst two councils.
Waitaki catchment boundary issue
remains.

with coordination between three councils
instead of two.

Cuts off Queenstown from supporting
growth areas in Central Otago.

* While the upper Clutha catchment aligns

reasonably well with the Queenstown
boundary, defining a boundary for the
Dunedin council that aligns with
catchment boundaries is difficult.

* Waitaki catchment boundary issue

remains.

Morrison Low
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Government Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:

Criteria one region-wide Otago unitary two unitary authorities, three unitary authorities,
inland and coastal urban and rural

Simpler local * Simpler overall with fewer councils. * Two councils instead of one, requires  Same as option 2 but with three councils
governance * Less duplication and clearer accountability. coordination between them. instead of two the complexity is at least
* Simpler for customers with one organisation e Introduces regional entity to deliver regional  doubled.
to transact with and receive functions, that requires joint governance by
communications from. two councils, reducing simplicity.

* Duplication of effort by each unitary, but
focused on the issues in that area.

* Only one organisation to transact with for
most customers, but some commercial
customers (e.g. developers working across
the two areas) will transact with two
councils.
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Government
Criteria

Option 1:

one region-wide Otago unitary

Economies of
scale

* Greatest opportunity for efficiency and
effectiveness with scale.

* More likely to have sufficient resources to
cover both day to day operations and
strategic functions and cover when there are
resourcing gaps /vacancies.

» Strategic decisions affecting wide areas
more likely to be progressed e.g. freight
corridors.

* Includes two large population centres,
which likely require equal servicing,
reducing scale efficiencies e.g. two distinct
public transport networks, two airports, two
event centres.

* Level of service generally increases to the
urban level, reducing cost-efficiencies from
scale.

Option 2:
two unitary authorities,
inland and coastal

Option 3:
three unitary authorities,
urban and rural

* Scale efficiencies possible but the extent of
efficiencies differs between the two unitary
authorities.

* Each unitary has a large population centre
to service the unitary.

* Again, likely to have sufficient resources to
cover both day to day operations and
strategic functions, although not quite at the
same level as one unitary.

» Strategic decisions likely to be progressed
and no tension between Queenstown-
centred decisions and Dunedin-centred
decisions.

* Like one unitary, level of service generally
increases to the urban level.

* Queenstown and Dunedin remain relatively
unchanged.

* Rural councils benefit from aggregation, but
not to the same extent as one unitary.

* Requires a joint entity to deliver regional
functions to achieve efficiencies

» Capability resilience decreases with more
councils, existing capability challenges
continue in Queenstown and Dunedin.

Morrison Low
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Government Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:

Criteria one region-wide Otago unitary two unitary authorities, three unitary authorities,
inland and coastal urban and rural

eI ERERE ielpl-8 * Disparate communities forced to come * Addresses the large differences between * Addresses the large differences between
local voice together and be represented collectively. Queenstown (tourism and growth focus) Queenstown and Dunedin, whilst also
* Possible to address some of the variation in and Dunedin (and the coastal communities establishing a unitary that has a strong rural

communities of interest through connected to Dunedin) voice.

representation at governing body (wards) * Rural voice and differences in rural voice in ~ * The three unitary authorities have even

and lower tier (local or community boards) different parts of the region are still not well greater control in establishing

but the model is set up to fairly represent represented. representation arrangements and

the whole region as opposed to tailored * The two unitary authorities can establish delegations to second tier governance

arrangements at a sub-regional level in the representation arrangements and tailored to their needs.

multi-unitary models. delegations to second tier governance

tailored to their needs.
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Government Option 1: Option 2: Option 3:

Criteria one region-wide Otago unitary two unitary authorities, three unitary authorities,

inland and coastal urban and rural

Deliverability  Notascomplex as other options to * Requires establishment of separate regional e
establish but still requires significant entity in addition to transitioning six
change (six councils into one). councils into two. .
* Not aligned with community sentiment * Aligns more closely with community
(from the community surveys), risking the sentiment (from the community surveys),
arrangement being challenged during reducing the risk the arrangement will be
establishment. challenged during establishment.

* Aligns with inland Regional Deal

Similar complexity to establish as option
2.

Most aligned to community sentiment,
least risk establishment will be
challenged.

Morrison Low
Advisory

59



Assessment against government criteria

Government

Option 1:

Criteria one region-wide Otago unitary

Supports the new
planning system

* Simpler planning system, cohesive
catchment management.

Simpler local
governance

Economies of
scale

* Higher capability in resourcing improves
decision making, but increased level of
service reduces cost efficiencies.

Maintains a strong
local voice

* Disparate communities represented
collectively and representation model
requires equity across the region.

Deliverability e Simpler to establish, but not aligned with
community sentiment, risking challenge

during establishment.

* Less duplication and clearer accountability.

Option 2:
two unitary authorities,
inland and coastal

* Increased complexity in planning
decision, disjointed catchment
management.

* Introduces regional entity to deliver
regional functions, less clear
accountability and some duplication
introduced.

* Scale efficiencies possible, but not as
pronounced as single unitary.

* Different efficiency outcomes for Inland
and Coastal.

* Differences inland and coastal recognised
but rural voice not as clear.

* Each unitary establishes representation
reflecting their community.

* Aligns more closely with community
sentiment, but requires separate regional
entity establishment.

Option 3:
three unitary authorities,
urban and rural

* Further complexity in planning and
disjointed catchments.

e Same as option 2 but with three councils
instead of two the complexity is at least
doubled.

* Queenstown and Dunedin remain relatively
unchanged.
* Rural councils benefit from aggregation.

* Recognises different voices the most.
* Each unitary establishes representation
reflecting their community.

* Similar complexity to establish as option 2.

Morrison Low
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Thank you

c' Morrison Low
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